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ABSTRACT
Educational leadership and its relation to student academic achievement is a wellresearched area; however, little is known about principals’ effectiveness in specific leadership
tasks and its relation with student achievement. The purpose of this study was to explore task
effectiveness, as perceived by principals themselves, their deputy principals and lead teachers
in the context of the Maldives. More specifically this study identified specific dimensions of
principal tasks and investigated the relations between these dimensions and student
achievement in lower secondary schools in the Maldives.
This study employed a quantitative design using surveys to collect self- and other
ratings of principal task effectiveness. Principals, deputy principals and lead teachers were
asked to complete the same survey regarding principal task effectiveness, thus triangulating
principal self-ratings with ratings from the other senior management team members. All of
the 177 public secondary schools offering the International General Certificate of Secondary
Education (IGCSE) in the Maldives responded to the survey and their students’ grades in
IGCSE mathematics and English as a second language were provided by the Ministry of
Education. An exploratory factor analysis was used to identify dimensions of principal task
effectiveness. Hierarchical regression analyses were used to examine the relation between
perceived principal task effectiveness, principal characteristics and student achievement.
The analyses revealed five principal task dimensions: School Management,
Instructional Management, Teacher Quality, External Relations, and Programme
Development and Evaluation. The Teacher Quality dimension and principals’ experience at
their current school positively predicted student achievement in the IGCSE English as a
Second Language examination. Further, principals with master’s degree qualifications
perceived themselves as being more effective than those with bachelor’s and doctoral
degrees.
This study provides a comprehensive picture of principal task effectiveness in the
Maldives, highlighting specific strengths and areas for improvement. The findings provide
implications for policy makers for principal training, ongoing professional learning and the
daily work of principals. The study provides a comprehensive framework of leadership task
effectiveness which leaders and policy makers can utilise to examine leadership in schools
and identify professional learning needs. It also highlights the importance of focusing on
principal task effectiveness and its link to student outcomes.
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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION
The chapter describes my personal interest in completing this research. In addition,
the chapter outlines the significance of this study and overarching research questions which
this study aimed to answer. The chapter concludes with an outline of this thesis.

1.1. Personal Motivation Leading to this Research
My personal interest in this research began with my Master of Education thesis. My
master’s thesis investigated gender differences in Maldivian secondary students’ mathematics
achievement. While studying the state of education in the Maldives for the thesis, I noticed
that we had achieved universal primary education and had extended the availability of lower
secondary education to most of the islands. However, while progress had been made in
providing access to education, overall academic achievement was still low across the
Maldives. A World Bank (2012) report highlighted that the overall quality of education in the
Maldives was low and immediate improvement was needed. One particular issue was the low
pass rates in the lower secondary exit examinations, hindering students from pursuing upper
secondary schooling opportunities. In 2015, the lower secondary pass rate was only 41% for
English as a second language (ESL) and 51% in mathematics (Ministry of Education [MoE],
2016a). While the pass rates had increased over previous years, about 50% of students
remained without basic numeracy and literacy qualifications, which represent the foundations
for education and for students’ success in professional careers. Over the years, teacher
training courses at The Maldives National University have been upgraded from an Advanced
Certificate in Teaching in 1984 to the current Bachelor of Teaching and Master of Education.
Even with the availability of highly qualified teachers, there remains gross underachievement
of students at the secondary exit examination. While some schools perform well in the
International General Certificate of Secondary Education (IGCSE), other schools are
struggling to get acceptable results (MoE, 2016b). Even though similar resources are
provided in schools, there are huge differences in performance of IGCSE. Of the many
available resources in schools, human resources play a key role in the academic performance
of the students and, among these resources, one of the prominent resources is the principal
who has been shown to play a vital role in student achievement (Wanzare & Da Costa, 2001).
I now work as a teacher educator and coordinator of the Master of Educational
Management and Leadership in the Faculty of Education, The Maldives National University.
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Given my focus on school leadership, I am interested in the effectiveness of principals in the
Maldives and the link to student achievement. This interest has led me to engage in a study of
principal task effectiveness and student academic achievement in the Maldivian context.
I have always thought that teachers alone cannot bring a change in student
achievement. Quality school education is not only the responsibility of teachers. In addition
to an enthusiastic teaching force, there needs to be a principal who is willing and able to lead
the school in every aspect. A principal who is an instructional leader with management skills
is needed to support effective classroom teaching.

1.2. Overview of Literature
Since the 1970s, educational research has argued that one of the mutual characteristics
of effective schools is principal leadership (Andrews & Soder, 1987; Edmonds, 1979;
Hallinger & Heck, 1998). As a result of this, there has been a focus on the relationship
between principal leadership and student achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 1998). Research
and especially meta-analyses over the years have revealed the positive effect of principal
leadership on student achievement (Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee, 1982; Hallinger & Heck,
1998; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008).
For example, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty’s (2005) meta-analysis confirmed a significant
relationship between school leadership and student achievement, and Leithwood et al. (2008)
claimed that school leadership is second only to the quality of teaching in influencing student
learning. Sirchia’s (2017) literature review on school leadership showed that effective
principal leadership enhances the school environment, which in turn promotes students’
academic achievement.
One debate that remains is that of the differences between principal leadership and
educational management and whether principal leadership and educational management
describe the same or different tasks of the principal. Cuban (1988) distinguished leadership
from management by noting that leaders are concerned with educational change and
instruction while managers maintain the organisational running of the school. Similarly,
Connolly, James, and Fertig (2019) proposed that educational management and leadership are
different; educational management focuses proper functioning of the school, whereas
educational leadership is focused on accomplishing goals by influencing people. It has been
argued that although leadership and management are equivalently important in school
administration (Bush, 2007; Cuban, 1988), both depend on context and time (Bush, 2007).
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Schools where the basic management is already in place may need more leadership. On the
other hand, underperforming schools may need more emphasis on basic management to
ensure the functional running of the school. Once basic managerial aspects are in place, then
leaders can formulate their vision and mission for the school.
In the Maldivian context, school leaders have traditionally been seen more as school
managers who deal with tasks such as record keeping, managing school budget and reporting
school activities to the MoE. The implementation of a new curriculum in 2015 gave
principals a more instructional role. Apart from managing school activities, the principal is
now compelled to be involved in the instructional activities that directly affect student
achievement (National Institute of Education, 2014). Whether principals are given a more
managerial role or instructional leadership role, in either case, principals are responsible for
their school’s performance. Whether a school principal does more managing or leading, they
are still responsible to lead and manage all the activities within the school through utilisation
of available resources. As a result of this, a principal is required to make necessary changes to
improve academic achievement. It can be argued that without organisation and planning, staff
lack the enthusiasm to strive for better outcomes (Sirchia, 2017). Simultaneously,
instructional leadership practice is also an important aspect of student achievement, as it
involves the direct involvement of the principal in teaching and learning (Gold, 2003;
Shaked, 2018). Hence, principals need to practise both leadership and managerial skills to
increase student academic achievement. Principal leadership has only recently become a
focus in the Maldives, signified by the initiation of the above-mentioned master’s programme
in the country in 2015. Moreover, the MoE is trying to improve principal leadership through
the World Bank (2017) “Enhancing Education Development Project” (EEDP) by training
existing and potential principals.
As the leader and manager in a school, the principal is given complex responsibilities.
Leithwood et al. (1999) point out that, in practice, principals may not be aware in their daily
work that they are either leading or managing; they simply carry out their tasks on behalf of
the school and students. To increase student achievement, completing leadership or
managerial tasks or the frequency of attempting these tasks is not sufficient. Yet, most
importantly, it is principal task effectiveness which brings the necessary changes in school
performance. Since the multifaceted principal responsibilities involve managing different
tasks relating to the school, it is vital to study principal task effectiveness. Hence, the overall
aim of this study is to explore perceived principal task effectiveness and student achievement
from the perspective of principals and from senior management, who are deputy principals
3

and lead teachers. It includes additional perspectives of principal task effectiveness, as selfevaluating task effectiveness might have positive bias in favour of the respondent. In
particular, this study seeks to answer the following research questions:
1. How does principals’ perceived effectiveness vary across leadership tasks?
2. What is the perceived relation between principals and school characteristics and their
task effectiveness through self-rating and rating by deputy principals and lead teachers?
3. How do principals’ perceptions of their task effectiveness correlate with that of their
deputy and lead teachers?
4. To what extent are principals’ perceptions of their task effectiveness predictive of
student achievement?
5. To what extent are deputy principals’ and lead teachers’ perceptions of principal task
effectiveness predictive of student achievement?
This study utilises a quantitative exploratory design to explore the perceived task
effectiveness of principals, based on evidence from a survey completed by the principal and
senior management team (SMT) which consists of deputy principals and lead teachers. The
tasks focused on in this study are based on principal job descriptions in the Maldives and
principal tasks identified by Grissom and Loeb (2011). The term task is defined as what
principals do or ensure is completed by others in leading and managing their school. In
addition, this study employs student achievement data to explore the relation between
principals’ perceived task effectiveness and student achievement in Maldivian schools.
In educational leadership research, inadequate attention has been paid to principal task
effectiveness. Though numerous studies have been carried out in the field of educational
leadership, these studies tend to focus mainly on different dimensions of school leadership, or
general practices of principals, or the frequency of leadership tasks (Grissom & Loeb, 2011).
Thus, there is a scarcity of empirical research which investigates task effectiveness of
principals and its relation to student achievement.

1.3. Significance of the Research
A number of studies have investigated the impact of principal leadership on student
achievement (Hallinger, 2005; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Marzano et al., 2005; Robinson et
al., 2008; Witziers, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003). Firstly, these studies have explored different
dimensions of school leadership and practices, but not principals’ effectiveness in the specific
tasks they do to make a difference in student academic achievement. Secondly, these studies

4

often investigated principals’ leadership practices, but not organisational management
practices, as the latter was thought to have no relation to student achievement. However, the
work of principals often involves management and leadership, and both are important for
student achievement. On a daily basis, a principal is involved in distinct sets of school
functions “spanning instruction, personnel, budgeting, student services, external relations,
and a host of other areas” (Grissom, Loeb, & Mitani, 2015, p. 774). The practice of a
particular leadership dimension may not be adequate to improve daily work and student
academic achievement. Thus, there is lack of research on what tasks principals engage in on a
daily basis, how effective they are in these tasks, and their effect on student achievement
(Horng, Klasik, & Loeb, 2010).
Previous research has focused on the different leadership styles and their impact on
student achievement, especially instructional leadership (Karadağ, Bektaş, Çoğaltay, &
Yalçın, 2015; Robinson et al., 2008; Shatzer, Caldarella, Hallam, & Brown, 2014). The
Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), the most widely utilised
instrument to examine instructional leadership and its relation to student achievement,
measures the frequency of certain behaviours of principals (Grissom & Loeb, 2011).
However, it is not only the frequency with which principals engage in a certain behaviour that
is important. To bring a meaningful result in student achievement, principals have to
complete the tasks they engage in effectively. Hence, it is important to explore the relation
between principal effectiveness in specific tasks and student achievement. The relation
between principal task effectiveness and student achievement is an under researched area. To
date, few studies have been carried out, one in the United States (US; Grissom & Loeb, 2011)
and the other in China (Zheng, Li, Chen, & Loeb, 2017). Knowing more about principal task
effectiveness and its relation to student achievement is especially vital in the context of the
Maldives, as it is a developing country that is constantly working hard to improve its
education system. This is also important for the recent focus of improving principal
leadership. The Maldives education system is trying to move towards a student-centred
pedagogy and a leadership model that is not just about administration or management. As the
task lists of the principals in this study include both management and teaching- and learningrelated tasks, understanding more about how effective the principals are completing the tasks
would help to improve the system. Similar to Grissom and Loeb (2011) this study aims to
find the perceived task effectiveness of principals in Maldivian schools through self-reporting
and also from the SMT’s perspective.
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There is a dearth of published research on school leadership in the Maldivian context,
with the exception of Shafeeu’s (2019) and Ahmed’s (2016) work. In fact, there is a lack of
published research in the field of educational leadership and management in South Asia,
especially in the Maldives. A review of research published on educational leadership and
management in Asia from 1995 to 2012, revealed that in the Asian continent, South Asia had
the least number of research articles published (Hallinger & Chen, 2015). In this review,
there were no research publications on school leadership and management in Maldivian
schools. The current study has the potential to contribute to school leadership development by
extending our knowledge about school leadership and principal task effectiveness in the
Maldives, and by identifying areas for improvement.
While the prominence of the principal’s role in school improvement is widely
acknowledged, few studies exist internationally about the specific tasks principals engage in,
on a daily basis, and how these tasks affect student achievement. Hence, principal task
effectiveness is an emerging area of educational research. This study intends to contribute to
the field of educational leadership through exploring the relation between principals’
perceived task effectiveness and student achievement. Further, this research proposes a
Principal Leadership Task Effectiveness Rating Scale and a Principal Leadership Task
Effectiveness Framework.

1.4. Thesis Organisation
This thesis is organised into eight chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the
research and its purpose. Chapter 2 describes the context of the study. It outlines the
educational history of the Maldives and describes the current education system, with
particular reference to school leadership, and principals’ roles and responsibilities in the
context of the Maldives. Chapter 3 reviews the literature pertaining to the subject of the
study. This chapter synthesises literature in the field of educational leadership and student
achievement. Particular attention has been given to the only two studies available in the area
of principal task effectiveness, which were conducted by Grissom and Loeb (2011) in the US
and by Zheng et al. (2017) in China. This study is a partial replication of Grissom and Loeb
(2011) in the Maldivian context. The studying of principal task effectiveness and its impact
on student achievement is vital as there is dearth of research on this aspect of educational
research in a wider context. The findings of the current study will make a unique contribution
to school effectiveness studies in the Maldives and in the broader context. Chapter 4
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discusses the theoretical framework of this thesis. Chapter 5 describes the methodology used
in the study, and specifies the research design, instrumentation, sampling and data collection
and analysis procedures that were adopted. The results of the study are presented in Chapter
6. Chapter 7 discusses the findings with reference to the reviewed literature in Chapter 3 and
4. Chapter 8, the concluding chapter, summarises the study as a whole and discusses the
implications of the study. Further, in Chapter 8, suggestions for further research and overall
limitations of the study are identified.
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Chapter 2. CONTEXT OF STUDY
An understanding of the context is seen to be an indispensable prerequisite to
understanding the effectiveness of school principals (Bush, 2007). The fundamental role of
principals includes political, managerial and instructional responsibilities, and the
effectiveness of the principal depends on the right balance in these roles. The present study
examines the perceived task effectiveness of principals in Maldivian schools and the relation
between perceived task effectiveness and student achievement in IGCSE. This research
explores the task effectiveness of principals, as perceived by principals themselves, their
deputy principals and lead teachers. This chapter situates the study within its historical and
educational context, that of the Maldives. The chapter first postulates a brief introduction to
the Maldives. It then describes the education system in the Maldives. It pays particular
attention to school leadership in the Maldives and the roles and responsibilities of principals
in the Maldivian context.

2.1. Overview of the Maldives
The Republic of the Maldives is a small island nation located in the Indian Ocean,
south west of India and Sri Lanka. The Maldives are geographically dispersed and comprise
1,192 islands, of which 187 are inhabited and 115 have been developed as tourist resorts. The
tourism industry plays a significant role in the development of the nation. In 2015, the
tourism’s percentage share of government revenue was 40.5% (National Bureau of Statistics,
2017).
The total land area of the Maldives is 300 km2. The islands of the Maldives are
naturally formed into 26 atolls, which are administratively divided into 20 atolls. Maldivian
society is uniquely homogeneous, practising the same language, Dhivehi; religion, Islam; and
culture. Nonetheless, English is widely used in commerce and business.
According to the 2014 census, the Maldivian population is 344,023, with a gender
ratio of 103 males to 100 females. Based on the international definition of youth (15–24
years) 19% of the residential Maldivians are youth. The population structure of the Maldives
is such that 68% of the population is in the working-age group, 27% are children (under 15
years) and 5% of the population is above 65 years of age. Out of this, 38% of the population
lives in the capital city Male’ which is just about 2 km2. About 95% of the islands have a
resident population of less than 2,000 and only 0.9% of islands, or four islands, have a
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population of more than 5,000 residents. Schools on the islands are generally small (see Table
2.1).
Table 2.1
Schools by Size of Enrolment
Enrolment category
100 or less
101–200
201–300
301–400
401–500
501–600
601–700
701–800
801–900
901–1,000
1,001–1,100
1,101–1,200
1,201–1,300
1,401–1,500
1,501–1,600
1,601–1,700
1,901–2,000
2,001–2,100
Total

No. of schools
45
71
42
17
12
5
7
2
1
4
1
1
2
3
2
1
1
2
219

Percentage
20.55
32.42
19.18
7.76
5.48
2.28
3.20
0.91
0.46
1.83
0.46
0.46
0.91
1.37
0.91
0.46
0.46
0.91
100

Source: Adapted from School Statistics, MoE, 2019.

With the dispersed nature of the population across the islands, the government of the
Maldives is facing numerous challenges to provide quality education. A particular challenge
is the provision of secondary education to the dispersed island populations. One response of
the MoE is to attract quality principals to the island schools by providing special allowances
for principals who choose to work in schools which are situated away from their usual place
of residential.

2.2. Overview of the Maldives’ Education System
Currently the Maldives have three types of schools: public, private and community
schools. The community schools are run by island communities with the administration of the
schools being the responsibility of the Island Council. In 2016, most students were enrolled in
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public schools (80%), while only 14% and 6% of students were enrolled in private and
community schools respectively (MoE, 2017b).
In 2016, 87,420 students were enrolled at different levels of education. Table 2.2
illustrates the net enrolment in 2016 by different education level. In 2002, the Maldives
achieved universal primary education (Ministry of Planning and National Development,
2007). Lower secondary education is today available in 97% of the islands except for the few
islands with fewer than 50 students at lower secondary. These students travel to nearby
islands to attend schools. However, higher secondary education is available in only 21% of
the islands.
Table 2.2
School Net Enrolment by Grades, 2016
Level of education

Grade

% Enrolment 2016

Pre-primary

89.3

Primary

1 to 7

106.6*

Lower secondary

8 to 10

83.7

Higher secondary

11 and 12

26.9

Nursery, lower kindergarten, upper kindergarten

Note: Source: School Statistics MoE, 2016.
*Net Enrolment above 100 is as a result of using estimated population in the calculation

Another challenge for the government of the Maldives to increasing the accessibility
of higher secondary education to its student population, is students’ low performance in lower
secondary education. In some islands, higher secondary education is not offered due to the
low student population. On other islands, a minimum number of students need to pass the
IGCSE to continue to higher secondary education. Otherwise, secondary education might not
be offered at that school and students have to move to other islands or the capital Male’.
2.2.1 History of the Education System
Prior to 1960 there were two co-existing education systems in the Maldives: the
traditional system and the English system (International Bureau of Education, 2011). With
the introduction of English-medium schools in 1960 (MoE, 1999), the number of traditional
schools significantly decreased. Table 2.3 shows some significant events in the education
system of the Maldives. These events have made huge impacts on the current education
system.
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Table 2.3
History and Events that Occurred in the Education System of the Maldives
Year

Events

Source

Prior to 1927

Traditional education places:
• Edhuruge or Kiyavaage: the neighbouring
home where children attended to learn to
read and write local language, recitation of
the Qur’an and some arithmetic.
• Makthab: offered same curriculum but in a
separate building and were generally
operated in a formal manner.
• Madharasa: same as Makthab but the
curriculum was much wider.

International Bureau
of Education (2011)

1927

Establishment of first government school in
Male’.
Significant educational development took place
in the 1940s. e.g., Each inhabited island had
a traditional school (Makthab) providing
instruction at the lower primary level.

MoE (1999)

1968

Ministry of Education was established
English-medium schools were introduced in
Male’ for the first time.
Students enrolled in classes parallel to their age
level.

International Bureau
of Education (2011)
MoE (1999)

1978–1980

Decision to move to unified national education
system: primary (Grade 1–5) and middle
school (Grade 6–7) with a common
curriculum for Grades 1–7 was created.
Equitable distribution of resources advocated
Establishment of atoll education centre in each
atoll.
Maldives gradually adopted the University of
London General Certificate of Secondary
Education Ordinary Level (GCSE O/L
syllabus).
Private schools were established.

International Bureau
of Education (2011)
MoE (1999)

2000–2004

Universal primary education achieved—access
to primary education in all 199 inhabited
islands.
Primary and secondary schools changed to
schools which teach Grades 1–10.
National Curriculum Framework (draft).

International Bureau
of Education (2011)

A new national curriculum framework is
introduced.

