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 Integrity is fundamental to effective school management and instructional 

leadership and acts as a living moral guide by bringing managerial compliance into line 

with the educational vision (Fullan, 2003). Since school leaders deal with complicated 

socio-political requirements, it is essential for them to have a strong ethical foundation. 

They are also responsible for creating situations in which clear governance directly 

contributes to improved student achievement and to the institution's credibility when 

decisions be made. Integrity is therefore based on true moral principles and is thus 

considered to be morally acceptable (Mariano-Martinez, 2026).  

 The need to combine ethical stewardship with academic oversight means that 

school leaders should show the qualities of equity, responsibility, and authenticity if those 

traits are to be instilled in the organization and the learning community (Starratt, 2004). 

It also acts as the main way in which organizational rhetoric is turned into significant 

practices in schools and classrooms. Yet when integrity is built at the heart of school 

management, leadership is raised from simple bureaucratic oversight to become a 

transformative moral practice. 

 Integrity in leadership converges on the premise that operational efficiency needs 

to be intrinsically paired with uncompromising ethical standards to ensure long-term 

institutional sustainability. Thus, school leaders are mandated and entrusted with 

meticulous, transparent practices of leading the school not just in the realm of the idealism 

of integrity but in praxis (Bush, 2008). Nevertheless, when school administrative 

operations lack integrity and instruction fails to maximize quality, it constitutes 
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mismanagement. It is tantamount to directly compromising instructional quality and 

exacerbating systemic inequities.  

 The idea promotes that there is no dichotomy in ethical governance separating 

management to leadership. These two (2) are related and interconnected. These need to 

apply policy mandates consistently, not in isolation from one another. Moreover, sound 

organizational management provides the structural stability necessary for instructional 

initiatives to flourish without administrative friction or procedural breakdown 

(Leithwood et al., 2004). Leaders demonstrating transparency in his functions promote 

institutional interest. Consequently, integrity in school management serves not merely as 

a risk-mitigation strategy, but as the structural backbone that supports all pedagogical 

endeavors. 

 Parallel to structural management, instructional leadership demands a deep moral 

commitment to optimizing teaching methodologies and enhancing learners' learning 

outcomes. It is a reminder that teachers who are promoted to leadership and managerial 

function should, in all cases, not to forget that still educators. They are instructional 

leaders. Thus, they are responsible for setting academic standards, supervising 

curriculum delivery, and supporting professional development across grade levels 

(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Integrity in this capacity requires them to prioritize 

authentic learning over superficial compliance or artificial test score inflation (Hallinger, 

2005).  

 School leaders are paragons of honesty. Part of their function is to encourage 

teachers to adopt reflective practices, embrace evidence-based pedagogy, and 

continuously refine their instructional craft. Furthermore, they need to ensure that high 

expectations are maintained equitably for all learners, disregarding attributes like 

socioeconomic or cultural background. They demonstrate that academic excellence and 

equitable access are non-negotiable institutional priorities. Thus, integrity in instructional 
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supervision transforms routine classroom evaluations into meaningful collaborative 

dialogues geared toward authentic student growth. 

 Integrity is the primary catalyst for cultivating relational trust in school culture. 

School leaders consistently align their actions with expressed institutional values. They 

foster an environment where members feel safe, physically or psychologically, to 

innovate and collaborate for the betterment of the institution (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). 

However, trust is fragile in educational settings. Leaders who fail to demonstrate honesty 

or vulnerability, organizational cohesion dissolves into cynicism and resistance that crave 

reformation.  

 In the era characterized by rigorous accountability measures and heightened 

societal scrutiny, they routinely face complex ethical dilemmas that test their personal 

and professional integrity. To balance the ethics of justice, care, critique, and profession 

to navigate these high-stakes decisions effectively, school leaders draw upon multiple 

ethical paradigms (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2016). They weigh rigid bureaucratic 

compliance against individual student welfare and equitable outcomes, for instance, 

when managing disciplinary actions or standardized testing protocols. 

 Maintaining integrity during crisis moments requires leaders to resist quick fixes, 

political pressures, or self-serving shortcuts that sacrifice institutional principles. They 

clarify the moral dimensions of administrative choices for their staff and broader 

community through systematic, ethical decision-making processes. This principled 

approach guarantees that policies are implemented humanely without diminishing 

institutional accountability or academic standards. Ethical decision-making serves as a 

practical manifestation of integrity in the daily management of the school. 

 Effective principals recognize that instructional leadership is a shared 

responsibility, requiring the empowerment of department heads, instructional coaches, 

and classroom teachers (Spillane, 2006). They cultivate collective accountability and 
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develop leadership capacity across the entire school ecosystem by distributing leadership 

responsibilities ethically. Delegating authority demands clear ethical boundaries, 

transparent communication, and continuous mentorship to ensure shared goals align 

with institutional standards. Peer-to-peer collaboration becomes driven by professional 

pride rather than top-down mandates or competitive isolation when teacher-leaders 

operate within an ethical framework. 

 Integrity stands as the indispensable bridge connecting administrative 

management with transformative instructional leadership. Moral instructional 

leadership ensures that those structures serve humanistic and educational ends, while 

effective school management ensures that operational structures function efficiently. 

They consistently operate with integrity and cultivate schools that are not only 

academically rigorous, but also ethically vibrant and socially supportive learning 

communities (Fullan, 2003; Starratt, 2004).  

 The legacy of a leader is not measured solely by administrative achievements or 

standardized test scores but by the enduring culture of trust, equity, and ethical 

responsibility left behind. The demand for leaders grounded in unyielding integrity 

becomes ever more paramount as educational systems continue to navigate 

unprecedented societal challenges. Leadership achieves its highest public purpose 

through this synthesis of operational management and ethical instructional practice. They 

ensure schools remain beacon institutions of learning, growth, and democratic character 

by holding steadfast to core moral values. 

References: 

Bush, T. (2008). Leadership and management development in education. Sage 

Publications. 

Fullan, M. (2003). The moral imperative of school leadership. Corwin Press. 



  

 

17 September 2026 

Publications 

 
Hallinger, P. (2005). Instructional leadership and the school principal: A passing fancy 

that refuses to fade away. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 4(3), 221–240. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15700760500244793 

Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J. (1985). Assessing the instructional management behavior of 

principals. The Elementary School Journal, 86(2), 217–247. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/461445 

Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). How leadership 

influences student learning. The Wallace Foundation. 

Mariano-Martinez, D. A. (2026). Ethical leadership of school administrators and 

teachers' performance: Basis for leadership development program. United International 

Journal for Research & Technology, 7(4), 179–190. 

Shapiro, J. P., & Stefkovich, J. A. (2016). Ethical leadership and decision making in 

education: Applying theoretical perspectives to complex dilemmas (4th ed.). Routledge. 

Spillane, J. P. (2006). Distributed leadership. Jossey-Bass. 

Starratt, R. J. (2004). Ethical leadership. Jossey-Bass. 

Tschannen-Moran, M. (2014). Trust matters: Leadership for successful schools (2nd ed.). 

Jossey-Bass. 