National Institute of
Education (2014)

1940–1950

2011

2015
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MoE (1999)

MoE (2010b)

The dominant education system in the Maldives has its foundation in traditional
schools that have existed for hundreds of years. These traditional schools were privately
owned or operated by the island communities. Traditional schools encompassed three
different school types. First, Edhuruge or Kiyavaage were schools that children from a
neighbourhood attended to learn literacy skills in the local language Divehi and to learn how
to recite the Qur’an. Second, Makthab and Madhurasa were schools that generally operated
in a formal manner, where literacy and numeracy were taught. The traditional schools have
contributed towards achieving many educational objectives, including a high rate of literacy
and the preservation of national culture and tradition (MoE, 1999). The contemporary system
of education is the result of a unification of the traditional schooling system and a Western
style of schooling which was introduced in 1978 (MoE, 1999).
The government decision to unify the national education system in 1978 was one of
the most momentous historical developments in the education system of the Maldives. In this
unified national system, the policy focus was to provide universal basic education for all,
with a unified curriculum for Grade 1–7. Under this new system, schooling in the Maldives
was structured on a 5–2–3–2 cycle as shown in Figure 2.1: 5 years at primary school leading
to 2 years at middle school, followed by 3 years at lower secondary school and 2 years at
high secondary school (MoE, 1999).
2.2.2 Current Education System
With the implementation of a new curriculum in 2015, the structure of the education
system has again changed. In the foundation stage, at the age of 4 and 5 years, children
complete lower and upper kindergarten. The second phase, primary school, consists of two
key stages, Key Stage 1 (Grades 1–3) and Key Stage 2 (Grades 4–6). At the age of 12,
students start the third phase of schooling—lower secondary, Key Stage 3 (Grades 7–8) and
Key Stage 4 (Grades 9–10). Higher secondary is Key Stage 5 (Grades 11–12) as shown in
Figure 2.1. In the current system, a local curriculum is taught till the end of Key Stage 3, and
in Key Stage 4 students study the Cambridge IGCSE syllabus.
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Pre-primary
Grades
Age

Middle
School

Primary

Lower
Secondary

Higher
Secondary

Nsry

LKG

UKG

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10
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12

13

14

15
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18
Edexcel
A'Level &
HSC Exam

Cambridge O'Level/IGCSE & SSC Exam
LKG

UKG

Key Stage

Foundation

Phase

Foundation

1

2

3

4

Key Stage 1

5

6

Key Stage 2

7

8

Key Stage 3

9

Key Stage 4

Lower
Secondary

Primary

10

11

12

Key Stage 5
Higher
Secondary

Figure 2.1 Former and current structure of education system in the Maldives.
With the introduction of the new curriculum in 2015, the assessment methods have
also changed. The current curriculum assessment mainly focuses on formative assessment.
Table 2.4 depicts assessment types by key stage and education level. The types of assessment
utilised in the foundation stage to Key Stage 2 are only formative. From Key Stages 3 to 5
both formative and summative assessments are used to assess student performance. For the
assessment of students with special education needs, an individual education plan is prepared
in accordance to the needs of these students (MoE, 2018).
Table 2.4
Assessment Types Across Key Stages
Key stage / grade

Education level

Foundation Stage
Key Stage 1 (Grades 1–3)
Key Stage 2 (Grades 4–6)

Pre-primary
Primary
Primary

Key Stage 3 (Grades 7–8)

Lower secondary

Key Stage 4 (Grades 9–10)

Lower secondary

Key Stage 5 (Grades 11–12)

Higher secondary

Type of assessment
Assessment for learning

Assessment for and of learning

Note: Source: Adapted from National Assessment Policy, 2018

In the Maldives, prior to 2015, lower secondary education comprised Grades 8 to 10.
During their lower secondary years, students studied the Cambridge IGCSE syllabus for ESL
and mathematics. With the implementation of the new national curriculum in 2015, lower
secondary was changed to comprise Grades 7 to 10. In the first 2 years, students continue to
learn from the local syllabus. In Grades 9 and 10, students follow the Cambridge IGCSE
syllabus and are expected to sit IGCSE examination at the end of secondary school.
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The current education system comprises both academic and vocational education. All
students follow academic subjects till the completion of Grade 7. When students start Grade
8, they can choose between the academic pathway and two vocational pathways: the BTEC
(Business and Technology Education Council) diploma provided by Edexcel, and the
Dhasvaaru programme, which is a local vocational programme. Students can choose either
programme with the core compulsory subjects of Islam, Dhivehi, mathematics and ESL. The
Dhasvaaru programme can only be chosen at the start of Grade 8, while the BTEC diploma
can be chosen in either Grade 8 or 9 (MoE, 2017d). According to vocational education policy
both these qualifications are equivalent to the IGCSE examination.
2.2.3 Examination System in the Maldives
Since the introduction of secondary education, the Maldives has followed external
examination as a secondary exit examination. First, the General Certificate of Education
(GCE) Ordinary (O) Level (generally known as GCE O/Level) examinations administered by
Edexcel in London was used (Bray & Adam, 2001; Yamada, Fujikawa, & Pangeni, 2015). At
secondary level for subjects Islamic Studies and Divehi a national examination called
Secondary School Certificate (SSC) was administered by the Department of Public
Examination (DPE). At the end of higher secondary, grade 12 students take Advanced (A)
Level examinations administered by Edexcel, and Higher Secondary Certificate (HSC)
examinations administered by the DPE for Islamic Studies and Dhivehi., These lower
secondary and higher secondary qualifications at national level, SSC and HSC examinations
were introduced in 1987 (Bray & Adam, 2001). Although the Maldives follows an externally
developed examination system for the secondary exit examination, in the 1980’s the
Maldives used to have a national examination called Junior School Certificate (JSC) for the
primary school exit. Subjects offered in this examination were English, Mathematics, Social
Studies, General Science, Dhivehi, Dheenee Tharubiyyath (Islamic Upbringings), Arabic
language, Thaana (Dhivehi script) and Arabic handwriting, and Practical arts. This was a
mandatory examination for all the students who completed primary education. It was
compulsory to pass in English, Mathematics, Dhivehi, and Social Studies or General Science
form this primary exit examination to get promoted to secondary grade. This examination
hindered students’ opportunity to move from primary to lower secondary if they were unable
to achieve the minimum requirement. The government of the Maldives discontinued
administering JSC in 1989.
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In the early days when the Maldives lacked domestic aptitude to operate
examinations on a large scale, the link to international examination bodies such as University
of London Examinations and Assessment Council (ULEAC) was an advantage to Maldives.
At the same time, the Maldives also required internationally recognised qualification as the
domestic tertiary education provision was limited in the country (Bray & Adam, 2001;
Yamada et al., 2015). The Maldives continued to provide the Edexcel O' Level examination
even after these examinations were phased out in the UK in 1988 (Bray & Adam, 2001). In
the late 1990s, many Maldivians raised concerns about the cost and relevance of the Edexcel
examination arguing that its culturally biased content that hinders most of Maldivian
candidates' performance in the examinations (Bray & Adam, 2001; Yamada et al., 2015).
With these concerns, the Maldives changed the examination body from Edexcel to University
of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate (UCLES). The International General Certificate
of Secondary Education (IGCSE) offered by the UCLES is tailored to international students.
Further, they also had experience in conducting examinations in other small island
developing states. Although IGCSE may not be cheaper than Edexcel, the Maldives may get
more flexibility in tailoring examinations to adapt to the Maldivian context (Bray & Adam,
2001).
Maldives spend foreign currencies to conduct IGCSE. The increased number of
candidates raised the volume of expenditures and recently issues were also raised due to the
nature of the curriculum provided by IGCSE (Yamada et al., 2015). Although the
international examination at the end of secondary school enables some students to get
internationally marketable credentials it is debatable whether or not it should be compulsory
for all the students at the secondary school exit. A localised examination centered on the
national curriculum may be an advantage it terms of allowing students to achieve a higher
performance in examinations which are more specifically contextualised to the local
education system.
The recent national curriculum implemented in 2015 is learner-centred and
contextualised to Maldives. However, the IGCSE administered by UCLES creates conflict
with what the curriculum intends to deliver. In addition, it has been shown that candidates
from a high socio-economic background perform better than low socio-economic groups in
high stake international examinations such as IGCSE (Shafeeu, 2019; Yamada et al., 2015).
Hence, making IGCSE a mandatory secondary school exit examination leads to the issue of
inequity in providing education (Yamada et al., 2015).
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2.2.4 School Curriculum
The government of the Maldives is reforming its education system continuously. The
first primary (Grades 1–5) curriculum was introduced in 1980. Consequently, in 1982, this
curriculum was reviewed to add the middle school level (Grades 6 and 7). These revisions
and alignment of the curriculum resulted in the introduction of a locally developed national
curriculum in 1984 (A. M. Mohamed & Ahmed, 1998). The national curriculum covered
primary and middle school subjects. However, the secondary curriculum intended to follow
O-Level and A-Level examinations offered by external examination bodies.
In 1999, a major curriculum revision commenced. This led to major revisions in the
mathematics and English language curricula in 2004 and 2005. A further curriculum reform
process, which commenced with the 2007 revision of the curriculum brought the key changes
in the present national curriculum. The curriculum planning discussions had three main
focuses: moral education and student discipline, medium of instruction, and streaming of the
subjects in the secondary grades (International Bureau of Education, 2011).
The Maldives government reformed the national curriculum again in 2015. It
advocated a holistic approach to education and placed equal emphasis on the development of
knowledge, understanding, skills and attitudes. The National Curriculum Framework (NCF)
explains the learning experiences of students aged 4 to 18 in schools in the Maldives and
describes what they should understand and demonstrate at each stage of their development in
learning. It provides the structural basis of formal school education. The NCF aims to build a
highly skilled knowledgeable future generation, to cater the needs of the 21st century. It aims
to craft confident, competent and responsible young people the country needs in its society. It
further specifies how learning should be structured and what measures schools and other
stakeholders within the system would need to take into consideration to implement the NCF
effectively (National Institute of Education, 2014)
The NCF, rolled-out in 2015, places high responsibilities on the principal regarding
students’ learning. As described above, in the past a series of curriculum revisions have taken
place; however, none of these placed particular responsibilities on the principal. According to
the national curriculum implemented in 2015, principals are now accountable to:
•

Facilitate the development of a school-wide plan to support effective curriculum
delivery. Guide and develop teachers in effective alignment of the curriculum
outcomes, instruction and the assessment procedures.

•

Manage and integrate resources available to the schools effectively.
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•

Monitor the teaching and learning process and use data to identify and plan for
changes in the educational programme with staff.

•

Review and interpret assessment data, sets goals based on the information gathered,
and plans for continuous improvement of achievement with teachers, parents and
students.

•

Ensure that student progress and achievements are reported to parents regularly.
Facilitate and participate in the professional development of all staff.

•

Develop collaborations with parents, the community, and national and international
organisations to make significant changes in the implementation of the curriculum
through the teaching and learning programmes in their school. (National Institute of
Education, 2014, p. 70).
The current curriculum intends to foster holistic education. It is made in such a way

that learners acquire skills and abilities at different levels of education. Though this new
curriculum is promising, there are many challenges to overcome when implementing it.
Recent research on the implementation of the curriculum reveals that stakeholders believed
that the new curriculum would enhance students’ cognitive development and cater for their
holistic development. Nevertheless, stakeholders also highlighted a lack of resources,
inadequate training and low confidence of teachers as key challenges in implementing the
curriculum (The Maldives National University, 2017).
2.2.5 Student Achievement
With the accomplishment of universal primary education and increased enrolment in
secondary education, the expectation of the public in regard to student performance in
secondary exit examinations has changed. Further, the public expectation of quality teaching
and school accountability has become more complex and demanding (Ngang, 2011).
Although the Maldives have achieved significant improvement in access to education, there
are still many challenges impeding quality education in the country (Shiuna & Sodiq, 2013).
To inspire students to explore career paths after school, Shiuna and Sodiq (2013)
recommended to develop a framework for skills development and career pathways within the
Maldivian context. To meet public demand, in 2014 the MoE introduced two vocational
education programmes: BTEC and the Dhasvaaru programme to help students find career
pathways. The number of students who sit the IGCSE has decreased with the introduction of
vocational education programmes. In 2008, a total of 7,781 students sat the IGCSE with all of
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them taking at least five subjects. However, this number reduced to 5,497 in 2016 with only
3,552 students taking five or more subjects (Shafeeu, 2019). The target of achieving 60%
pass rates in five or more subjects in IGCSE, which was set in 2008, was achieved in 2017.
However, this might not be the actual scenario of the IGCSE results as many students were
encouraged to opt for the vocational stream. Nevertheless, recently the MoE has announced
that, starting from 2021, regulation of vocational programmes will be changed. The MoE
acknowledged that the way these vocational programmes are incorporated had influenced the
overall IGSCE pass rates (Nizaaru, 2020).
The Maldives places a high priority on its educational achievement. This is evident
from the government policy documents as well as from internationally published reports. The
Human Development Report published by the United Nations Development Programme
(2016) reported that the Maldives ranked 105 in the category of high human development in
education achievement with a more than 99% youth literacy rate. It further noted the
government expenditure on education was 5.2% of gross domestic product (GDP), which is
higher than most South Asian countries.
Though the Maldives have achieved access to primary education for all children
across the country, and most of the islands provide secondary education, the quality of
education is still a cause of concern. In 2004, the Asian Development Bank (2004) reported
that performance of students sitting secondary exit examinations is low and thus
improvement is needed. Furthermore, the Millennium Development Goals Maldives Country
Report 2010 (Ministry of Planning and National Development, 2010) stressed that the quality
of the education in both primary and lower secondary is not very promising.
As highlighted in the 2007 World Bank report, educational quality in developing
countries is worse than in developed countries and the future picture is quite unpromising
(Hanushek & Woessmann, 2007). The Maldives has similar problems to other developing
countries. In recent years, the pass rate for the IGCSE examinations has increased, from 55%
in 2011 to 65.8% and 79% in 2015 and 2016 respectively. Given that the pass rates for the
newly introduced vocational programmes were included in the results, the pass rate for the
actual IGCSE examinations is most likely to be lower than presented. The inaccuracy of
IGCSE results is discussed by Shafeeu (2019) who stated the public concerns that these
vocational programmes are being used as a political tool to achieve national educational
goals.
Furthermore, there is still a problem of underachievement in the compulsory subjects
such as ESL and mathematics. In 2011, pass percentages for ESL and mathematics were
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32.5% and 45.3% respectively. These rates have increased over the years. In 2015, the pass
rate was 41% for ESL and 51% for mathematics. In 2016, pass rates have increased to 49.7%
and 59.73% respectively. Yet, still, more than 50% of students complete lower secondary
education without adequate literacy skills and more than 40% of students are without the
necessary numeracy skills. As highlighted in the MoE’s education master plan 2007, it is
harder for these youths to contribute to the labour market as they do not have basic literacy
and numeracy skills to complete the jobs they are expected to do (MoE, 2007).
Success in lower secondary examinations is essential to continue to higher secondary
education and further to carry on to other fields of studies in tertiary education. The Maldives
have achieved access to primary education, and lower secondary enrolment is more than
80%. Yet, increasing lower secondary school exit examination performance is a challenge.
This study aims to explore the contribution of perceived principal task effectiveness to
student achievement in the core areas of numeracy and literacy.
2.2.6 Expatriate Teachers
In the Maldives, a shortage of lower secondary teachers has existed since the
extension of secondary education in the atolls in 2000. Due to this there is a large number of
expatriate teachers working in the Maldives and these teachers are mostly from South Asian
countries such as India and Sri Lanka. In 2018, the percentage of expatriate teachers in the
atolls increased more than three folds (See Table 2.5). This was due to the rapid increase of
access to secondary education in the atoll. Unlike in the 1990’s, where there were not many
locally trained secondary teachers, at present there are locally trained lower secondary
teachers but most of them are unwilling to take a post in the remote islands where there is
inequitable delivery of services. This creates an imbalance of expatriate teachers between
Male’ and the atolls, with a heavy presence of expatriate teachers in the atolls. Recently there
has been an increase of expatriate secondary teachers in Male’ as well (MoE, 2019). This
could be because trained local secondary teachers in Male’ are leaving the profession and
moving to more prospective jobs in terms of remuneration and future growth.
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Table 2.5
Proportion of Expatriate Teachers, 2010 and 2018

Male’

Primary Education
2010a
Total
Expatriate
Teachers
Teacher %
1,274
20.80%

Lower Secondary Education
2018b
Total
Expatriate
Teachers
Teacher %
636
31.45%

Atolls

3,269

12.70%

2,417

45.43%

Total

4,582

15.69%

2,984

41.19%

Source: aWorld Bank Report 2012, bSchool Statistics 2019

The high dependence on expatriate teachers is debatable. Critics argue that lack of
commitment of expatriate teachers’ leads to high turnover resulting in students missing
lessons and high cost burden to the system (World Bank, 2012). Further, these teachers also
face challenges due to cultural differences (Di Biase & Maniku, 2019). With a high number
of expatriate teachers trained overseas, it is challenging to deliver the national curriculum
consistently (Yamada et al., 2015). However, there are counterarguments that expatriate
teachers bring cultural diversity to the system and they fill the shortage of qualified teachers
in the remote islands (World Bank, 2012).
Despite the large number of expatriate teachers, the Maldivian education system is
improving. However, if the secondary school exit examination is to change to a national
examination then it could be that the majority of the teachers who were expatriate may not be
able to effectively deliver the intended curriculum. Hence, with localisation of secondary
school exit examination, quality teacher training needs to be increased and simultaneously the
problem of teacher attrition needs to be addressed to improve student achievement at the end
of secondary school.

2.3. School Leadership in the Maldives
In the Maldives, schools’ SMTs comprise the principal, deputy principal and lead
teachers. Irrespective of the school size, all these positions are full time and staff are
appointed by the MoE. The number of senior management staff depends on the size of the
school. One deputy principal is assigned to schools with enrolment exceeding 500 students
and an additional deputy principal will be assigned if a school’s enrolment exceeds 1,000
students. Most of the islands are not much populated; as a result of this, about 95% of the
schools have enrolment numbers of fewer than 300 students. The average school size in the
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Maldives is about 290 students. However, in the capital Male’ the average school size is
about 1,300 students and all the public schools in Male’ are run in two sessions. Generally, in
the Maldives, schools run two sessions. Secondary students attend school in the morning
from 6:45 to 12:30, whereas primary students attend from 13:30 to 17:30.
2.3.1 Principal Roles and Responsibilities
In the Maldives, principals have a range of roles and responsibilities. These include
management and leadership. The MoE sets out the following instructional leadership
responsibilities: ensuring an enhanced teaching and learning environment for students and
teachers, thus, ensuring the resources of the school are utilised in the most efficient manner.
The principal is also required to organise and conduct professional development (PD)
activities for the enrichment of teachers’ practice, thus helping teachers to update their
knowledge in the field. The principal is the key person in creating the vision, mission, values
and philosophy of the school and for creating a fair and equitable environment that
maximises student learning (MoE, 2017a).
In addition to the instructional leadership role, the principal is also assigned
managerial responsibilities. These managerial accountabilities are intended to support the
smooth running of the school. The principal has the responsibility to disseminate necessary
information to school employees and parents and to oversee the proper maintenance of record
keeping in the school. The principal is further tasked with ensuring that the premises and
finances of the school are managed in accordance to the laws, rules and regulations of the
Maldives (MoE, 2017a). School administrative staff are allocated depending on the size of
the school. If a school has fewer than 300 students, three administrative staff are allocated to
support the principal in managing the school. If a school has more than 500 students, six
administrative staff are allocated, and for every additional 100 students another
administrative staff member is allocated to the school. A school with fewer than 300 students
has a centrally managed budget, while schools with more than 300 students manage their
budget autonomously.
Currently there is no research published in the Maldivian context regarding what
specific tasks principals engage in, what the principals’ roles fully entail in terms of these
tasks, and how effective principals are at carrying out these roles and responsibilities.
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2.3.2 Role of Deputy Principal and Lead Teachers
The main role of a deputy principal is to assist the school principal in the running of
the school and leading the school in the absence of the principal. In addition to the deputy
principals, one lead teacher is assigned for every 100 enrolled students. Lead teachers are
responsible to assure the assessments of students are carried out in accordance with the MoE
policy on student achievement and continuously review student results to identify and address
areas for improvement. In addition, lead teachers teach five (out of 40) periods per week,
while principals and deputy principals have no teaching responsibilities. Some principals in
the small islands teach on an as-needed basis; however, they have no formally assigned
teaching role.
2.3.3 Tenure of the Senior Management Team
The tenure of the SMT of a school is fixed with varying durations. The term of a
principal and deputy principal is 4 years, while that for a lead teacher is 2 years. All these
management positions are renewable based on individual performance. These SMT positions
are allocated with tenureship allowance. The deputy principal and lead teachers are given a
fixed allowance for the duration of their term, while the principal’s allowance varies
according to the school’s enrolment.
The MoE conducts regular supervision of schools. In cases where a school is
continuously low performing and or the activities in the school are not managed as per the
rules and regulations, a subcommittee of the MoE may advise discontinuation of the tenure of
the principal (MoE, 2015). In addition, each principal, deputy principal and lead teacher have
annual performance appraisals in accordance with civil service rules and regulations and
these are completed by their supervisors. Deputy principals and lead teachers are appraised
by their respective principals, while principals are appraised by the zone coordinator who is
based in the MoE.
2.3.4 Qualification of Principal
Schools depend on principals as their leaders to implement reforms and strive for
continuous improvement. In earlier days, principals in the Maldives did not need to hold
higher education qualifications. Prior to 2015, the lowest qualification of a principal in the
Maldives was either an Advanced Certificate in Teaching with 2 years’ experience as a lead
teacher, or a qualified teacher with a management diploma (MoE, 2014). VSO (2005)
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reported that Maldivian school leaders in the past were people who had little experience in
teaching, and who, to become principals, underwent a 1-year administrative programme in a
neighbouring country. Hence, these leaders found it difficult to meet the expectations of their
respective communities (VSO, 2005). There is no specific PD programme or principal
induction programme for principals in the Maldives. Many principals have had their basic
education in the traditional school system, dominated by rote learning. However, with the
implementation of the new curriculum in 2015, there has been a huge shift in how students
are taught. In the current system, there is a focus on learning by doing rather than rote
learning. Previously, students were taught more passively; students were expected to listen to
the teacher’s explanation and to memorise texts for the examinations. It can be argued that
the context in which principals are leading and from which they themselves have come, both
have a huge impact on their leadership. The shift that has taken place in teaching styles over
recent years has been challenging for principals and teachers, and they often struggle to
adapt. In a recent study Hancock, Müller, Wang, and Hachen (2019) observed that school
principals aspired to improve student learning by being an innovative leader and assisting
teachers with curriculum and instruction. To attain these goals, full autonomy in school
management and a comprehensive leadership training programme is a prerequisite for the
principalship (Hancock et al., 2019). Similar to this, principals in the Maldives need to have
leadership preparation and more autonomy in their schools to perform.
The school system in the Maldives is centrally managed and principals lack autonomy
in schools. In 2008, with the first multiparty election, the winning party, Maldives
Democratic Party, had a decentralisation policy. This policy divided the 20 atolls into seven
provinces and established an educational unit in each province. The purpose of these units
was to reduce bureaucracy and oversee and guide the schools in the province. However, the
government was reluctant to give autonomy and administrative powers to province units and
to the school principals. Hence these educational units became another layer of bureaucracy
and with the change of government in 2013 they were abolished.
In recent years, a greater emphasis has been placed on school leadership in the
Maldives. The MoE has realised the importance of qualified principals in managing schools.
As a result, a policy change in 2015 established that the minimum requirement for both the
principal and deputy principal, was a bachelor’s degree-level qualification (MoE, 2015).
Furthermore, the MoE-allocated funds from the World Bank EEDP project to train some of
the existing principals and aspiring principals. This project funds the principals to study for a
Bachelor of Educational Management and Leadership or a Master of Education in
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Educational Management and Leadership (World Bank, 2017). The initiation of these
programmes was a direct reaction to the new policy.
One aspect hindering the hiring of qualified principals in the Maldives may be their
benefits. Teachers gained a salary increment when a new salary framework was put in place
in 2015, which made it mandatory that teachers hold at least a teaching diploma. Existing
teachers who had not attained this qualification by the end of 2016 were terminated. Initially,
teachers and principals were in the same salary framework. However, in 2014, when a
revised structure was proposed to provide a salary increment for teachers and principals, it
was decided that the principals would be placed under a separate management framework.
Under this framework, principals have not received any increment in salary. As a result, there
is currently not much of a difference in remuneration of a school principal and a teacher. This
change is seen to hinder qualified teachers taking up principal positions and encourage
experienced principals to move away from the education sector. Since then the MoE is
pushing the government for a salary increment for principals.

2.4. Summary
The chapter has described the context of the study. The Maldivian education system,
changes in the curriculum over a period of years and student achievement have been
discussed. From the situation described above it is clear that the Maldives has low
achievement in the IGCSE secondary school exit examination. It has further discussed the
roles and responsibilities of the SMT, particularly principals’ managerial and leadership
responsibilities. With the implementation of the new curriculum, principals were given more
of an instructional leadership role. However, they still carry out both instructional and
management tasks. This research aims to explore principal task effectiveness, which includes
both instructional and management tasks, in improving students’ academic achievement in
mathematics and ESL in IGCSE in Maldivian schools.
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Chapter 3. LITERATURE REVIEW
Leadership is an important element of any organisation (Sirchia, 2017). School
leadership is widely acknowledged as a key factor in determining student achievement
(Hallinger & Heck, 1998). However, the effect of leadership on student achievement is often
indirect. A principal influences student achievement either through their work with teachers
or by creating a positive learning environment. Although a number of studies have explored
the relationship between school leadership and student achievement (Bossert et al., 1982;
Griffith, 2004; Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Heck, 2000; B. Mulford & Silins,
2011; W. Mulford, Silins, & Leithwood, 2004; Robinson et al., 2008; Suskavcevic & Blake,
2004), most of them focused on leadership dimensions or styles. Few studies have focused on
the specific tasks principals engage in, their effectiveness in these tasks, and the relationship
of task effectiveness and student achievement (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et al., 2017).
This study investigates deputy principals’ and lead teachers’ perceptions of principal
task effectiveness, and the principals’ own perception of their task effectiveness, to identify
the relation between perceived principal task effectiveness and student achievement in
mathematics and ESL, in Maldivian schools. The literature review discusses three main areas
of research. First, it explores principal leadership in relation to student achievement focusing
on instructional and managerial leadership. Second, it discusses leadership frameworks from
different contexts. Third, it reviews principal tasks and task effectiveness studies. In
discussing principal task effectiveness, the review focuses on two studies, Grissom and Loeb
(2011) and Zheng et al. (2017), which seem to be the only studies which have examined
principal task effectiveness.

3.1. Educational Leadership
The relationship between educational leadership and student achievement is a wellresearched area and several meta-analyses have revealed that the actions of a principal can
have an impact on student achievement (Bossert et al., 1982; Finnigan, 2012; Hallinger,
2005; Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Karadağ et al., 2015; Louis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom,
2010; Louis, Murphy, & Smylie, 2016; Marzano et al., 2005; Robinson et al., 2008; Sirchia,
2017; Witziers et al., 2003).
Interestingly, however, research in this field has produced inconclusive results on the
impact of educational leadership on student achievement. Research indicates that leadership
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impacts student achievement, but it is difficult to determine how it impacts. One of the earlier
meta-analyses conducted by Witziers et al. (2003) of 37 multinational studies published
between 1986 and 1996 revealed a weak correlation between educational leadership and
student achievement. In contrast the meta-analysis by Marzano et al. (2005) on 70 studies
conducted between 1978 and 2001 revealed an average correlation of 0.25 between principal
leadership practices and student achievement, concluding that school leaders can have a
moderate impact on student achievement in their schools. The difference in results could have
been due to the type of relationship measured and the nature of the reviewed studies. While
Witziers et al. (2003) included only studies reporting direct effects of educational leadership
and only peer-reviewed journal articles in their meta-analysis, Marzano et al. (2005) included
both direct and indirect effects of educational leadership. The publications reviewed by
Marzano et al. (2005) were mostly unpublished theses and dissertations.
Robinson et al. (2008) examined 27 peer-reviewed journal articles published between
1978 and 2006 to determine the relation between school leadership and student achievement.
Although this meta-analysis included multinational studies, the majority of these studies were
conducted in the US. Twelve of these studies examined for the meta-analysis were on
leadership practices and student outcomes. From these, Robinson et al. (2008) inductively
derived five leadership dimensions and examined their impact on student achievement. These
leadership dimensions were:
(1) ensuring an orderly and supportive environment (ES = .27);
(2) resourcing strategically (ES = .31);
(3) establishing goals and expectations (ES = .42);
(4) planning, coordinating, and evaluating teaching and the curriculum (ES = .42); and
(5) promoting and participating in teacher learning and development (ES = .84).
The effect sizes of these dimensions highlighted that principals’ leadership actions have an
impact, albeit an indirect one, on student achievement. Robinson et al.’s (2008) results
showed that both establishing goals and expectations, and planning, coordinating, and
evaluating teaching and the curriculum have moderate effects on student achievement, while
promoting and participating in teacher learning and development has the largest effect. Based
on these results, Robinson et al. argued that the greater the involvement of the school
principal in the core business of teaching and learning, the more impact he or she can have on
student achievement.
The increased attention to principal leadership practices and how they impact student
achievement paved the way for research on direct and indirect effects of leadership on student
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achievement. In the 1980s, direct effect models were more commonly used to study
leadership impact on student achievement (for a review see Witziers et al., 2003). However,
their findings were inconclusive. Hallinger and Heck (1996, 1998) and Hallinger (2005)
asserted that principal leadership has a statistically significant, but indirect, effect on student
achievement. Other studies examined the direct and indirect effect of principal leadership on
student achievement. For example, Nettles and Herrington (2007) and Witziers et al. (2003)
studied the direct effects of leadership on student achievement, while other research
examined the indirect effects of leadership on student achievement (Bossert et al., 1982;
Griffith, 2004; Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Heck, 2000; B. Mulford & Silins,
2011; W. Mulford et al., 2004; Robinson et al., 2008; Suskavcevic & Blake, 2004). These
researchers argued that leaders impact student achievement indirectly through their work with
teachers or through improving school climate by, for example, focusing on nurturing,
empowerment and social development of students (B. Mulford & Silins, 2011), supporting
teacher cooperation and collaboration (Suskavcevic & Blake, 2004), ensuring teacher job
satisfaction (Griffith, 2004) and influencing teacher interactions with students in the
classroom (W. Mulford et al., 2004). Research indicates it is more likely that principals have
a greater impact on student achievement indirectly (Hallinger, 2005; Robinson, 2011). It has
been argued that teachers are the most important staff members in schools, through whom a
principal can indirectly impact student outcomes. Teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge,
professional community, and instructional practices affect student learning (Leithwood et al.,
2004). Heck (2000) found that in schools where the principal’s leadership was rated as more
supportive and directed towards instructional excellence and school improvement, and the
school had a positive school climate, the school “produced greater-than-expected
improvements in student learning over time” (pp. 538–539). Though the principal is the key
person responsible for student learning, the principal does not necessarily interact with
students on a daily basis. However, principals provide the means to improve student learning
through providing a positive learning environment. For learning to occur, students must feel
safe, engaged in their work and connected to their schools. Research shows that an unsafe
learning environment is detrimental to student achievement (Cornell & Mayer, 2010; Ripski
& Gregory, 2009). Similarly, positive learning environments have been shown to improve
student attendance and increase student achievement (Morgan, Salomon, Plotkin, & Cohen,
2014).
Educational leadership research has utilised a variety of leadership models, styles and
principal characteristics to explore the relationship between school leadership and student
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achievement. However, most studies have focused on instructional leadership and
transformational leadership to study the impact of school leadership on student achievement
(Hallinger, 2003; Stewart, 2006; Zheng et al., 2017). In addition to these leadership styles,
Choi and Gil (2017) added managerial leadership to the list of leadership models to study
school leadership. Compared to other leadership models, research has shown that
instructional leadership contributes more to student achievement than leadership adhering to
other models of school leadership such as transformational and distributed (Robinson et al.,
2008; Shatzer et al., 2014). Hence, the following sections will review instructional and
managerial leadership models.

3.2. Instructional Leadership
Broadly defined, instructional leadership is “anything and everything” a principal
might do to assist classroom learning (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 217). Since the 1980s,
studies on the relation between instructional leadership practices and student achievement
have become frequently used models to study principal leadership practices and student
achievement (Bartell, 1989; De Bevoise, 1984; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Heck, 1992;
Krug, 1992; Sheppard, 1996). Despite the number of studies focusing on instructional
leadership, the precise meaning of this term remained vague for decades (Leithwood et al.,
2004). The following section discusses different terminologies used to describe instructional
leadership, the definitions and the tool most widely used to measure principal instructional
practices and effectiveness of instructional leadership in improving student achievement: the
PIMRS.
3.2.1 Definitions and Measurement Tools
Instructional leadership is often defined as leadership activities which promote
teaching and learning. Hallinger (2005) described instructional leaders as strong, directive,
culture builder who focus primarily on improving students’ academic achievement by making
school strategies and activities compatible with the school’s academic mission. Instructional
leaders are goal-oriented and focus on the improvement of student academic achievement
(Hallinger, 2003). In particular, the definitions of instructional leadership highlight the
importance of improving teaching and learning in various ways, for example, principals’
influence on daily activities of teachers, promotion of teacher reflection and PD and
assessment of teaching activities (Blase & Blase, 2000; Bush & Glover, 2003; Marks &
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Printy, 2003). Apart from teaching and learning and other activities which directly improve
student achievement, Supriadi and Yusof’s (2015) definition of instructional leadership
includes school management.
Recent studies have shown that organisational management is an important aspect of
student achievement (Bloom, Lemos, Sadun, & Van Reenen, 2015; Di Liberto, Schivardi, &
Sulis, 2015; Valentine & Prater, 2011). However, there are differing views regarding the
relevance of managerial tasks to instructional leadership. For example, Jenkins (2009) argued
that a principal should relinquish all administrative tasks and focus their attention only on
improving teaching and learning. This view of principal leadership was refuted recently by
Grissom and Loeb (2011) who indicated that an organisational focus rather than a strict
instructional leadership approach provides a strong influence on student achievement.
The existing literature on principal instructional leadership is extensive and focuses
on both narrow and broad definitions of instructional leadership. As discussed above,
Hallinger’s (2005) and Supriadi and Yusof’s (2015) definitions are broad, including a wider
focus such as a human resource function or the school culture, whereas other definitions, such
as Jenkins (2009), are narrow, focusing only on leaders improving teaching and learning.
Sheppard (1996) attempted to draw fine distinctions between a narrow and broad concept of
instructional leadership. In a narrow conception, instructional leadership is defined as those
actions that are directly related to teaching and learning. On the other hand, broad definitions
define instructional leadership as involving school culture and other tasks principals
undertake to improve student achievement. Further, Sheppard argued that there is more scope
to increase student achievement in the broad definition, as narrow definitions overlook
organisational management tasks which may also have an impact on the culture or running of
the school and, in turn, on student achievement.
Different terminologies are used to describe instructional leadership. For example,
instructional leadership is referred to as learning-centred leadership (Goldring, Porter,
Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 2009), educational leadership (Gurr, Drysdale, & Mulford,
2007), pedagogical leadership (Southworth, 2002) and student-centred leadership (Robinson,
2011).
Learning-centred leadership involves the main components and key processes of
leadership aimed to improve schools “in terms of high standards of performance, rigorous
curriculum, quality instruction, the culture of learning, connections to external communities,
and systemic performance accountability” (Goldring et al., 2009, p. 27). In the Australian
context, the preferred terminology used for instructional leadership is educational leadership
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(Gurr et al., 2007). Along with the term educational leadership, researchers in the United
Kingdom (UK) also refer to instructional leadership as “pedagogical leadership”
(Southworth, 2002). Further, instructional leadership is referred to as student-centred
leadership (Robinson, 2011) and Robinson (2011) describes this as being knowledgeable
about how to align administrative procedures to improve teaching and learning. Though
researchers in different parts of the globe have used different labels to describe instructional
leadership, what they have in common is that they all focus on the leadership of teaching and
learning.
Researchers have sought to define specific elements or components of instructional
leadership. For example, Robinson et al. (2008) have identified five dimensions of
instructional leadership practices: establishing goals and expectations, resourcing
strategically, ensuring quality teaching, leading teacher learning and development, and
ensuring an orderly and safe environment. The effective practice of these dimensions requires
leaders to be capable of: integrating educational knowledge, complex problem solving and
building trust (Robinson, 2010). These three leadership capabilities are seen as interrelated
and a leader’s ability “to solve problems is deeply enmeshed in the depth and organisation of
leaders’ relevant knowledge” (Robinson, 2010, p. 21). Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) model
underlying the PIMRS consists of three broad dimensions: defining the school mission,
managing the instructional programme and developing the school’s learning climate, which
are further delineated into 10 instructional leadership functions. These functions are: frames
the school goals, communicates the school’s goals, coordinates the curriculum, supervises
and evaluates instruction, monitors student progress, protects instructional time, provides
incentives for teachers, provides incentives for learning, promotes PD and maintains high
visibility.
Similarly, Grobler and Conley (2013) identified 10 elements of instructional
leadership: designing school goals, communicating school goals, coordinating the curriculum,
monitoring learner progress, protecting instructional time, maintaining high visibility,
providing incentives for teachers, promoting PD, and providing incentives for learning and
learner care. These 10 elements are organised into three main dimensions: curriculum,
teacher PD, and students. The school principal as an instructional leader is positioned at the
centre of these three dimensions, coordinating the teaching and learning process. All the
components of instructional leadership practice of a principal identified in these three studies
focus on student learning; however, the dimensions in Robinson et al. (2008) and Hallinger
and Murphy (1985) are broad and include school climate, whereas the dimensions in Grobler
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and Conley (2013) only focus on teaching and learning. These studies measured the
frequency of instructional leadership practices of school leaders. Robinson et al. (2008)
contend that it is the frequency of performance of these instructional leadership practices that
is important, rather than adherence to a particular leadership role. Nevertheless, frequency of
occurrence may not necessarily be the best measure to estimate effectiveness. For instance, a
school leader may check lesson plans every day and may not provide good feedback. On the
other hand, a school leader may check lessons plans once a week but provide a constructive
feedback. Hence, frequency alone may not be enough for leadership effectiveness.
Different frameworks or measuring tools are used to the measure instructional
leadership behaviours of a principal. The PIMRS developed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985)
is one of the most widely used survey tools in the field of educational leadership and
management. According to Hallinger (2011), the PIMRS tool has been used in more than 200
empirical studies across 26 countries and the tool has maintained a consistent record of
yielding reliable and valid data. Nevertheless, Condon and Clifford (2012) questioned the
reliability of PIMRS in a review of the tools used in the measurement of principal
performance. According to them any rating below .8 was indicated as poor reliability and the
reliability coefficient of PIMRS was .75. However, in a later attempt to assess the reliability
of PIMRS, Hallinger, Wang, and Chen (2013) conducted a meta-analysis of 43 empirical
studies which used PIMRS as a tool for data collection. This study asserted that the principal
survey form of the PIMRS demonstrated moderately high to very high reliability and the
teacher survey form demonstrated a consistently higher level of reliability than the principal
form for all three levels of scale measurement.
As discussed in the above sections, both instructional and managerial aspects of
leadership are important to improve student achievement. However, the most commonly used
school leadership model overlooks the managerial aspect. The most widely used PIMRS tool
assesses principal instructional leadership behaviour; however, it only enquires into the
frequency of tasks performed by a principal. Hence, the PIMRS does not measure the
effectiveness of the principal in performing these tasks. However, measuring the
effectiveness of the principal in attempting these tasks might be more relevant than
measuring the frequency with which principals engage in them, as frequency of completing
may not guarantee effectiveness. In the current study, both principal and SMT were requested
to rate principal task effectiveness on a 5-point Likert scale: from ineffective to outstandingly
effective. The survey consisted of daily tasks performed by a principal which include both
instructional and managerial facets of school leadership along with tasks focused on narrow
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and broad definitions of instructional leadership. The current study not only takes into
account principal task effectiveness, but also its link to student achievement.
3.2.2 Instructional Leadership and Student Achievement
This section further explores the impact of instructional leadership on achievement.
Research has revealed that the instructional practices of school leaders increase student
achievement through improvements in teaching and learning. Further, summarising research
on what principals do in successful schools, Cotton (2003) found that one of the 26 essential
traits in principal behaviour was their instructional leadership.
Though some literature proposed that instructional leadership has less impact on
student achievement, several studies confirmed the effectiveness of principals’ instructional
leadership behaviour on student achievement (Dutta & Sahney, 2016; Gaziel, 2007; Gurr et
al., 2007; R. M. Mitchell, Kensler, & Tschannen-Moran, 2015; Naicker, Chikoko, &
Mthiyane, 2013; O'Donnell & White, 2005). Apart from the school setting and principal
demographics, the instructional leadership of principals has a significant influence on student
achievement (Shatzer et al., 2014). Comparisons of the effect of transformational and
instructional leadership on student achievement in the U.S. context (Shatzer et al., 2014)
found that from the teachers’ perception of principal practices, after controlling for school
context and principal demographics, principals’ instructional leadership accounted for a large
and significant amount of the variance in student achievement, while transformational
leadership accounted for a non-significant proportion. The transformational leadership model
often focuses on developing a shared vision and commitment to school change, whereas
instructional leadership focuses on the improvement of teaching and learning, and the
curriculum.
Meta-analyses comparing leadership styles and student achievement showed that
instructional leadership was effective in improving student achievement. For example, a
meta-analysis by Robinson et al. (2008) examined the impact of different leadership styles on
student achievement. The authors found that the average effect of instructional leadership on
student achievement was 3 to 4 times higher than that of transformational leadership.
Denoting the importance of instructional leadership practices, Robinson et al. (2008) further
noted that “abstract leadership theories provide poor guides to the specific leadership
practices that have greater impacts on student” (p. 658).
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However, some studies suggested that instructional leadership is less effective than
other types of leadership style. For example, Karadağ et al.’s (2015) meta-analysis on
different leadership styles confirmed that principal leadership had a medium-level effect on
student achievement, with a correlation coefficient of .34. Comparing leadership styles, the
authors further identified that distributive leadership had the highest correlation of .42, while
instructional leadership had the lowest correlation, .24. Regardless, both Karadağ et al.’s and
Robinson et al.’s (2008) meta-analyses affirmed that, in general, educational leadership has a
positive effect on students’ academic achievement.
A more recent meta-analysis was conducted by Almarshad (2017) on studies carried
out from 2006 to 2015 on leadership styles (instructional, transformational and distributive)
and student academic achievement. The inherent feature of these leadership styles is that
instructional leaders focus on teaching and learning, transformational leaders develop a
shared vision and commitment to school goals, and distributed leaders share leadership
functions among people who are in leadership positions. Almarshad (2017) indicated that
there were no perceptible differences between leadership styles and student academic
achievement. All three leadership styles had similarly low effect sizes: instructional
leadership, ES = .27; transformational leadership, ES = .26; and distributive leadership, ES =
.28. The studies highlighted the importance of instructional leadership practices to increase
student achievement. There has been an increased global interest in instructional leadership
as a model for principal leadership. This has led educational researchers to study the effect of
instructional leadership behaviour and student achievement in different school contexts
(Alam & Ahmad, 2017; Dutta & Sahney, 2016; Gaziel, 2007; R. M. Mitchell et al., 2015;
Naicker et al., 2013; O'Donnell & White, 2005; Tan, 2018). These studies revealed that
principals in different contexts who engaged in instructional leadership behaviour improved
student achievement.
The instructional leadership practices of principals have been shown to be effective
towards increasing student achievement at all levels of schooling (Dutta & Sahney, 2016;
Gaziel, 2007). For example, a cross-sectional survey applying path modelling, conducted in
Indian higher secondary schools with two-stage random sampling with 306 principals and
1,539 teachers, confirmed a mediated-effect model of principal leadership on student
achievement (Dutta & Sahney, 2016). The study proposed that the leaders achieve their goals
through indirect means and student achievement was positively influenced by a supportive,
social, affective and amiable physical environment. In contrast, a different finding was
observed in secondary schools in the context of Israel, from a representative sample of
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secondary schools with 256 teachers (Gaziel, 2007). This study was conducted using the
instructional leadership behaviour questionnaire which consists of 11 subscales. However,
after face validity of the questionnaire, 11 subscales were reduced to nine. These subscales,
which describe different leadership practices, were:
(1) frames the school’s goals and communicates them to staff,
(2) supervises and evaluates instruction,
(3) coordinates the curriculum,
(4) monitors student performance,
(5) provides incentives for teachers,
(6) maintains visibility,
(7) promotes teachers’ PD,
(8) promotes academic standards,
(9) provides incentives for students.
From the nine subscales of instructional leadership behaviour questionnaire, only two
practices—framing goals and communicating them to staff—showed significant effects on
student achievement. This finding contradicted most of the previous research on the effect of
principal instructional leadership behaviour on student achievement (Dutta & Sahney, 2016;
Robinson et al., 2008; Shatzer et al., 2014). Gaziel (2007) argued that this contradictory
finding could be the result of the secondary school context where framing and
communicating a school goal could be sufficient to impact student achievement, as teachers
at these levels are more independent. Similar to Dutta and Sahney (2016) and Gaziel (2007),
the current study also focused on secondary students’ achievement. However, the current
study used task effectiveness of the principal instead of frequency of a particular behaviour of
the school principal.
Another study, with a sample of 75 principals and 325 teachers, found that principal
instructional leadership behaviour in a Pennsylvania public middle school improved both
reading and mathematics achievement (O'Donnell & White, 2005). This study used the
PIMRS to assess the three dimensions of the principal’s instructional leadership role: defining
the school mission, managing the instructional programme, and promoting the school
learning climate. The authors found that teacher ratings of the three principal instructional
leadership dimensions had a significant positive relationship with both reading and
mathematics achievement. Further, promoting a positive school climate showed the strongest
relationship to both mathematics and reading achievement (O'Donnell & White, 2005). This
evidence strengthens Southworth’s (2002) claim on the application of a broader instructional
34

leadership definition to increase student achievement compared to the narrow definitions,
discussed in section 3.2.1, which do not include school climate but only consist of teaching
and learning activities.
The instructional leadership behaviour of a principal has also been shown to be
effective in challenging school contexts (Naicker et al., 2013). A study conducted in South
African challenging school contexts revealed that instructional leadership practice increased
student achievement in the national examinations (Naicker et al., 2013). This qualitative
study, found that all principals in the five participating high-performing schools gave the
most priority to teaching and learning. Academic achievement of the students was the first
priority and the principals inculcated the importance of every student passing their final
examination (Naicker et al., 2013). Irrespective of the school’s condition, this study revealed
that high-quality leadership of a principal can bring positive learning outcomes. The authors
argued that a principal’s instructional leadership practice is essential for a school to succeed.
However, regardless of the depth of analysis of the context, the generalisation of the findings
of this qualitative study are limited. A similar, quantitative study was conducted in 32 OECD
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) countries using PISA
(Programme for International Student Assessment) results in which principal surveys showed
that principal instructional leadership was more effective to increase disadvantaged students’
academic achievement (Tan, 2018). In this study, principal instructional leadership was
measured using four items: (1) promoting teaching practice based on current educational
research, (2) praising teachers whose students were actively learning, (3) highlighting to
teachers the importance of developing student critical capacity, and (4) developing student
social capacity (Tan, 2018).
In the Asian context, it was observed that principal instructional leadership was
effective through teacher dedication to teaching (Alam & Ahmad, 2017). Exploring the
impact of instructional leadership, professional communities and the extra non-teaching
responsibilities of teachers on student achievement in Pakistan schools, Alam and Ahmed
(2017) demonstrated that principal instructional leadership influences student achievement
through heightened teacher commitment.
Similarly, Gurr et al. (2007) revealed, using a case study approach, three different
approaches of successful instructional leadership: integrated teaching and learning process,
strong social justice values, and working through and together with staff. In their study in the
Australian context, some low-performing schools were transformed to high-achieving schools
by applying principal instructional leadership practice (Gurr et al., 2007). The small sample
35

size of their study limits the generalisation of the results to other contexts. Nevertheless, both
of these studies showed that principal instructional leadership is effective in improving
student achievement in different contexts.
The reviewed literature on instructional leadership demonstrated that it is effective at
different levels of schooling as well as in different contexts. Although there are both narrow
and broad definitions of instructional leadership, it can be concluded that instructional
leadership behaviour of a school principal plays a vital role, but an indirect one, in increasing
student achievement.
3.2.3 Instructional Leadership in the Maldives
There has been minimal research conducted on instructional leadership in the
Maldives. One of the studies conducted in the Maldives used the PIMRS. The study,
involving 191 teachers and nine principals representing the schools’ staff of one atoll,
revealed that the perception of teachers and principals differed on principal practice of
instructional leadership. Furthermore, it was evident that there was a significant difference in
the practice of instructional leadership in the participating schools. This study showed that
there was a strong relationship between a principal’s instructional leadership and student
achievement in secondary school completion examinations (Shafeeu, 2011). Another study
was conducted by Wafir (2011) with a sample of 225 teachers and five principals from five
selected primary schools located within the capital Male’. This study utilised PIMRS as a
principal instructional leadership behaviour tool and another questionnaire to check the level
of PD in their school, to study the role of principal leadership in the PD of teachers. The
study revealed, from the perspective of the principals, all 10 subscales of the PIMRS were
significantly correlated. However, from the perspective of teachers, two of the three
dimensions of PIMRS, defining school mission, and managing the instructional programme
subscales, were significantly correlated with the PD level of the school (Wafir, 2011). This
implies that from the perspectives of both principals and teachers, principals were involved in
defining school mission and managing the instructional programme. These studies
demonstrated evidence of instructional leadership being practised in Maldivian schools. Both
these studies utilised the PIMRS and Shafeeu (2011) asserts the reliability of the tool in the
context of the Maldives. However, it is debatable whether the findings of these two studies
are generalisable in the context of Maldives as both these studies had limited samples,
exploring principal leadership of fewer than 10 principals.
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A recent study was conducted in the Maldivian context to explore the relationship
between principal instructional leadership and school effectiveness (Shafeeu, 2019). This
nationwide study of teachers had a response rate of 81%. The study’s survey was based on
the PIMRS to collect data on principal instructional leadership. The findings of this study
revealed that in the Maldivian context student attainment in primary grades and
socioeconomic background play a more important role in student secondary school
achievement than principals’ instructional leadership. The current study is different from
Shafeeu’s (2019) as it explores principals’ effectiveness of the daily tasks and its relation to
student achievement, rather than the frequency of instructional leadership practices.
Another recent study which explored the instructional leadership practice of principals
in the Maldives utilised principals’ instructional leadership behaviours proposed by Hallinger
and Murphy (1990) in their model. The dimensions of this model are: framing and
communicating school goals, supervision and evaluation, coordinating the curriculum,
monitoring student progress, protecting instructional time, promoting PD, maintaining high
visibility, and providing incentives for learning. In the Maldivian context, Ahmed (2016)
proposed a revised model with three added extra dimensions: liaison with the community,
holistic education, and ICT (information and communication technology) integration in
learning. However, the results of this study cannot be generalised as an instructional
leadership model for the Maldivian context as the study was qualitative and involved only
one principal, one supervisor and a teacher from each of the three participating schools. This
is a far too limited sample to infer the instructional leadership practice of principals in
Maldivian schools.
The above-reviewed literature sheds light upon the practice of instructional leadership
behaviour of principals in Maldivian schools. However, these results cannot be generalised to
all the principals due to the nature of the studies and limited sample sizes, except in Shafeeu’s
(2019) case. These studies also include only the instructional leadership aspect of principal
practice, and ignore other tasks of school principals. The tasks of a principal not only involve
supervising and monitoring teaching and learning, but also encompass organisational
management, administration, internal relations, and external relations. The current study
differs from the existing educational leadership studies conducted in the Maldives, because it
is focused on principals’ effectiveness in different tasks and its relation to student
achievement. Further, the study employed a large sample of principals in the public schools
offering IGCSE as their secondary school exit examination. Therefore, the finding of this
study has a greater potential to be generalisable in the Maldivian context.
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3.3. Managerial Leadership
It has been argued that leading and managing schools are two different things which
should be at two ends of a continuum (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Enochs, 1981). While
managing entails upholding current organisational activities, leadership influences others’
actions to achieve desirable goals which often involves reaching both existing and new goals.
Although managing includes certain leadership skills, the overall focus of managing is
maintenance rather than change (Bush, 2007). The definition of managerial leadership is to
facilitate the work of others in the organisation to achieve goals (Choi & Gil, 2017;
Leithwood et al., 1999). Further, it is argued that both leadership and management are
complementary and equivalently important to accomplish school goals (Bush, 2007; V.
Wang, 2016). Hence, these two concepts overlap and the practice of both depends on the
context and time.
An investigation of the effects of managerial practices in schools on student outcomes
asserts that managerial practices are positively related to student achievement (Di Liberto et
al., 2015). The authors proposed that policies focused on improving student achievement
should take into account principals’ managerial capabilities. Another multinational
quantitative study which included both Western and Eastern countries showed that higher
management quality was strongly linked with the improvement of educational achievement
(Bloom et al., 2015). The managerial aspect of school leadership thus seems imperative to
school achievement, and in a comprehensive school leadership model, managerial skill
cannot be ignored.
The current study investigates task effectiveness of principals towards improving
student achievement. These tasks involve managerial and administrative tasks of principals
such as hiring competent staff or managing the budget and resources. Although managerial
leadership is important, instructional leadership is considered to be a key leadership model
that has been linked to improving student achievement. Hence, instead of using a particular
model of leadership, an integrated model may be more effective to measure the effectiveness
of principals in increasing student achievement. An effective principal practices a
combination of behaviours in both aspects of school leadership—instructional leadership and
management (Protheroe, 2011).
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3.4. Leadership Frameworks from Different Contexts
The frequent investigation of school leadership has introduced a number of different
leadership frameworks that assess the practices associated with effective leadership. For
example, the Ontario Leadership Framework (OLF; Leithwood, 2012b), the LearningCentred Leadership Framework (LCLF; Murphy, Elliott, Goldring, & Porter, 2006), and the
Essential Supports Framework (Sebring, Allensworth, Bryk, Easton, & Luppescu, 2006). The
OLF describes school leadership broadly and includes the diversity of Ontario schools and
communities. Based on research and consultations with educators across Ontario, the OLF
provides leaders at different levels a clear leadership roadmap of successful leaders across
Ontario and around the world. Similarly, the LCLF was developed on the basis of empirical
studies of effective schools, school improvement, and principal instructional leadership.
However, this framework was established to inform formulation of a new evaluation system
for principals and school leadership teams in the US. While LCLF is a leadership evaluation
tool, the Essential Supports Framework was developed for Chicago schools’ improvements.
This framework identified five essential elements that were strongly associated with student
outcome.
The OLF was initially introduced in 2006 and it is still being revised. This framework
consists of four key components: (1) school-level leadership, (2) the K-12 School
Effectiveness Framework, (3) system-level leadership, and (4) the District Effectiveness
Framework. It also includes five leadership capacities derived from educational leadership
research. These capacities are setting goals, aligning resources with priorities, promoting
collaborative learning cultures, using data, and engaging in courageous conversations. The
OLF highlights what effective leaders should practise to facilitate school improvement.
Similar to the OLF framework, the LCLF consists of eight dimensions:
(1) Vision for learning
(2) Instructional programme
(3) Curricular programme
(4) Assessment programme
(5) Communities of learning
(6) Resource acquisition and use
(7) Organisational culture
(8) Social advocacy.
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Although the OLF has a broader perspective of educational leadership at different
levels (school and district) than the LCLF (only school level), the LCLF includes dimensions
such as culture and social advocacy which are not often included in most of the frameworks.
However, the OLF also focuses on successful leadership practices of individuals and small
groups and at the organisational level.
The Essential Support Framework developed for Chicago schools consists of five
categories: leadership, parent community ties, professional capacity, student-centred learning
climate, and ambitious instruction. In this framework, leadership is positioned as the first
element which stimulates the other four core organisational supports to increase student
engagement and academic learning. The principal is the key person to act as a catalyst to
increase student achievement by improving the conditions within the school.
However, the above-discussed frameworks reveal the behaviour of effective
leadership but not the task effectiveness of the principals. Unlike, these frameworks, Grissom
and Loeb (2011) argued that principal task effectiveness is more important for successful
schools than practising a particular behaviour. Principal task effectiveness is an emerging
area of educational leadership and few studies have focused on principals’ perceived task
effectiveness and student achievement (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et al., 2017). The next
section explores these aforementioned two studies in detail.

3.5. Principal Tasks and Task Effectiveness
The job of a principal is multifaceted and involves a variety of tasks. Thus, it is
crucial to understand which specific tasks or skills are needed by school leaders to promote
student achievement. While most literature on principal effectiveness in relation to improving
school performance has been focused on instructional leadership, highlighting only one
aspect (improving teaching and learning) of the principal’s complex works, other aspects
such as internal relations, organisational management, administration, and external relations
have often been overlooked (Grissom & Loeb, 2011). Further, Grissom and Loeb (2011)
identified that organisation management tasks were predictive of student achievement. This
indicated that certain tasks of principals improve student achievement; however, what is less
known is whether a difference in effectiveness makes a difference in improving school
performance.
Principal task effectiveness is an important area of school leadership which currently
lacks sufficient empirical research. This thesis explores the relation of principal task
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effectiveness to improving student achievement in the Maldivian context. Only two known
studies have examined the relation between principal task effectiveness and student
achievement. Of the two studies, Grissom and Loeb (2011) will be examined in more detail
as the current study is a partial replication of it, and the empirical work and theoretical
framework of Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) will be central to this thesis.
Grissom and Loeb (2011) studied principal task effectiveness in the Miami-Dade
County Public Schools (M-DCPS) in the US. The study used administrative data that
included data on student performance in state standardised tests. Each school was graded on a
5-point scale (A, B, C, D, and F). Grades were based on a scoring system that assigns points
to schools for their percentages of students who achieve the highest achievement levels in
reading, mathematics, science, and writing in Florida’s standardised tests in Grades 3 through
10. A principal tasks survey was derived from a list of principal duties and enhanced through
discussion with several principals in various states. The survey was further refined through a
pilot shadowing of principals. It was administered to 314 principals in M-DCPS. Exploratory
factor analysis (EFA) revealed five task dimensions: instruction management, internal
relations, organisation management, administration, and external relations. Figure 3.1 shows
the principals’ self-ratings of their own task effectiveness from the study, grouped by task
dimensions. The study showed that the average of principals’ ratings of task effectiveness
was above 3 on all tasks (on a scale of 1 to 4, 1 = ineffective, 2 = little effective, 3 =
effective, 4 = very effective) except for fundraising, which had an average rating below 3.
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Figure 3.1 Principals’ ratings of own task effectiveness grouped by factors from Grissom and
Loeb (2011, p. 1099)
Table 3.1 shows the five broad leadership task dimensions identified in Grissom and
Loeb (2011), self-rated for high and low effectiveness by principals. In Table 3.1, principals’
self-ratings show that they believed themselves to be most effective at organisation
management and administration tasks. In contrast, they perceived themselves as the least
effective in external relation tasks. This indicates that principals in this study perceived that
they were more effective in school internal matters and managing the school than direct
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instruction management and external relations. Grissom and Loeb found that principals’
effectiveness on organisation management tasks consistently predicts school performance.
Hence, they argued the importance of key organisational functions, such as budgeting and
managing school facilities, to improving school outcomes.
Table 3.1
Principals’ Self-Ratings for Task Effectiveness in Grissom and Loeb (2011)
Principal skill

High self-rated tasks

Instruction
management

• using data to inform
instruction

Internal relations

• developing relationships with
students, communicating with
parents
• attending school activities

Organisation
management

• developing safe school
environments
• dealing with concerns from
staff

Administration

• managing school schedules
• managing student discipline
• filling compliance
requirements and paper work

Low self-rated tasks
• planning PD for
prospective principals
• releasing or
counselling out
teachers

• utilising district office
communications to
enhance goals
• working with local
community
• fundraising

External relations

Grissom and Loeb (2011) argued that it is not the frequency of certain behaviours
which is important but the effectiveness of the task accomplishment. Their study confirmed
five task dimensions that principals engaged in on a daily basis which impact student
achievement. In addition, their study revealed that organisational management skills mostly
predicted student achievement. Therefore, it is understood that principal management skills
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complement principals’ work of supporting curriculum and instruction to increase student
achievement.
In a recent cross-sectional study, Zheng et al. (2017) investigated principal task
effectiveness and student achievement in a Chinese context. Zheng et al. (2017) adopted
Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) measurement framework by contextualising the survey to the
Chinese setting. The study employed multiple outcomes such as student outcomes (students’
reading achievement and Chinese learning efficacy scores) and teacher outcomes (teacher
ratings on occupational stress, job burnout and Chinese teachers’ teaching efficacy) to assess
leadership effectiveness, from the perspective of both principals and teachers. This study’s
sample consisted of 613 principals and 9,165 teachers from secondary schools in China. The
authors observed five task dimensions similar to those delineated in Grissom and Loeb’s
(2011) study. However, the main finding was different from that of Grissom and Loeb’s.
While Grissom and Loeb had demonstrated that principals’ organisation management skills
consistently predicted student achievement, in this study, with respect to student outcomes,
the most highly correlated aspect from both principals’ and teachers’ perspectives was
instruction organisation (Zheng et al., 2017), in contrast to Grissom and Loeb (2011) who
demonstrated that principals’ organisation management skills consistently predicted student
achievement. Nevertheless, Grissom and Loeb (2011) argued for a broad view of
instructional leadership with inclusion of organisation management skills to complement the
improvement of teaching and learning.
Table 3.2 depicts the task dimensions from both Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) and
Zheng et al.’s (2017) studies. Both studies have the same number of factors, with some
differences in the teacher dimensions in Zheng et al. (2017). In Grissom and Loeb’s (2011)
study both principal and assistant principal dimensions had similar factor loadings, whereas
in Zheng et al.’s (2017) study the teachers’ dimensions had a different connotation from the
principals’ dimensions (as illustrated in Table. 3.2). All the factors, except Factor 1 in the
teacher dimensions were labelled differently from the principal dimensions. In the Chinese
context, teachers seemed to identify organisational management tasks separately from
internal organisation, whereas the principals combined organisational management tasks with
tasks focusing on the internal organisation of a school. Zheng et al. reported a high reliability
coefficient, while Grissom and Loeb (2011) did not report a reliability coefficient for the
leadership dimensions. Although Zheng et al. (2017) achieved a high reliability coefficient in
some of the principal tasks, it could be argued that teachers may not be able to fully observe
principal accomplishment. In contrast, the assistant principal is assumed to be working
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closely with the principal which puts the assistant principal in a better position to observe
effectiveness of the principal than teachers. Hence, Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study
triangulated principals’ own ratings with assistant principals’ ratings.
Table 3.2
Comparison of Task Dimensions Used by Grissom and Loeb (2011) and Zheng et al. (2017)
Task dimensions
Grissom and Loeb (2011)

Task dimensions
Zheng et al. (2017)

Principals
Instruction
management

Assistant principal
Instruction
management

Principals
Visibility and direct
participation

Teachers
Visibility and direct
participation

Internal relations

Internal relations

Organisation
management

Organisation
management

Instruction
organisation
Internal environment
organisation

Instruction and
curriculum
Organisation and
management

Administration
External relations

Planning and
personnel
External relations

Both U.S. assistant principals and Chinese teachers, on average, rated their principals
lower than principals rated themselves. These differences are commonly observed in some
other studies (Hallinger, 2011, 2003). However, Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study in the US
indicated low correlations between principals’ and assistant principals’ ratings. Conversely,
in the Chinese study by Zheng et al. (2017), principals’ and teachers’ ratings of principal
organisational skills, instruction organisation, internal environment organisation, and
planning and personnel were highly correlated. This indicates that the principal task
effectiveness rating by principals and rating by others (other than principals) may differ in
different contexts.
As illustrated in Table 3.3, the Chinese study also revealed five dimensions similar to
those found in the U.S. context. However, in the Chinese study, all dimensions, other than
external relations, altered their original connotations. These broad dimensions were
categorised differently and some individual tasks fell in different dimensions. For example, in
the Chinese study, “classroom observation” and “informally coaching teachers,” belonged to
the visibility and direct participation skills, while in the U.S. context they were placed in the
instruction management dimension. Zheng et al. (2017) argued that in the Chinese context
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instructional organisation skills seemed to reflect more integrated organisation skills which
emphasise the core purpose of school, which is teaching and learning.
Additionally, in Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study, the traditional instructional
leadership items were labelled as instruction management, while in Zheng et al. (2017) they
were labelled as instruction organisation. Unlike in Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study, there
were no separate organisation management, internal relations, and administration dimensions
in the Chinese study. The items in these categories were loaded in another three broad
dimensions: visibility and direct participation, internal environment organisation, and
planning and personnel, as seen in Table 3.3. The administrative dimension disappeared due
to contextualisation, and the newly introduced items appeared to be in other leadership
categories in the Chinese context. These differential findings suggest that in the U.S. context
principals determine their effectiveness through routine administrative tasks while in the
Chinese context these tasks seem to be much less important.
Table 3.3
Task Items Grouped by Broad Dimensions in Grissom and Loeb (2011) and Zheng et al.
(2017)
Dimensions and tasks
Grissom and Loeb (2011)
Instruction management
Using data to inform instruction
Developing a coherent educational
programme across the school
Using assessment results for programme
evaluation
Formally evaluating teachers & providing
instructional feed back
Classroom observations
Utilising school meetings to enhance school
goals
Planning PD for teachers
Implementing PD
Evaluating curriculum
Informally coaching teachers
Directing supplementary, after‐school or
summer instruction
Releasing/counselling out teachers
Planning PD for prospective principals

Dimensions and tasks
Zheng et al. (2017)
Instruction organisation
Establishing a moral example for teachers
Formally evaluating teachers’ teaching and
providing feedback in time
Ensuring students’ good performance on the
regional unified exam
Utilising school meetings or activities to
enhance school goals
Using different aspects of school data to
inform instruction
Learning and grasping new education ideas
and new teaching research results
Using students’ evaluation results to evaluate
teachers’ teaching
Using students’ school management and
teaching evaluations to measure teaching
effort
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Dimensions and tasks
Grissom and Loeb (2011)

Dimensions and tasks
Zheng et al. (2017)

Internal relations
Developing relationships with students
Communicating with parents
Attending school activities (e.g., sports
events)
Counselling students or parents
Counselling staff about conflicts with other
staff members
Informally talking to teachers about students
Interacting socially with staff

Visibility and direct participation
Counselling staff about the contradictions with
other staff
Supervising student lunch duty and other
important daily activities
Solving students’ practical problems
Classroom observation
Establishing and supervising school
administration system (e.g., enrolment
management)
Managing students’ attendance-related
activities
Informally talking to teachers
Attending school activities

Organisation management
Developing a safe school environment
Dealing with concerns from staff
Managing budgets and resources
Hiring personnel
Managing personal, school‐related schedule
Maintaining campus facilities
Managing non‐instructional staff
Interacting/networking with other principals

Internal environment organisation
Interacting socially with staff
Cooperating with school middle-level
personnel
Establishing campus order
Creating a safe, easy school environment
Dealing with concerns from staff
Managing school budgets and resources
Managing school schedule

Administration
Managing school schedules
Managing student discipline
Fulfilling compliance requirements and
paperwork
Implementing standardised tests
Managing student services (e.g., records,
reporting)
Supervising students (e.g., lunch duty)
Managing student attendance‐related
activities
Fulfilling special education requirements

Planning and personnel
Maintaining the initiative in school
management
Developing a good environment for school
teaching/reform
Formulating long-term school plans and
guaranteeing their implementation
Communicating with parents
Implementing teachers’ PD plans
Hiring staff
Evaluating curricula

External relations
Communicating with the district to obtain
resources
Working with local community
members/organisations
Utilising district office communications to
enhance goals
Fundraising

External relations
Working with the local community
Interacting with social organisations or
individuals to obtain resources for the school
Networking with regional management
departments to obtain resources for the
school
Fundraising

Source: Adapted from Grissom and Loeb (2011) and (Zheng et al., 2017)

Further, in the Chinese study, the organisation management tasks from the U.S. study
belonged to the internal environment organisation, instruction organisation, and planning, and
personnel skills. Each of these categories seemed to emphasise a different area. Nevertheless,
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in the U.S. context Grissom and Loeb (2011) found that from the perspectives of both
assistant principal and principals organisation management skills consistently predicted
student achievement. Contrastingly, in the Chinese context, based on both teacher and
principal ratings, principal instruction organisation skills were highly correlated with student
outcomes (Zheng et al., 2017). Yet, there are some similarities in these two studies as tasks of
organisation management in the U.S. study fall in the broad category of instruction
organisation in the Chinese study and this category is highly correlated with student
achievement.
Zheng et al. (2017) proposed that in the Chinese context principals’ organisational
skills, such as instruction and curriculum mostly reflect the impact of principals’ leadership
effectiveness on student achievement. However, in the U.S. study, organisation management
skills predicted student achievement. Similar to Zheng et al. (2017), the U.S. study also
highlighted the importance of curriculum and instruction towards enhancing student
achievement. In the same vein, Grissom and Loeb (2011) proposed a broad view of
principals’ leadership effectiveness that comprised organisation management skills as the
main contributor to support curriculum and instruction.
It is essential to determine task effectiveness and not simply the frequency with which
certain tasks or behaviours have been completed. The frequency of exhibiting certain
leadership behaviours may not be the best indicator for measuring principal effectiveness. A
specific behaviour could be performed regularly. However, to be effective, the behaviour
may not necessarily need to be performed frequently (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The
studies conducted by Grissom and Loeb (2011) and Zheng et al. (2017) explored principal
task effectiveness and student achievement in the U.S. and the Chinese context respectively.
These studies demonstrated that principals’ instruction organisation skills and organisational
management skills are important in predicting student achievement.
Grissom and Loeb (2011) and Zheng et al (2017) found contrasting results relating to
increasing student achievement. In the U.S. context, principal effectiveness in organisation
management predicts student achievement (Grissom & Loeb, 2011), whereas, in the Chinese
context it was principal effectiveness in instruction management which predicts student
achievement. Task effectiveness of the principal is essential to improve school performance.
However, schools in different contexts may require effectiveness in different dimensions.
Hence, principal task effectiveness and its link to student achievement need to be explored in
a wider context. The current study examines principal task effectiveness on different daily
tasks principals engaged in when leading and managing their school in the Maldivian context.
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Further, these task dimensions were used to study principal task effectiveness and student
achievement in the Maldivian context to explore which of the principal task effectiveness
dimensions predict student achievement.
The next chapter discusses the framework guiding this study which presumes that it is
not the frequency of executing certain tasks that improves students’ academic achievement,
but it is principals’ effectiveness in these tasks which indirectly brings the required changes
in student achievement.
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Chapter 4. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
This chapter describes the theoretical framework adapted in this study, detailing the
leadership task dimensions and principal characteristics. The theoretical framework for this
thesis is adapted from Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study. The task dimensions depicted in the
theoretical framework in Figure 4.1 are the dimensions identified in Grissom and Loeb.
However, the individual tasks under each task dimension have been contextualised to the
Maldivian context. The process of contextualisation is discussed in Chapter 5, section 5.5.1,
Item Contextualisation. The individual tasks in the task dimensions involve what principals
do in their daily schedule to manage and lead their schools. These tasks are not focused on a
particular leadership behaviour of the principal. Further, it was not the frequency of these
tasks which was measured, rather it was the effectiveness of principals in these tasks from the
perspective of both principals and SMT. Instead of tasks which reflect a particular leadership
model, this study collected effectiveness of principals in their daily tasks, which may
represent various leadership models. Therefore, in this study, leadership effectiveness is
structured in an integrated framework.

PRINCIPAL
CHARACTERISTICS
For example, age,
gender, experience,
academic
qualifications, tenure
in schools.

LEADERSHIP TASK
DIMENSIONS
•
•
•
•
•

STUDENT
ACHIEVEMENT

Instruction management
Internal relations
Organisation management
Administration
External Relations

Figure 4.1 Theoretical framework: Principal characteristics and leadership task dimensions
that impact on student achievement.
This proposed framework postulates that principal task effectiveness impacts on
student achievement through five broad task dimensions, namely: Instruction Management,
Internal Relations, Organisation Management, Administration, and External Relations. Each
of these dimensions consists of multiple tasks which are discussed in more detail in the
following sections. In addition, the proposed theoretical framework includes principal
characteristics such as age, gender, academic qualification, experience and tenure in school
which may shape principal task effectiveness; these characteristics will be discussed.
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4.1. Instruction Management
Instruction management tasks are the specific tasks of principals through which they
assist and improve the implementation of curricular programmes (Grissom & Loeb, 2011).
These tasks also include tasks of a principal aimed at directly enhancing teaching and
learning (Bossert et al., 1982). Ensuring quality teaching and learning is the key component
of instructional leadership which, in this framework, is named instructional management. It
involves utilising school meetings to set and monitor progress towards school goals, planning
and implementing PD for teachers, classroom observations, using student data to improve
learning, managing the school curriculum, mentoring, and counselling ineffective teachers.
Principals in Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study believed that they were highly effective in
doing more than half of the 13 instructional management tasks. Principal self-ratings of these
tasks showed that more than half of the principals felt that they were very effective in using
data to inform instruction (65%), developing a coherent educational programme across the
school (61%), using assessment results for programme evaluation (60%), formally evaluating
teachers and providing instructional feedback (57%), classroom observations (57%), and
utilising school meetings to enhance school goals (56%). In Zheng et al.’s (2017) study, on
the basis of both principals’ and teachers’ ratings, student reading achievement was highly
correlated with instructional organisation. The following sections will discuss in more detail
literature on some of the principal instructional leadership tasks that promote student
academic achievement. These tasks are leading effective meetings, setting school goals,
facilitating and implementing PD, classroom observation, using data for school improvement,
mentoring teachers, implementing curriculum, and dealing with incompetent teachers.
4.1.1 Leading Effective Meeting
Meetings are one of the most commonly occurring workplace experiences and they
are a place for principals to show their leadership capabilities. In a Maldivian school,
principals’ tasks depend on the size of the school and nature of the tasks. In large schools
where there are two sessions, principals lead general staff meetings and most of the other
meetings tend to be led by deputies or lead teachers who are in charge of the session. While
some meetings are led by principals, most of the teaching and learning related meetings are
led by Lead Teachers in most of the schools.
The effective leading of meetings can build trust through principals’ interpersonal
skills. When members build trust and gain respect for their leader, they are motivated to
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perform higher than expected. In all schools’ principals need to hold various meetings
including general staff meetings and specific meetings such as annual planning or goalsetting. If such meetings are not effectively handled, it could have detrimental effects for
managing the organisation (Rogelberg, Leach, Warr, & Burnfield, 2006). Ineffective
meetings are costly in terms of their direct and indirect cost to the organisation (Allen,
Rogelberg, & Scott, 2008; Leach, Rogelberg, Warr, & Burnfield, 2009; LeBlanc & Nosik,
2019). For instance, some of these costs include time and employee stress levels (Allen et al.,
2008). Effective meetings serve important purposes (LeBlanc & Nosik, 2019). Effective
meetings are important in school for a common understanding of planning and to set goals.
Nevertheless, it might not be easy to lead effective meetings with people who have different
personalities. As an effective leader, a school principal can reduce tensions with humour and
establish a culture of mutual respect, integrity, and civility (Perkins, 2009). Further,
leadership behaviour is a crucial factor in explaining essential meeting outcomes (Odermatt et
al., 2017).
4.1.2 Setting School Goals
Setting school goals and communicating them has been found to be an important
aspect of instructional management. An effective principal understands the importance of
framing the school goals and mission and communicating these to stakeholders (Stronge,
Richard, & Catano, 2008). Such communication involves sharing and discussing ideas about
school goals and other success criteria with staff (Goldring et al., 2009). Instructional leaders
focus primarily on improving students’ academic achievement by making the strategies and
activities of the school compatible with its academic mission. Hallinger and Heck (1996)
observed in their meta-analysis that setting school goals positively affected student learning.
Furthermore, Finnigan (2012) found that school performance increased in schools where the
principal set goals.
Goals should be attainable and meaningful for all the relevant participants. A sense of
achievement occurs when people meet the workplace challenges by attaining goals that are
significant to their work place (Locke & Latham, 2006). This aspect of meeting challenges
through goal setting, studied by Locke and Latham (2006), is crucial in managing and leading
schools. For effective school leaders it is vital to set goals which focus on increasing student
academic achievement. For example, Robinson et al. (2008) ascertained that establishing
goals and setting expectations had an effect size of .42 standard deviations. Their meta-
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analysis revealed that goal setting is an important aspect of increasing student academic
achievement. Student achievement is mostly affected when school leaders encourage teachers
to challenge goals by providing a safe environment for the teachers to evaluate and question
these goals and assist one another to reach them (Hattie, 2009). In the Maldivian context, in a
small study using PIMRS, it was found that, from the perspective of both teachers and
principals, defining goals was the most frequently used leadership practice by the principal
(Wafir, 2011). Another task of principals which improves student achievement is facilitating
and implementing professional learning for teachers
4.1.3 Facilitating and Implementing Teacher Professional Development
Principals’ continuous involvement in PD activities of teachers is essential for the
development of teachers’ knowledge and classroom instructions which impact student
learning (Akers, Jakobs, & Orlando, 2011; Bredeson, 2000). Effective PD programmes
enhance teachers’ ability to perform in classrooms (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley,
2007). The key criteria for PD effectiveness proposed by Desimone (2009) are content focus,
active learning, coherence, duration and collective participation. PD programmes which
include these core features are expected to increase teacher knowledge and skills, to change
their attitudes and beliefs, and increase student achievement through the improvement of
classroom instructions. As a key person in the school, principals can play an important role in
facilitating and implementing PD programmes for teachers.
To facilitate and implement PD programmes, school leaders need to be leading
learners, where they actively participate in PD programmes. Research shows that learningcentred leadership fosters teacher PD in schools (Liu, Hallinger, & Feng, 2016). A study
conducted in Israel comparing work behaviour of principals in high-performing and averageperforming schools revealed that principals in high-performing schools spend more time on
their PD (Gaziel, 1995). Research shows that teachers’ PD may have a positive impact on
student learning (Akiba & Liang, 2016; Andersson & Palm, 2017). However, it has been
observed that the teachers’ need for PD programmes changes with time (Prast, Van de
Weijer-Bergsma, Kroesbergen, & Van Luit, 2018). Therefore, school leaders need to plan
teacher’s PD activities according to the needs of the teachers. Hence, as leaders, principals
can facilitate PD which corresponds to the learning needs of the students and teachers,
thereby making the PD programme more meaningful. In addition, principals need to
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encourage teachers to participate in ongoing PD programmes to be able to provide highquality instructions to the students which enhance student academic achievement.
4.1.4 Principals’ Active Involvement in Professional Development Activities
Principals’ active involvement in planning and implementing PD programmes for
teachers is one of the tasks which may have an impact on student achievement (Bredeson,
2000; Robinson et al., 2008). In addition to facilitating and implementing PD programmes,
school leaders need to be leading learners. Robinson et al. (2008) demonstrated that from the
five dimensions in her study, promoting and participating in teacher learning and
development yielded the highest effects, with an effect size of .84 standard deviation. A
recent comparative study on the relationship of principal leadership and teacher professional
learning emphasised the vital role of the principal in teachers’ professional learning. It further
highlighted the responsibility of principals to inspire, engage and maintain the continued
learning of teachers (Hallinger, Liu, & Piyaman, 2019). This is important as these are the
mechanisms through which principals can have an impact on teacher practice and student
achievement.
Principals’ active involvement in teacher PD programmes is essential due to PD
programmes its effect on student achievement. A study conducted in the Netherlands
examined the effects of a teacher PD programme about differentiated instructions on student
achievement (Prast et al., 2018). This 2-year experimental design study showed that the PD in
Year 1 had a significant effect on student achievement, while in Year 2 it had no significant
effect on achievement. The authors argued that Year 2 participants were less motivated as
their waiting time was lengthy for the PD programme since registering for it and also many of
the Year 2 participants were less experienced in teaching and had joined the school in the
year of the PD was conducted (Prast et al., 2018). It is important for the school principal to
identify PD which is relevant and effective. Another longitudinal study conducted in
Missouri State in the US, with middle school mathematics teachers examined the effects of
types of teacher PD learning activities on student achievement growth over 4 years. Akiba
and Liang (2016) found that teacher-centred informal collaborative activities were successful
in increasing student mathematics achievement. Further, the study showed that teacher-driven
research activities and attending professional conferences appeared to be useful in improving
student achievement. At such conferences teachers can tailor their attendance according to
their learning needs and interests. Teacher participation in research conferences could enrich
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teacher content and pedagogical knowledge. Further, it could improve the teaching skills if
the teacher presented at the conferences and received feedback from the other teachers
(Akiba & Liang, 2016). These studies revealed the importance of the principals’ active
involvement to identify the needs of the teachers to facilitate PD programmes for teachers.
Studies conducted in the Maldives showed that principals provided PD opportunities
for the teachers (A. Mohamed, Moosa, & Yusoff, 2015; Wafir, 2011). Further, A. Mohamed
et al.’s (2015) study indicated teachers’ acknowledgement of the importance of continued PD
in the schools of Male’. With regard to teacher PD, the positive finding is that these studies
indicated that in the Maldives both principals and teachers believed that teacher PD is crucial
for enhancing teacher knowledge to improve student achievement. However, these studies
only focus on the frequency of principals facilitating PD for teachers; they did not explore the
effectiveness of principals providing PD or the relation between teacher PD and student
academic achievement.
4.1.5 Professional Development Activities in Maldivian Schools
In 2009, the MoE of the Maldives formally introduced school-based PD programmes.
Prior to the introduction of school-based PD programmes, school PD coordinators were
involved in facilitating and implementing PD for teachers, not leaders. With this change, PD
coordinators are now involved in administrative tasks of PD while principals have a more
active role in teachers PD. In the PD policy, the MoE identified 3 days in the academic
calendar for PD, which are considered non-teaching days. Hence, students do not attend
school on those days and teachers are free from teaching activities to conduct and get
involved in PD programmes. According to this policy, teachers are required to complete a
minimum of 15 hours of PD in every academic year (MoE, 2009). Most of the hours
allocated for PD are utilised by the MoE to create awareness among teachers and principals
on current educational policies rather than on improving teaching practice. The MoE also
expects principals to conduct all the teaching and learning related PD activities in their
schools. However, principals express concern over how the MoE utilises the time allocated
for PD. Moreover, the principal not being a subject expert for all the secondary subjects, it is
challenging for principals to conduct PD sessions for staff on aspects of teaching and learning
and curriculum changes on all the subjects.
Research has shown that teacher PD is an important aspect in improving student
learning. However, these studies were on teachers’ participation in different PD programmes
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and principal involvement in facilitating PD for the teachers. These studies indicate the
importance of principals facilitating PD opportunities for teachers to improve student
academic achievement, but they lack the focus on the effectiveness of principals in providing
opportunities for teachers to get actively involved in PD (Desimone, 2009; Fischer et al.,
2018; Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, & Shapley, 2007).The current study explores principal
task effectiveness in regard to facilitating PD. In addition to effective PD, classroom
observations are another important instructional management task of a principal for
improving student achievement.
4.1.6 Classroom Observation
Classroom observations in the Maldives are conducted for both evaluation and
mentoring purposes, however classroom observations are mainly used for evaluation
purposes. Classroom observations provide necessary information to principals on the
competency of the teacher and are a fundamental component of teacher evaluation (Gargani
& Strong, 2014; Steinberg & Garrett, 2016). Regular classroom observations are helpful to
improve classroom instruction and to make retention decisions. However, teacher retention
decisions based only on classroom observation may be tricky. The context of the classroom
plays a vital role in the performance of a teacher (Steinberg & Garrett, 2016). One single
observation to evaluate a teacher’s professional competency may not be enough to make a
retention decision (O’Leary & Wood, 2017). Rather than being seen as a ranking exercise,
teacher evaluations ought to be a part of continuous teacher development (DarlingHammond, 2014). However, school principals need to make decisions earlier rather than later
on the effectiveness of teachers, which impacts student achievement. This decision can be
made through identifying the challenges of teachers and recognising incompetent teachers
early in their career and to improve the classroom practice of existing teachers (Bruns, Costa,
& Cunha, 2018).
Heck (1992) observed that principals in high-achieving elementary schools had more
regular classroom visits than those in low-performing ones. Classroom monitoring can be
used as a tool to gather information on instructional strategies to organise PD activities and it
further signals the standard of goal accomplishment and acceptable performance (Rosenholtz,
1985). Effective leaders utilise the feedback from classroom observations to focus on
providing needs-based PD (Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, & Cravens, 2009). Direct
information about students and individual teaching, acquired through classroom observations,
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can assist the principal as a pedagogical leader to improve teacher competency (Ärlestig &
Törnsen, 2014; Hattie, 2009; Hitt & Tucker, 2016). Hattie (2009) asserts that observation of
the actual classroom is one of the most effective methods to explore teacher knowledge and
behaviour.
4.1.7 Using Data for School Improvement
Effective principals use multiple forms of student data to inform improvement efforts
in the various realms of a school (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982). Assessing student
results and using them for student evaluation is imperative to increase student achievement.
Use of classroom observation data in combination with student grades can assist the principal
in providing specific feedback to teachers (Leggett & Smith, 2019). To improve student
achievement, principals are encouraged to use student data to inform their decision-making
process (Sun, Johnson, & Przybylski, 2016). Further, it has been observed that meetings
focusing on evaluating student data could improve student performance (Sirchia, 2017).
However, Leithwood and Montgomery (1982) pointed out that the use of data was different
for effective and less-effective principals. While effective principals use this information to
examine student progress and review the status of low-performing students with teachers, a
less effective principal just collects the information. Further, student assessment results and
teachers’ information can be used to plan, develop and implement necessary PD programmes
for teacher development which in turn would improve student academic achievement.
4.1.8 Mentoring Teachers
Coaching and mentoring are important for both novice and veteran teachers.
However, formal and informal mentoring is important for beginning teachers trying to adjust
to a new teaching and learning environment (Carter & Francis, 2001). Novice teachers aspire
to have their principal frequently in their classroom and would prefer support on an informal
basis on teaching-related activities (Cherian & Daniel, 2008). Studies have found that schools
with effective mentoring and coaching programmes have less attrition of teachers (Guarino,
Santibanez, & Daley, 2006; Ingersoll & Smith, 2003). Hence, it is vital for the principal to be
effective in facilitating, monitoring and coaching novice teachers. Within the instructional
leadership tasks, mentoring is an important one. However, the reality is, that it is not often
practiced in some of the schools in the Maldives for learning purposes. In some schools, there
is mentoring for beginning teachers. Nevertheless, without a well-established mechanism,
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most of the time it may end up being a mere checking of whether the new teacher is capable
of performing in the system. With the implementation of the new curriculum and availability
of new tools for classroom observation, there has been a shift towards a mentoring culture in
Maldivian schools. With this shift, in some schools, mentoring is now more focused on
improvement of teachers rather than the evaluation of teachers.
It is possible to utilise mentoring and coaching as an effective tool in enriching
teachers’ instructional practice for effective delivery of a lesson (Onchwari & Keengwe,
2008; H. Wong & Wong, 2008). Hence, mentoring and coaching of teachers often improve
student achievement through improved instructions (Adams, 2010; Ross, 1992). Ross (1992)
confirmed that student achievement is higher in classrooms of teachers who work together
with coaches. This study revealed that coaching can positively influence student
achievement. Teachers with positive attitudes towards teaching perceived coaching as an
opportunity to strengthen their teaching practices (Ross, 1992). The evaluation of a coaching
programme designed to provide school-level support for teachers in Brazil on lesson
planning, classroom management, and engaging students showed statistically significant
improvement in teacher instructions (Bruns et al., 2018). Furthermore, teachers need ongoing
support from their principals for successful completion of their tasks. Formal and informal
discussions with teachers and staff provide avenues for the principal to learn about their
leadership from different perspectives. These discussions enrich teachers’ experiences which
help to increase student achievement.
4.1.9 Implementing Curriculum
Another important principal task within the instruction organisation is to manage and
implement curriculum effectively. Managing or improving curriculum has been found to be
one of the core components of instructional leadership as identified in many instructional
leadership models (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Marks & Printy, 2003; Robinson et al., 2008;
Supriadi & Yusof, 2015; Valentine & Prater, 2011). Further, Witziers et al. (2003) proposed
that in effective schools, principals should coordinate curriculum. For the coordination of the
curriculum, principals need to acquire in-depth knowledge of the curriculum, ensure that all
the teachers are aware of the curriculum and the required teaching and learning assessments
are carried out accordingly. Effective curriculum implementation is expected to increase
student achievement. A study of U.S. high school principal leadership behaviour found that
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promoting instruction and curriculum improvement was correlated to student achievement
(Valentine & Prater, 2011).
4.1.10 Counselling Incompetent Teachers
Counselling out incompetent teachers is another essential instructional management
task of a principal (Grissom & Loeb, 2011). Recruiting competent teachers and nurturing the
instructional development of teachers is equally important to identifying those who are
incapable of increasing student achievement. By employing effective teachers, a principal can
identify the right fit for the existing students. Hitt and Tucker (2016) argued that when
teachers fail to perform to the standard, or they do not possess the potential to have a positive
impact on student achievement, the principal could exercise his or her power to release these
teachers. According to Hitt and Tucker (2016), an effective principal should safeguard the
human recourse function either by hiring proficient teachers or developing and identifying
ineffective teachers and removing these if they do not improve in time.
This section has reviewed literature with regard to tasks involved in principal
instructional management. Instructional management has been shown to be one of the key
task dimensions of a principal. These tasks involve principal actions which may improve
teaching and learning activities through teacher development and monitoring student
progress.

4.2. Internal Relations
The internal relations dimension comprises tasks associated with principals’ ability to
develop effective interpersonal relationships with staff (Grissom & Loeb, 2011). Grissom and
Loeb’s (2011) study showed that 72% of principals rated themselves as very effective at
developing relationships with students, and 70% rated themselves as very effective at
communicating with parents. Further, about 54% and 50% of the principals felt they were
very effective in informally talking to teachers about students and interacting socially with
staff, respectively. The internal relations of a school in highly populated countries may differ
from those of principals in small island nations. Principals in Small Island Developing States
(SIDS) work in closely-knit communities where they face different opportunities and
challenges due to close relationships within the community, either through their family or
social circle. Due to these relationships in SIDS, there exists a higher degree of a
‘particularistic culture’ and ‘managed intimacy’ (Didi, 2002; Soobratty, 2016). The term
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particularistic culture refers to the relationship of people in their uniqueness, and managed
intimacy is where due to close relations among the people in small communities, conflicts are
accommodated. Due to particularistic culture, principals in small island schools may not be
able to take impartial decisions. The following paragraphs of this section review literature on
tasks included in the internal relations dimension and how these can affect student
achievement. The section, in particular, focuses on the following tasks: developing
relationships with students, communicating with parents, dealing with student and parent
concerns, managing tension between staff and socially interacting with staff.
4.2.1 Relationship with Students
A caring principal who can develop good relationships with students and provide
them with academic assistance can enhance student motivation and academic achievement
(Louis et al., 2016). Principals’ informal discussions with teachers and students about
academic goals and achievement can positively impact student achievement by motivating
students to put additional effort into their academic work (Gentilucci & Muto, 2007; Silva,
White, & Yoshida, 2011). Further, Silva et al. (2011), in an experimental study, found that
principal discussion of test scores and goals for the next assessment with individual students
of a large suburban middle school resulted in significant gains in state reading-test
achievement compared to students who had these discussions after the test. In addition, a
study conducted in Turkish primary schools indicated that school leaders’ “individual
consideration of students was a mutual activity in all the schools towards increased student
academic achievement” (Kılınç & Özdemir, 2015, p. 11).
4.2.2 Home–School Relationship
Another means through which principals can impact student achievement is by
establishing home–school relationships. Student learning is enriched when supported by both
the school and parents (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). To build relationships with families,
principals must establish trust and a means of communication between the school and
parents. As a key figure in the school, the principal can communicate with parents to create
home environments conducive to the students’ learning. Research shows that a home
educational environment and parental involvement in children’s education at home, and in
school, increased their academic achievement (Hattie, 2009; W. Mulford et al., 2004).
Despite differences in countries’ cultural and historical contexts, the importance of parents to
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educational achievement and the impact on schools when they work effectively with parents
is globally acknowledged (Mandarakas, 2014). Zhao and Akiba (2009) found that a
principal’s high expectations for parents’ engagement in the education of their children can
create collective effort between school and parents to support student learning. Hence, it can
be advocated that principals communicating with parents is vital for students’ academic
success.
4.2.3 Communication with Parents
Effective communication between teachers and parents is another important task
within the task dimension of internal relations. Principals can play an important part to
enhance communication between parents and teachers. Research has shown that teachers
often identify themselves as not being well prepared for encouraging parental engagement in
their children’s education (Mandarakas, 2014). Principals could support communication
between teachers and parents by, for example, taking teachers to meet the parents at the front
gate, if the teachers are reluctant to contact parents themselves, thus creating an atmosphere
for teachers to interact with parents (Barr & Saltmarsh, 2014). Another qualitative study
conducted in a wealthy district in the US revealed that when parents question the decision of
teaching-related activities, students are more likely to question the ability of teachers
(Landeros, 2011). Such behaviour of parents may influence the entire tone of the school.
Teachers believed that without strong principal leadership to comprehend parental demand,
educators can lose control, professionalism and respect (Landeros, 2011). Hence, the strong
leadership of a principal is an important factor in mediating the impact of parents creating
favourable conditions for parents to be involved in their children’s education.
The communication style of a principal is important to maintain a long-lasting
relationship between parents and schools (Barr & Saltmarsh, 2014). In a qualitative study
conducted in Australia, Barr and Saltmarsh (2014) observed that parents are more likely to
get involved with the school when the principal is perceived to be accepting and supportive.
The approach of a principal towards the parents of the school could influence how parents
feel about their authority to engage and contribute to school activities. The participants of the
study unanimously agreed on the essential role of the principal in successful parent and
school relations. Further, parents believed that the approach and communication style of a
principal plays a critical role in developing and sustaining relationships between the parents
and the school.
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Parental involvement is one avenue which can help teachers to understand students’
background (Zhao & Akiba, 2009). Effective parent–principal or –teacher communication is
important to foster student learning. Communication and collaboration between parents and
schools can provide better awareness of the difficulties their children experience in
mathematics learning (Mistretta, 2004). It is also vital for parents to understand the
experience of students. In a comparative study on school expectations for parental
involvement and student mathematics achievement in the US and South Korea, Zhao and
Akiba (2009) reported the importance of involving parents for teachers’ understanding of
students’ sociocultural backgrounds so they could develop inclusive classrooms and enrich
classroom experiences to support student academic achievement. Further, the study revealed
that when principals communicated the importance of home assistance to children with
minority and working-class parents, it led to the creation of a support system which helped to
improve student achievement. This indicates that communication between the school and
parents is especially important for students from these backgrounds. To foster a
comprehensive and cooperative school atmosphere, principals need to understand the social
background of the students (Zhao & Akiba, 2009).
4.2.4 Conflict Between Staff
An additional task within the internal relations dimension is managing conflict
between staff. In a school, as in other workplaces, conflicts are inevitable (Uzun & Ayik,
2017). Some argue that having conflict may not be unhealthy for an organisation if it is
managed effectively (Bacal, 2004; Saiti, 2015). Others have argued that internal conflicts can
make work environments unhealthy and reduce productivity (Hoerr, 2004). If conflicts persist
for a long time, the positive environment is affected and school achievement deteriorates. By
maintaining discipline and reconciling personal disputes of teachers, effective principals
make a difference in student achievement (Eberts & Stone, 1988). One of the major problems
faced by administrators in an organisation is averting conflict rather than managing it (Genc,
2007, as cited in Uzun & Ayik, 2017). The nature of the work of a teacher involves
interactions with other teachers. Good teachers are typically passionate about their job.
However, their desire to work diminishes if they face barriers in communicating their
perception to fellow teachers (Hoerr, 2004; Ingersoll, 1996). According to Uzun and Ayik
(2017), teachers thus believe that one of the most important competencies of a principal is to
have conflict management skills. Moreover, tensions and dispute in a school can hinder
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students’ well-being in time. Hence, conflict management skills of a principal are imperative
to manage a school and to create a healthy work environment.
4.2.5 Social Interactions
Social interactions of the principal are another important aspect of the internal
relations task dimension. An organisation is composed of social beings and social interaction
is essential for the performance of the organisation. Adler and Kwon (2002) defined internal
social capital with reference to both the structure and content of relationships between the
individuals in an organisation. Principals matter in the school social capital, as the principal
stays at the apex of the school and the relationships of the principal with other members of
school matter for the well-being of individuals in the school. Social capital is perceived to be
an important predictor of organisational accomplishment (Leana & Van Buren, 1999;
Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). Price (2015) argued that a school environment cannot be
maintained without social interactions.
Staff interactions are an important aspect of school performance. Leana and Pil (2006)
stated that exchanging information is vital to effective teaching. Social interactions among
school staff can act as a medium to exchange information. Principal leadership can pave ways
for teachers’ interactions to lead to learning from one another and improving instruction. In
addition, the principal’s interactions with staff are an important aspect of school success. A
principal’s close interaction with staff members increases opportunities to share and foster the
school’s vision and goals (Bryk, 2010; Bryk & Schneider, 2003; Moolenaar, Daly, &
Sleegers, 2010).

4.3. Organisational Management
Research has shown that principals’ organisational management is also important to
increase student achievement (Bloom et al., 2015; Di Liberto et al., 2015). A comparative
study of organisational management practice in Italy and other European countries contended
that school principals in Italy are less autonomous than most of the other countries. Further,
this study revealed a positive relation between principals’ managerial practice and student
achievement in standardised mathematics tests in Italy (Di Liberto et al., 2015). The authors
argued for better management practices in schools to improve student achievement, stating
that “if Italian school principals would have on average the same managerial ability of UK
school principals, student test scores would increase by around 4.6%” (Di Liberto et al.,
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2015, p. 723). Hence, the authors advocated the importance of training principals in
managerial capabilities to increase student achievement. Organisational management tasks
are an integral part of student academic success. Research shows that when principals are
involved in organisational management tasks, students’ performance increases (Bloom et al.,
2015; Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Horng et al., 2010). Horng et al. (2010) identified that
principals spending more time on organisational management leads to a more robust increase
in student achievement. Further, Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study affirmed that increasing
one standard deviation of principals’ organisational management task effectiveness is
equivalent to 3 years of principal school experience in terms of student gain.
Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study showed that principals rated themselves highly on
the organisational management tasks and seven of eight items had a mean score of 3.5 or
higher from a scale of 1–4. Principals perceived themselves as very effective at developing a
safe school environment (68%), dealing with concerns from staff (65%), and managing the
budget (64%). Further, 53% of the principals rated themselves as very effective on all the
organisational management tasks except for networking with other principals (47%).
The next section focuses on the following tasks of organisational management:
developing a safe school environment, teacher recruitment and retention, managing
resources, and managing personal and school-related schedules.
4.3.1 Developing a Safe Learning Environment
One aspect of the organisational management dimension is developing a safe
environment for student learning. Research shows that a safe learning environment is
essential to ensure academic success (Chen, 2007; Leithwood, 2012b; Luiselli, Putnam,
Handler, & Feinberg, 2005). As a leader, the principal takes responsibility for fostering a safe
and sound environment for teachers and students, in which students, staff and other
stakeholders are open to interact in a positive and non-threatening manner (Bucher &
Manning, 2005). School safety is not limited to the physical safety of the stakeholders. In
addition to physical safety, it includes both intellectual and emotional safety (Bucher &
Manning, 2005; Kohn, 2004; Merrow, 2004).
Research shows that physical, intellectual and emotional safety in schools also affects
students’ academic achievement. A review of studies conducted by Swearer, Espelage,
Vaillancourt, and Hymel (2010) reported that bullying is linked to poor academic
achievement, whereby preventing bullying in schools improves student academic
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achievement. Ripski and Gregory (2009) studied the impact of school safety on student
engagement and academic achievement and identified that students with a higher level of
perceived hostility were more likely to have less engagement in school and lower reading
scores. There is an indirect effect of school disorder on student academic achievement,
mediated via student attendance rate (Chen & Weikart, 2008). According to Cornell and
Mayer (2010) a safe and orderly school is a prerequisite for successful academic
programmes. If students fear for their safety, they are less likely to attend school (Chen &
Weikart, 2008; Ripski & Gregory, 2009). Therefore, it is important that the principal is
actively involved in providing a safe learning environment for the students.
4.3.2 Teacher Recruitment and Retention
Recruiting and retaining competent teachers is another aspect of organisational
management. Teachers’ capabilities directly affect student learning and academic
achievement (Fuller, Young, & Baker, 2011; Heck, 2009; Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides,
1990; Leithwood, 2012a). In educational research, the impact of effective teachers on student
outcomes and achievement is well-researched (Dhuey & Smith, 2014; Ferguson, 1991; Loeb,
Kalogrides, & Bteille, 2012). Research shows that teacher qualification has been linked to
student achievement (Ferguson, 1991; Fuller et al., 2011). One of the key measures that a
principal can take to improve school achievement is through recruiting and retaining highquality teachers (Baker & Cooper, 2005; Bastian & Henry, 2015; Brewer, 1993; Goldring et
al., 2009; Jacob, 2010; Sebring & Bryk, 2000; Strauss, 2003). Apart from hiring qualified
teachers and firing ineffective teachers, school principals should ensure the retention of
effective teachers. A study in primary and secondary schools in the Australian context
revealed that insufficient support from the principal was one possible reason for an effective
teacher to leave the school (Rice, 2014). Rice (2014) further emphasised the importance of
building a strong support network to retain effective teachers.
Principals work in a complex environment where they need to attend to both
instructional and non-instructional activities. Hence, they have to deal with and manage both
teachers and non-instructional staff who support the school’s academic activities. Noninstructional staff are involved in tasks such as budgeting, maintenance of school facilities,
and assisting in acquiring resources needed to create an effective teaching and learning
environment. It was found that principals spend one fifth of their day on organisation
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management activities, such as hiring and managing staff and managing budget (Horng et al.,
2010)
4.3.3 Managing Resources
Another important principal task is managing resources. School leaders need to ensure
that teachers are provided with the necessary resources to deliver effective lessons (Goldring
et al., 2009). Robinson (2011) identified resourcing strategically as one of the key dimensions
of student-centred leadership. Moreover, effective principals plan well to obtain resources for
the school (Bryk, Sebring, Kerbow, Rollow, & Easton, 1998). Schools with a principal who is
highly rated by teachers as a resource provider are often seen to have increased student
engagement; also, when teachers are provided with appropriate instructional resources and
the environment encourages effective student engagement, this is reflected in high student
academic achievement (Quinn, 2002).
Effective leaders manage their resources efficiently for instructional purposes. A
principal can play the role of instructional resource and resource provider. As an instructional
resource, a principal can set expectations for continuous improvement of the instructional
programme and can actively engage in teacher development. As a resource provider, a
principal gathers resources such as materials, information or opportunities within the school
and community to achieve school goals. Studies showed that providing necessary resources is
vital in achieving student academic achievement (Robinson et al., 2008; Waters, Marzano, &
McNulty, 2003). From 30 years of quantitative research, Waters et al. (2003) identified that
providing teachers with necessary materials and PD for the successful execution of their job
is one of the 21 leadership responsibilities which improve student achievement. Robinson et
al. (2008) described resourcing strategically as securing resources which are essential for
instructional purposes. Therefore, effective leaders need to provide the resources required by
teachers for them to effectively deliver their lessons.
4.3.4 Personal and School-Related Schedules
Schools are complex organisations within which principals need to attend to multiple
tasks. There is a paucity of research on how effective principals manage personal and schoolrelated schedules and how this affects student achievement. While some studies have
explored how principals spend their time on daily tasks (Goldring, Huff, May, & Camburn,
2008), other studies have focused on principals’ time allocation on different daily tasks and
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how it affects student achievement (Gaziel, 1995; Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013; Grissom
et al., 2012; May, Huff, & Goldring, 2012). However, none of these studies focused on the
aspects of effective management of principals’ personal and school-related schedules and
their effects on student academic achievement. A study conducted in Miami-Dade County by
Horng et al. (2010) revealed that principals spend about 30% of their day taking care of
administrative task such as supervising students, managing schedules, and fulfilling
compliance requirements. This implies that principals spend a considerable amount of their
time on tasks which consist of managing the school schedule. If there is no planning and
organising, “there is no outcome for employees to strive to achieve; thus, individuals
aimlessly muddle through activities without a clear purpose” (Sirchia, 2017, p. 97). When
principals effectively manage their personal and school-related schedule, it helps the school
to function smoothly, which in return may indirectly increase student achievement. This gives
more time for principals to focus on other instructional activities which more directly relate to
student academic achievement. The studies discussed above investigated how principals
manage their personal and school-related schedule and focused on the amount of time
principals spend on particular tasks. However, these studies did not explore the effectiveness
of the principal in managing personal and school-related schedules. Unlike these studies, the
current study includes a focus on the effectiveness of principals in managing personal and
school-related schedules and its effect on student achievement.

4.4. Administration
One of the daily tasks of a principal is administration. Principals spend a considerable
amount of time on administrative tasks such as student discipline and fulfilling compliance
requirements. Horng et al. (2010) found that on average principals spend most of their time
on administrative activities to operate the school smoothly. The administrative dimension of
principal leadership contains tasks such as managing school schedules, student discipline,
fulfilling special education requirements, and attendance-related activities. Grissom and Loeb
(2011) stated that more than 66% of the principals in their study rated themselves as most
effective in managing school schedules and managing student discipline in the administration
dimension. Further, fulfilling compliance requirements and implementing standardised tests
were also tasks at which principals rated themselves as highly effective (60% and 51%
respectively). The lowest mean effectiveness score in this dimension was fulfilling special
education requirements, in which only 40% of the principals rated themselves as very
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effective. This section particularly focuses on the following tasks of administration:
managing the school schedule, managing student discipline, fulfilling special education
requirements, and managing attendance-related activities
4.4.1 School Schedule
It is challenging for principals or other lead teachers to prepare teaching schedules
while allocating a balanced number of subjects, or teaching blocks from different areas of the
curriculum, and ensuring the needs of the students and teachers are met. For example, the
individualised education programme for special need students or sports activities should not
interfere with the school schedule. Similarly, principals need to schedule time for teachers for
teaching-related administrative work, breaks, and collaborative planning activities.
A well-managed school schedule is important for both a novice and a veteran teacher.
Cherian and Daniel (2008) emphasised the importance of the role of a principal in a novice
teacher’s induction experience which should comprise well-planned events where teachers
learn to rehearse their skills. Further, principals should ensure that school schedules are
created in such a way that opportunities are provided for newly joined teachers to familiarise
themselves with the school environment. In a qualitative case study, Hoppey and McLeskey
(2013) found that one of the qualities of a successful principal was to have a flexible school
schedule which provides time for informal meetings with teachers and staff. A flexible
schedule may help teachers to discuss their concerns with the principal. Encouragement and
support from the principal were the main reasons beginning teachers did not leave the
profession (Brock & Grady, 2007). Hence, principals need to manage their school schedules
and allocate appropriate time for informal and formal meetings with teachers to provide
continuous support to teachers.
4.4.2 Student Discipline
As a leader, the school principal strives to create an environment conducive to
students’ learning. To create such environments, problems associated with student discipline
need to be addressed and minimised. Luiselli et al. (2005) asserted that establishing effective
discipline practices is vital to improve academic achievement and to create a safe learning
environment. Moreover, principals need to formulate school policies and ensure that students
abide by rules and regulations as, “clear and consistent school rules and policies tend to
improve the general disciplinary climate of the school, and contribute to improve staff and
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student morale” (Bryk et al., 1998, p. 45). Discipline issues are challenging and need to be
addressed at an early stage (Dembo & Gulledge, 2009; Hawkins et al., 2000; Severson,
Walker, Hope-Doolittle, Kratochwill, & Gresham, 2007). Early intervention is needed to
address discipline issues (Brennan, 2015). When discipline issues are reduced, teachers can
spend more time on instruction and other teaching and learning opportunities, which can
increase educational advancement.
4.4.3 Special Education Requirement
Fulfilling special education requirements is another aspect of principal administration.
A principal plays a prominent role in planning and supporting special education programmes
for students with special needs. The principal is a main contributor in creating schools that
support teachers to meet the needs of all the students (Cherian & Daniel, 2008; McLeskey &
Waldron, 2002). Research shows that to create a sustainable inclusive programme, principals
provide numerous types of support (Furney, Aiken, Hasazi, & Clark/Keefe, 2005; McLeskey
& Waldron, 2002). Also, by using information from schools and through reflective inquiry,
principals are able to promote an inclusive culture in the school. The involvement of a
principal in both process and content of inclusion in the school is the basis for achievement in
establishing school-wide change (Salisbury & McGregor, 2002). Riehl (2009) identified three
broad task categories: fostering new meanings about diversity, promoting inclusive practices
within schools, and building connections between schools and communities. The response of
principals to these tasks established the level of their inclusive practices. The combined
efforts of the principal and school staff to enhance inclusive programmes can increase the
achievement of all students including those with special needs (Hoppey & McLeskey, 2013).
Special education requirements are one of the educational concerns in the Maldives
that have been discussed at policy level. In 2013, the Maldives implemented an inclusive
education policy where the key principle is to provide equal opportunities for all children
within the formal education system. According to the policy, schools are required to identify
students with special needs, prepare a register, and submit this register to the MoE. Any
changes to the register are to be notified to the MoE within 30 days of the change. In
addition, the resources required to teach students with special needs need to be identified and
acquired prior to the beginning of each academic year. The schools are also required to
organise and conduct awareness programmes for parents and the community regarding the
education of children with special needs (MoE, 2013). Effective involvement of the principal
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in fulfilling special education requirements is necessary to provide an equal opportunity for
students with special needs. The current study inquiries into how effective principals are
perceived to be in fulfilling special education requirements in their respective schools.
4.4.4 Student Attendance
Another important task included in the administration dimension of principal
leadership is monitoring student attendance. Attendance is a vital component in success at
each school level, from kindergarten to high school (Balfanz & Byrnes, 2006; Gottfried,
2010, 2014; Nichols, 2003). Gottfried (2010) applied a quasi-experimental design model to a
longitudinal data set and identified a constant positive significant relation between student
attendance and multiple measures of achievement for both elementary and middle school in a
Philadelphia School District. Further, the coefficient of attendance was statistically
significant in all the models and across multiple measures of achievement. Hence, Gottfried
(2010) suggested that attendance was a sturdy predictor of student achievement. Furthermore,
research revealed that student attendance is crucial in improving student achievement
(Balfanz & Byrnes, 2006; Gottfried, 2011; Sälzer & Heine, 2016). For instance, Balfanz and
Byrnes (2006) found that student attendance is important in reducing the mathematics
achievement gap in urban high-poverty middle school students in the US. Another study on
student achievement in the PISA 2012 proficiency test revealed that missing lessons on
mathematics and science leads to poor performance in these subjects (Sälzer & Heine, 2016).
Furthermore, missing school is also directly associated with low achievement (Gottfried,
2011).
When students miss classes they lack the benefits of classroom interaction,
cooperative learning and other activities led by teachers, which contribute towards school
success (Morrissey, Hutchison, & Winsler, 2014; Nichols, 2003). Further, low-attendance
rates hinder academic achievement at the current level and for future learning. Students with
attendance issues are likely to have several years of chronic absence which potentially hinder
academic achievement (London, Sanchez, & Castrechini, 2016). Therefore, student
attendance is one variable that has a significant impact on student achievement. Attendance is
not only the basis of student academic achievement but it is also a direct indicator (Demir &
Karabeyoglu, 2016). Attending classes regularly significantly contributes to higher academic
achievement (Özkanal & Arikan, 2011). When the principal is effective in improving student
attendance, it is likely to improve student achievement. Grissom and Loeb (2011) found that
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principals’ self-assessed task effectiveness for administrative tasks was positively correlated
with student learning. Principal effectiveness in managing student attendance can motivate
students to attend classes on regular basis, hence students get more instructional time which
may improve their learning.
In 2016, the MoE of the Maldives introduced an attendance policy in schools which
mandates parents to send children to school on time and to inform of any absenteeism with a
reason. Further, if the absence is for more than 3 days and is health related, it is compulsory
to provide the school with a medical certificate issued to the student by a registered medical
practitioner. In addition, schools need to make a student file for individual students, and any
incident that may interfere with the attendance of the student should be noted in this file. The
policy mandates the principal to conduct awareness programmes within the first 3 weeks of
the academic year for parents and staff members to make them aware of any changes to the
policy. Further, the student’s attendance is to be discussed once a month with the lead
teachers to identify areas where students’ attendance can be improved and to report cases of
absenteeism regularly to the School Administrations Section of the MoE. According to the
policy, it is the school’s responsibility to identify any long-term absenteeism and to assist in
finding solutions. If absenteeism issues are depriving the rights of the student, the School
Administration Section and Education Supervision and Quality Improvement Division of the
MoE need to be informed immediately (MoE, 2016c).

4.5. External Relations
The dimension of external relations encompasses tasks such as working with those
outside of the school such as the MoE, service providers and the local community. It is
important for schools to have good relations with external partners such as the local
community and government agencies, as the school is a part of the community. Grissom and
Loeb’s (2011) study showed that tasks under the external relations dimension had a lower
mean effectiveness score than the other dimensions in the survey. Only 38% of the principals
rated themselves as very effective at either communicating with the district to obtain
resources or working with the local community. Thirty-three percent of the principals rated
themselves as very effective at utilising district communications and 18% of the principals at
fundraising.
A principal should build relationships with parents and community, and mediate
information regarding school to external agencies “as they are provided avenues for
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participation” (Hausman & Goldring, 2001, p. 45). Principals guide different service
providers in the community to initiate opportunities to assist students with various needs
(Butty, LaPoint, Thomas, & Thompson, 2001). By linking both in- and out-of-school
communities, principals have the distinctive challenge of developing a sense of the school as
a place for all (Hausman & Goldring, 2001). Effective principals work with different
representatives from the community and persuade them to collaborate positively with the
aspiration to promote shared meaning, and acquire resources and support (Leithwood &
Riehl, 2003). Furthermore, it is essential to have sturdy links with the external community for
the academic success of every student. These connections include everyone in the community
that enhances academic and social learning (Goldring et al., 2009).
Effective leaders involve parents and the community in school activities to increase
student achievement. Sheppard and Dibbon’s (2011) study suggested that school principals,
as collaborative leaders, have a direct-medium effect upon community engagement. Hence,
principals could have a positive impact on development of meaningful community
engagement. Effective leaders establish links with the external community to promote
broader involvement from key stakeholders who can contribute to student learning (Salfi,
2011; Sheppard & Dibbon, 2011; L. H. Wang, Gurr, & Drysdale, 2016). Further, effective
leaders recognise the external community as an available resource (Hitt & Tucker, 2016). A
high level of community involvement is one of the key characteristics of a high-performing
school (Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Sebring et al., 2006). An effective school leader will
create a school environment that supports parent and community involvement. Hence,
principal task effectiveness in the external relation task dimension is imperative to student
achievement.
Apart from the task effectiveness of the principal in different leadership dimensions
described above, the demographic characteristics of a school principal might also play a role
in improving student achievement. The next section will discuss literature on principal
characteristics and the importance of school context in shaping principal effectiveness.

4.6. Principal Characteristics
The theoretical framework of this study incorporates principals’ demographic
variables which include their academic qualification, experience and tenure in school which
may contribute to principal task effectiveness. Research showed that management approaches
and actions of principals were shaped by non-school factors, including personal
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characteristics such as gender, training and experience (Bastian & Henry, 2015; Bossert et al.,
1982).
School context and personal characteristics of the principal impact principals’
leadership behaviour. The renowned tool PIMRS, developed by Hallinger and Murphy
(1985) to assess instructional leadership behaviour of principals, is often used to study how
school context and different personal characteristics of principals influence their instructional
leadership. Principal leadership is also influenced by personal characteristics such as gender
(Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996). From the use of 3 decades of PIMRS, Hallinger (2011)
observed that female principals were constantly rated higher on the PIMRS. A meta-analysis
on gender and leadership styles among school principals revealed that female principals tend
to be more democratic and task oriented than their male counterparts (Eagly, Karau, &
Johnson, 1992). However, some studies have shown no significant effect of gender on
leadership effectiveness (Gieselmann, 2009; Ibukun, Oyewole, & Abe, 2011).
A principal with a higher academic qualification is usually expected to be more
competent and more experienced. Hence, it can be assumed that an experienced principal
with a higher educational qualification is likely to increase student achievement through their
effectiveness. Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study showed that principals’ experience is
positively linked with students’ test scores. A similar study found that schools whose
principals held master’s degree-level qualifications from public institutions had larger
average achievement gains than private schools whose principals had master’s or doctoral
degrees (Bastian & Henry, 2015). However, in Bastian and Henry’s principal preparation
programmes varied, favouring public institution master’s degrees over private institution
master’s degrees. For instance, more than 600 principals in Bastian and Henry’s (2015) study
had completed their master’s degree in public institutions whereas 5 times fewer had private
institution master’s degrees (Bastian & Henry, 2015). In another study, Valentine and Prater
(2011) examined the relation between high school principals’ managerial, instructional and
transformational leadership and student achievement, in the U.S. state of Missouri. The study
found that student achievement is consistently higher in schools where principals are
perceived to be more competent leaders and that principals’ perceived effectiveness increased
when they held higher educational qualifications. Further, principals’ educational level was
significantly correlated with leadership factors (managerial, instructional, and
transformational) and was associated with student achievement. However, no significant
correlation was found between gender, total years of experience, and years of experience in
the current school and leadership factors measuring managerial, instructional and
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transformational leadership (Valentine & Prater, 2011). In contrast to Grissom and Loeb
(2011) and Valentine and Prater’s (2011) findings, some studies have contended that neither
years of experience nor principals’ level of educational qualification predicts student
achievement (Clark, Martorell, & Rockoff, 2009; Gieselmann, 2009; Nasser, 2009). The
reason for these findings could be that these qualifications may not be directly related to their
work.
Leadership effectiveness may vary with principal knowledge, expertise, capability,
and their problem-solving skills. The decisions school leaders make may depend on the
context, their academic capabilities, and experience. A study conducted in Nigerian primary
schools revealed a significant difference in leadership effectiveness for both years of
experience and principals’ age (Ibukun et al., 2011). On the contrary, Gieselmann (2009)
argued that the age of a principal has no effect on their performance or their leadership
responsibilities. Nevertheless, it can be argued that experience and training are accumulated
with principal age. These accumulated experiences and learning can enable a principal to
perform better and increase their effectiveness. Literature shows that experienced principals
tend to rate their effectiveness highly. In the New Zealand context, it was found that
principals’ age and years of experience in their current school was predictive of principals’
effectiveness (Sinnema, Robinson, Ludlow, & Pope, 2015). Acquiring more experience
makes it easier for the principal to lead and manage the school. Principals participating in
successful-school-leadership case studies from Singapore believed that their wide range of
experience assisted them to shape their way of leading schools (L. H. Wang et al., 2016). In
another qualitative evaluation on the role of culture in leadership effectiveness, it was
reported that “leadership is a lot about learning by doing” (Deng & Gibson, 2008, p. 194),
implying that principals can perform better through experience. The current study examines
whether a principal’s age, educational qualification, tenure in school, and experience can
make a difference in principal task effectiveness.

4.7. The Importance of Contextual Experience
Schools differ greatly with location, quality of education provided, and capacity. It is
important for school leaders to take into account the situated context of the school, rather than
having a one-size-fits-all approach. School leadership is shaped by contextual features such
as social, cultural, political, and geographical factors. The school setting is also multi-layered
and reflects the local realities, national policies and practices and universal covenants (Clarke
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& O’Donoghue, 2017), and is also sensitive to leadership practice. With regard to such
contextual features of school leadership, Leithwood et al. (1999) stated that “outstanding
leadership is exquisitely sensitive to the context in which it is exercised” (p. 3). These
contextual sensitivities to the milieu also include leaders’ aptitude to read the complexity of
the context relating to people, challenges and issues, school culture and community. Hence, it
is imperative for leaders to have such sensitivity and familiarity with such contextual features
of the school they work in (Clarke & O’Donoghue, 2017).
There is also a need for the research to consider the school context in greater depth to
support contextualisation of school leadership policy and practice (Thrupp & Lupton, 2006).
A school context involves many complex layers that involve both internal and external
stakeholders. Braun et al. (2011) identified four sets of interrelated contexts in relation to
school leadership: the “situated contexts,” the “professional contexts,” the “material contexts”
and the “external contexts” (p. 588). The situated context includes aspects that are historically
and locally connected to the school such as the enrolled student population and the school
setting. Professional contexts entail factors such as teachers’ values, teacher commitment and
experiences, and policy management in schools. The material context comprises physical
resources such as staffing budget, availability of technology and infrastructure. The external
context includes the extent and quality of local support, and pressure and expectations from
the local board and national policies (Braun et al., 2011). These four contexts defined by
Braun et al. (2011) are interrelated and are evident in every school. The leadership practice
needed in a school depends on how and where the school is situated in respect to these
contexts. Thus, the instructional leadership and management practice in one context may not
be effective in another context. When engaging in school educational improvement work, it
has been advisable for stakeholders to spend a considerable amount of time to learn about
these specific contexts and align the leadership work accordingly (Clarke & O’Donoghue,
2017). However, there is dearth of research that considers such school-level situated contexts.
Having a sound understanding of the school setting is one of the factors influencing
the effectiveness of the principal. For example, according to Osborn, Hunt, and Jauch (2002),
contemporary educational leadership research is valid but not complete without including the
context, as leadership is socially constructed and entrenched in the context and it is
inseparable from context. It has been argued that the leadership practices of principals stem
from the sociocultural background of them and the school system within a country (Oplatka,
2004). Further, cultural context is strongly associated with principals’ attitudes, values, and
norms (Hallinger & Leithwood, 1996). However, most of the educational leadership literature
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has been related to Western education systems and the organisational structures within these
systems (Hallinger & Leithwood, 1998; Oplatka, 2004). Further, there is lack of empirical
research on leadership of educational organisation that emphasises the significance of the
context (Clarke & O’Donoghue, 2017). More than 2 decades ago, similar concerns were put
forward by Heck (1996) regarding the paucity of research highlighting the significance of
context in educational research: Heck stated that “there is still much to be learned about how
leadership is expressed across the wider sphere of national-cultural boundaries” (p. 2).
The contextual experience of a principal plays an important role in leading and
managing a school as such experience plays an important role in their school management.
However, when a new principal is assigned to a school the contextual realities cannot be
overcome by their accumulated experience of different contexts (Gray & Lewis, 2013). The
experience collected from the same school is critical in helping to manage and lead the
school, and for a principal to have an impact on student achievement. For, instance, Bastian
and Henry (2015) found that experience gained while serving as an assistant principal, prior
to assuming the role of a principal, can have a significance association with student
achievement gains. This indicates the importance of contextual experience in school settings
for effective leadership. Being an assistant principal can pave the way to understanding the
school context and other factors which impact the decisions of schools. This may help the
principal to run the school more effectively.

4.8. Summary
The literature on the relations between principal leadership and student academic
achievement reveals that principal leadership is one of the key factors that impact on student
academic achievement. The indirect impact of a principal is more evident in studies where
principals affect student achievement through teacher development and creating an
environment conducive to learning for students. Instructional leadership has been explored in
more detail as it is one of the most frequently used models in educational leadership to
examine principal leadership behaviour which increases student academic achievement.
Unlike the earlier, narrow definitions of instructional leadership which advocate changes in
student achievement through a close focus on the principal and on the teaching and learning
processes, recent literature defines instructional leadership in a broader perspective which
incorporates the principals’ management tasks. Most of the school leadership research
focuses on the frequency of some of the principal tasks, but not on the principal’s
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effectiveness in these tasks. Principal task effectiveness and its relation to student academic
achievement is a vital area of educational leadership research which has yet to be fully
explored. Research shows that task effectiveness of a principal is linked to increasing student
achievement (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et al., 2017). There is dearth of research on this
emerging aspect of educational leadership with only few studies conducted in this field and
only in the contexts of the US and China. However, other contexts are yet to be explored.
Hence, with no studies conducted in the Maldivian context, the current study intends to
explore the subject of principal task effectiveness in the Maldivian context.

4.9. This Research
The actions of a principal significantly but mostly indirectly impact student
achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 1998). However, there is paucity of literature describing
what specific tasks principals do to improve student achievement. Hence, this research will
explore the following research questions and examine principal task effectiveness in the
Maldivian context.
Below are the specific research questions this study aims to answer:
1. How does principals’ perceived effectiveness vary across leadership tasks?
2. What is the perceived relation between principals and school characteristics and their
task effectiveness through self-rating and rating by deputy principals and lead
teachers?
3. How do principals’ perceptions of their task effectiveness correlate with that of their
deputy and lead teachers?
4. To what extent is a principal’s perception of their task effectiveness predictive of
student achievement?
5. To what extent are deputy principals’ and lead teachers’ perceptions of principal task
effectiveness predictive of student achievement?
The following chapter describes the methodology and procedures that were employed
in conducting this study and seeking answers to the research questions
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Chapter 5. METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the methodology adopted in this study, detailing the overall
design, the instrument that was used, and the participants of the study. Finally, it outlines the
data collection and analysis processes. The purpose of this research was to explore the
perceived task effectiveness of principals, the perceptions of deputy principals and lead
teachers on their principal’s task effectiveness, and the relation between perceived principal
task effectiveness and student achievement in mathematics and ESL, in Maldivian schools.
Additionally, this study aimed to identify specific sets of principal skills that are linked to
student achievement.

5.1. Research Methodology
Given the aims described above, a positivist paradigm was deemed appropriate for
this research, because first, in this study, principal task effectiveness was assumed to be
quantifiable, and second, the study aimed to establish a relation between task effectiveness
and student achievement. Further, a quantitative research design can allow for greater
generalisation of study findings. This research had surveyed the majority of schools in the
Maldives, and 100% of those who met the sampling criteria responded to the survey.
Quantitative research collects numeric data from a large population, utilising instruments
which are predetermined and with questions that are precise and focus on measurable and
observable outcomes (Creswell, 2012). In the current study, 177 principals completed a
survey about their task effectiveness, and the same survey was completed by 369 members of
the SMT—deputy principals and/or lead teachers. In these surveys, principal task
effectiveness was assessed using a 5-point rating scale. Furthermore, achievement data from
all participating schools was collected from the MoE.

5.2. Research Design
This study uses a quantitative exploratory design with a survey as the main data
collection tool, combining principals’ self-assessments of their task effectiveness with an
assessment by deputy principals and lead teachers. The ratings by deputy principals and lead
teachers served the purpose of triangulation. This was done in order to validate principals’
self-ratings of their task effectiveness. It must be noted that most of the principals’ selfassessed tasks can be triangulated using deputy principals’ and lead teachers’ responses. Yet,
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for some of the principal tasks, the principal may be able to assess themselves better than the
deputy or lead teachers. For example, the principal may be better able to judge their
effectiveness than the SMT on tasks such as managing personal and school-related schedule
or working with external stakeholders, as these tasks may not have been observed very
closely by the SMT. Triangulation of effectiveness of the principal by self- and other ratings
have mixed results. To illustrate, in a meta-analysis of studies of the reliability of the PIMRS
survey tool, Hallinger (2011) found that researchers consistently reported significant
differences between teachers’ and principals’ perceptions of principals’ instructional
leadership. Principals’ self-reported scores tended to be substantially higher than scores
obtained from teachers. Similarly, in Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) study, assistant principals’
ratings of principals’ effectiveness were lower and more varied than the principals’ selfratings; however, the patterns across the items were quite similar. In contrast, in the New
Zealand context, it was found that principals’ average self-ratings of effectiveness were
closely matched with teachers’ ratings, and teachers rated their principals higher than the
principals rated themselves. On average, both groups’ ratings were between satisfactorily and
highly effective. Nevertheless, teacher ratings were more varied than the principals’ own
ratings (Sinnema et al., 2015). Due to the discrepancies in rating, it is essential to triangulate
a principal’s ratings with other members in school. In the current study, SMT’s ratings were
collected, because they closely worked with the principal.
To examine the relation between the perceived task effectiveness of principals and
student achievement, a large amount of data needs to be collected from multiple sources at a
specific time point about the perceived principal task effectiveness. Given the nature of this
study, a quantitative exploratory methodology, particularly a cross-sectional survey, was
considered to be an appropriate design. Cross-sectional surveys gather information at one
point in time from a sample obtained from a target population (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).
Cross-sectional surveys can be used to collect a large amount of data from a population in a
short time period. In addition, by collecting data at a particular time point, a cross-sectional
study can analyse existing practices (Creswell, 2012).

5.3. Survey Design
Creswell (2012) highlighted that a cross-sectional survey design is the most prevalent
form of survey design utilised in educational research. Similar to most educational research,
this study employed a survey design. This is due to the appropriateness of the survey design

79

for this research, as this study collected information from a large population at one point in
time, using closed questions.
Surveys are deemed reliable and/or valid if designed and used appropriately. For
example, Camburn, Huff, Goldring, and May (2010) showed that principal surveys were
valid in measuring leadership practice. In their study, they compared the data from a daily log
instrument and an annual principal survey to assess the validity of the survey in measuring
principal leadership practice. They found a moderate correlation of .5 on all measurements,
and hence argued that this indicates a significant evidence of validity in employing selfreported surveys on principals’ practices. Furthermore, non-experimental research designs
such as surveys have been used to measure the principal’s role in school improvement
(Hallinger & Heck, 1996). Similar to Hallinger and Heck (1996), Camburn et al. (2010)
observed that principal practice is mostly measured using self-report surveys. These studies
attest the appropriateness of survey measures in leadership practices. However, there are
certain drawbacks associated with the use of surveys in general and particularly with selfreport surveys. These limitations and how they were minimised is discussed in the concluding
chapter (Chapter 8, section. 8.3).

5.4. Survey Instrument
The survey used in this research is an adapted version of the survey developed by
Grissom and Loeb (2011). This survey was adapted because the current study aims to explore
principal task effectiveness and student achievement in the Maldivian context. Grissom and
Loeb (2011) developed an initial principal task list by categorising principal duties and
adding more specific tasks that emerged from a consultation with principals in various states
in the US. These items were further refined through shadowing principals in various states in
the US. The final survey had 40 items and measured five dimensions of principal work.
These dimensions were labelled as instruction management, internal relations, organisation
management, administration and external relations. These dimensions will be discussed later
in this thesis.
In the current study, the survey has two sections. The first section consists of
demographic information of the participants, including: gender, age, experience and
educational qualification. The second section has a list of task items. Principals rated their
own effectiveness on a 5-point Likert scale with the following descriptors: 1 = ineffective, 2
= minimally effective, 3 = satisfactorily effective, 4 = highly effective and 5 = outstandingly
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effective. The stem of the principal survey was How effective are you in completing. The
same survey was completed by deputy principals and the lead teachers. The question stem
was changed for the informants to How effective is your principal in completing. To
triangulate principal self-ratings of their tasks, it is important to consider schools with a
deputy principal or a lead teacher who is next in line in management. Only a few schools
have deputy principals, hence both lead teachers and deputy principals were invited to
complete the survey. To examine principal task effectiveness from the perspective of the
SMT, the average of the SMT’s ratings of task effectiveness were used. Thus, task
effectiveness was measured by principal self-rating and compared with deputy principal and
lead teacher ratings of their respective principal’s task effectiveness.

5.5. Reliability
In this study, internal reliability of the survey items was measured by calculating
Cronbach’s alpha. The alpha coefficient measures how consistently participants respond to a
set of items. Reliability is an important aspect in quantitative research. Reliability presents a
survey instrument’s accuracy of measurement and is “an indication of consistency between
two measures of the same thing” (Black, 1999, p. 95). That is, if the instrument is reliable in
measuring something, it should give similar results when administered several times or with
different population samples. In this study, reliability means the degree to which items
obtained the same kind of information from all the participants at different instances.
Reliability is concerned with the effect of error on consistent measurement. Ary et al. (2010)
discussed three sources of random error which can affect the reliability of the instrument.
These are: errors which may come from the research participant, administrative problems of
the instrument, and conciseness of the instrument. Further, subjectivity and imprecise scoring
instructions can decrease the reliability of the instrument. In this study, to avoid any
ambiguity in the survey, clear instructions and task descriptors were provided.
It was important to run a series of reliability checks because Grissom and Loeb (2011)
did not report on those in their study and the current study is conducted in a different cultural
context. However, adaptation of Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) survey by Zheng et al. (2017)
found that in the Chinese context the adapted survey was highly reliable. When a survey
instrument is utilised in a different cultural context, it is important to calculate the reliability
of the tool (Litwin, 2013). Internal reliability can vary between 0 and 1, and a general
accepted value of Cronbach’s alpha is .6 to .7, whereas values of .8 or greater represent very
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good levels of reliability (Ursachi, Horodnic, & Zait, 2015). The current study had high
internal reliability for both surveys. The internal reliability of both the principal and SMT
survey was .97 and .98 respectively, showing a high reliability. Additionally, the factors also
had a high reliability coefficient. The principal survey distinguished five factors: School
Management (α = .91), Instructional Management (α = .87), External Relations (α = .86),
Teacher Quality (α = .85) and Programme Development and Evaluation (α = .77) and the
SMT survey identified three factors: School Management (α = .96), Instructional
Management (α = .96), and External Relations (α = .93).
There are different ways to adapt and increase reliability of the survey. In this study,
the adaptation of the survey instrument involved three stages: contextualisation, consultation
and cognitive interviews. These are outlined below along with the ways this research aimed
to increase reliability.
5.5.1 Item Contextualisation
In the first stage, the tasks used in Grissom and Loeb (2011) were contextualised by
examining the survey items in relation to job descriptions of principals in the Maldives. In the
Maldives, principals are given 22 specific tasks in their job descriptions, as opposed to 40
tasks in the original study (MoE, 2017a). As a result of the comparison, irrelevant items were
disregarded (see Table 5.1). Four task items were deleted from the instruction management,
administration and external relations task dimensions. These items were removed because
they did not seem relevant in the Maldivian context. For example, there are no after-school or
summer programmes in Maldivian schools, thus the item in regard to these was removed.
Similarly, in the Maldives schools communicate directly with the MoE when the need arises.
Also, in the Maldives all the public schools in Male’ are run in two sessions, there is no
designated time period for lunch. Students get a 20-minute break, during which primary
students stay inside the classroom, whereas secondary students are allowed to go to the
canteen to buy food. Therefore, the task item in regard to supervising students during lunch
hour was deemed irrelevant in the context of the Maldives. The task item in regard to
implementing standard tests was also deemed not appropriate to the context as all the schools
have one common examination at the end of secondary school, which is the IGCSE.
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Table 5.1
Deleted Task Items
Task dimension

Deleted task items

Instruction management Directing supplementary, after-school or summer programme
Administration

Implementing standardised tests
Supervising students (e.g., lunch duty)

External relations

Utilising district office communication to enhance goals

Once irrelevant items were removed, some of the task items were revised to make the
survey easier to understand, except in the administration and organisation management
dimension. Most revisions were made to the external relations dimension. The original
Grissom and Loeb (2011) tasks list had only four tasks in the external relations dimension. In
the current study all these items were either removed, modified or new tasks were added.
Removing irrelevant tasks and revising tasks to fit the context is important to establish data
reliability, increasing the validity of this study. Table 5.2 illustrates the original task items,
revised task items and the survey’s broad task dimensions.
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Table 5.2
Initial and Revised Task Items

External relations

Internal relations

Instruction
management

Task
Original task item
dimension

Revised task items

Using data to inform instruction

Using data to assess school
effectiveness

Utilising school meetings to enhance
school goals

Split into two items: Setting school
goals, Leading meetings

Planning PD for prospective
principals

Developing leadership capabilities in
others

Counselling students or parents

Split into two items: Dealing with
students concerns, Dealing with
parents’ concerns

Counselling staff about conflict with
other staff
Informally talking to teachers about
students

Managing tension between staff
Discussing students’ learning
regularly with teachers

Managing non-instructional staff

Managing non-teaching staff

Interacting/networking with other
principals

Networking with other principals

Communicating with the district to
obtain resources

Working with MoE to get resources

Working with local community

Obtaining support from the local
community

Raising funds

Raising funds for school

5.5.2 Consultation with School Principals and SMT
Second, prior to determining the final task list, two principals and two SMT members
from different schools in the Maldives were consulted to increase internal validity of this
study. These principals and SMTs did not participate in the later study. The consultation
process is important to increase data reliability and hence validity of the study interpretation.
In the consultation process, the original survey was sent to these selected principals and SMT
members. They were requested to check the relevance of the task items in the context of
Maldivian schools and to suggest any new task item that they thought would be important
and relevant. The consultations led to the addition of five items (see Table 5.3). One item was
added to the instruction management dimension, one to the internal relations dimension, and
three new tasks were added to the external relations dimension. Consequently, the final task
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list was refined through cognitive interviews with two principals, two deputy principals and
two lead teachers. The cognitive interview process is discussed in the following section.
Table 5.3
New Task Items
Task dimension

Task items

Instruction management

Beginning teachers receive formal mentoring

Internal relations

Teachers communicate well with parents
Work experience placements for vocational educational
programme are facilitated (e.g., Dhasvaaru)

External relations

Maintaining good relationships with government agencies
Maintaining good relationships with non-governmental
organisations

5.5.3 Cognitive Interview Process
Cognitive interviewing is an in-depth method of assessing the validity of a survey,
which involves four stages: comprehension, retrieval, judgement and response (Collins,
2003). A think-aloud process is used by the interviewer in all four stages of this process
towards establishing a participant’s understanding of the task items. The cognitive interview
method of pretesting a survey allows an in-depth analysis of individual items (Desimone &
Le Floch, 2004). Cognitive interviews can impart important evidence about the cognitive
operation of item interpretation and response (Peterson, Peterson, & Powell, 2017). Hence,
after successful cognitive interviews, a researcher may select or adapt items in their survey.
Desimone and Le Floch (2004) argued that more attention is needed to improve survey
research using cognitive interviews. Nevertheless, most educational research has missed
including the step of cognitive interviews in developing survey items. This study utilised the
cognitive interview method to validate survey items and to increase the internal validity of
the survey items. An important attribute of internal validity is that a participant needs to have
a similar understanding of the survey items or the construct to that of the researcher.
Cognitive interviews safeguard most threats to validity such as measuring complex
phenomena, answering in socially desirable ways or providing misleading responses
(Desimone & Le Floch, 2004).
In the pilot process of the survey items, two series of cognitive interviews were
conducted. In the first interview, the researcher identified the misinterpreted items and these
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items were further revised. For the cognitive interviews, six participants were selected: two
principals, two deputy principals and two lead teachers. To increase diversity of the
responses, the researcher ensured that these six participants were distributed evenly between
atoll schools and Male’ schools. Therefore, a principal, deputy principal and lead teacher
from a Male’ school and an atoll school were selected for the cognitive interviews. Each
participant had a one-to-one interview with the researcher, which on average lasted 45
minutes. In the interview process, items were read out and respondents were encouraged to
engage in a running commentary of everything that they could think of which that particular
item was measuring. Participants were encouraged to note if an item was ambiguous or
difficult to understand in the Maldivian context. In addition, at the end of the cognitive
interviews, participants were asked to freely recommend any additional items which might be
relevant in the Maldivian context and which they believed were not included in the survey.
The misinterpreted items alongside the revised items are shown in Table 5.4.
Table 5.4
Misinterpreted and Revised Items
Initial item
Developing coherent educational
programmes across the school
Releasing / counselling out teachers

Revision (after cognitive interview)
Developing consistent educational
programmes across the school
Dealing with incompetent teachers

Maintaining campus facilities

Maintaining school facilities

Following the cognitive interviews, only instruction management items were revised.
None of the items in other dimensions were changed. These misinterpreted items were
revised, and in a second series of interviews, all the participants had a similar understanding
of the items and the constructs the research intended to measure. The revised surveys are
attached in Appendix A (principal survey) and Appendix B (deputy principal and lead teacher
survey).
5.5.4 Measuring-Scale Adaptation
The measuring scale used in the study is an interval scale. For a better understanding
of the scale, brief descriptors were added to the scale. Precise ratings can only be achieved
with well-defined categories (Ary et al., 2010). The measuring scale of the original survey
was modified to offer more response options. That is, in the current study, the scale was
changed from a 4-point to a 5-point scale. In the original survey, the 4-point Likert scale
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descriptors were: 1 = ineffective, 2 = little effective, 3 = effective, 4 = very effective. In the
current study, the 5-point Likert scale descriptors were: 1 = ineffective, 2 = minimally
effective, 3 = satisfactorily effective, 4 = highly effective, 5 = outstandingly effective.
In the original scale, with even descriptors, participants were forced to choose a
negative or positive rating. In the current study, the scale was changed to an odd number of
responses with five descriptors to avoid forcing participants towards a negative or a positive
response. The reasoning behind this decision was that participants may not perceive their
principal task effectiveness as specifically negative or positive but as satisfactorily effective.
It was also assumed that, with the addition of this option, there would be fewer missing
values, as participants who were not on an extreme end of perception would have a choice.
Research shows that when participants tend to have a positive attitude towards ratings, selfreport rating scales with even descriptors often produce insufficient information (Brown,
2004). Overall, all the three processes of survey adaptation and measuring-scale adaptation
aimed to further increase the reliability of survey data and to increase the validity of the
study.

5.6. Validity
Although this tool has been shown to be valid by Grissom and Loeb (2011) in the
initial context in the M-DCPS in the US, the current study took place in the Maldives, a
different cultural context. Hence, the validity of the instrument needed to be determined,
because validity is critical when developing survey instruments and determines the credibility
of the study. Validity refers to “the extent to which empirical measures adequately reflect the
real meaning of the concept under consideration” (Babbie, 2014, p. 15). Similarly, validity
can be defined as the relevance of the inferences researchers make (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2009) and the degree to which the research instrument determines what it asserts to measure
(Ary et al., 2010). The validity of quantitative research can be enhanced through precise
sampling, using suitable instruments and proper statistical treatments of data (Cohen,
Manion, & Morrison, 2007). This study has taken into consideration all of these three aspects
to improve the study’s validity. Two different aspects relating to validity are important:
internal and external validity.
Internal validity is defined as “the extent to which the results of a research study can
be interpreted accurately and with confidence” (Wiersma, 2000, p. 6). In the present study,
internal validity of the research was maintained by reviewing the survey items for content and
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clarity through a consultation process and cognitive interviews. Selected principals, deputy
principals and lead teachers were asked to review the items to ensure content validity and
internal validity, as discussed in detail in the previous section. In addition, two doctoral
supervisors in the area of educational leadership participated as experts and offered feedback
on content and clarity of all the 42 task items. Furthermore, cognitive interviews were carried
out with two principals, two deputy principals and two lead teachers to check whether their
perceptions of each item were aligned with their intended meaning. Cognitive interviews can
reduce response error in survey research (Haeger, Lambert, Kinzie, & Gieser, 2012). This
process also ensured the face validity of the survey instrument. In addition, cognitive
interviews are better at minimising response errors than traditional pretesting. Whereas a
cognitive interview enables the researcher to study the process and the factors that impact
answers given in the survey, pilot testing can only check whether participants answered
consistently (Collins, 2003).
External validity is defined as the extent to which research results can be generalised
(Cohen et al., 2007; Wiersma, 2000). To maintain external validity of the study, data was
collected from all the lower secondary schools (N = 152) that fall in the inclusion criteria of
the study, and at least one SMT member from each of these schools completed the survey.
Therefore, the sample of this study is adequate and well represented. In a quantitative study,
sample size is an important aspect of the validity and reliability of the study. In addition to
the sample size being adequate, it should also be representative of the population (Fabrigar,
Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999).

5.7. Data Collection
The study used two data sources, a survey and student achievement data. Below, the
processes of data collection are outlined for both data sources.
5.7.1 Survey Data Collection
With permission from the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics
Committee (reference number 020807), the researcher approached the MoE for permission to
conduct research in the Maldivian schools. A copy of the MoE permission letter is contained
in Appendix C. Once permission to conduct the research was obtained from the MoE, the
researcher approached the principals of the public secondary schools to get their permission
to conduct the study in their respective school. An introduction letter was sent introducing the
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researcher and the study. Upon the principal’s approval, school administrators sent
participant information sheets (PIS) and consent forms (CF) to all potential participants.
Copies of PISs and CFs for principals and senior management members are contained in
Appendices D to G. In order to relate survey data to school achievement data, participants are
required to disclose their school name. Doing so revealed the identity of the principal and
some of the deputy principals. Hence, confidentiality of the responses was assured to the
participants.
Invitations were sent to all the 189 public secondary schools, to principals or heads of
school (HoS), deputy principlas, and lead teachers. HoS is a temporary responsibility given to
one of the teachers from the school when there is no principal assigned to the school. The
HoS often carries out the same responsibilities as a principal. However, a HoS may not have
the qualification required to be a principal and may lack the experience of running a school.
Given the triangulation design, at least the principal and one SMT member was required to
complete the survey for the school’s data to be included in the analysis. Due to the small size
of the student population, more than 80% of the schools did not have a deputy principal.
Hence, lead teachers who work closely with the principal in these small schools were
considered for the purpose of triangulating principals’ self-reports. The inclusion criteria for
this study were that the school offered IGCSE, had a principal who joined the school prior to
2018, and that staff were available in the data collection period from June to September 2018.
Survey data were collected from Male’ schools by the researcher from July to September
2018. These survey forms were entered to an electronic survey link to generate all the data in
one format. However, due to the geographical distribution of the islands, it was not physically
possible for the researcher to travel to all the other islands to obtain responses. Thus, an
electronic survey was deemed to be the most efficient and cost-effective means to collect data
from a large scattered population in a limited time. Therefore, for the atoll schools, electronic
surveys were used.
For this study, data were collected from all the schools that satisfied the inclusion
criteria to include diverse school contexts and to enrich the findings of the study. As per the
school statistics published by the MoE in 2017, 189 public schools offered lower secondary
education in the Maldives (MoE, 2017b). However, less than 20% (n = 35, 18.52%) of the
schools offering lower secondary education had more than 500 students enrolled, which is the
criteria to have a deputy principal appointed in a school. At the time of data collection, more
than 60% (n = 24, 68.57%) of the eligible schools had a deputy principal. More than 80% of
all the schools did not have a deputy principal. Hence, both deputy and lead teachers were
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invited to complete the survey. While a school’s SMT includes principal, deputy principal
and lead teachers, it is assumed that both deputy and lead teacher would have been able to
rate principal effectiveness.
While these 189 schools are scattered across the Maldives, 13 schools (15% of 189
schools) are located in the capital city Male’. From the total of 189 schools, one school was
excluded from this research because the school teaches in Arabic medium and their
secondary school examination differs from other schools. The survey intended to collect data
from the principal and one SMT member from a minimum of 100 schools. However, the
survey response was very favourable with 100% response rate from principals and at least
one or more SMT from each school participating in this study. This study had a 71%
response rate from deputy principals and a 58% response from lead teachers. This study
collected data from 141 principals and 36 HoS, deputy principals and lead teachers from 177
schools in the Maldives. The demographic data of the participants are presented in sections
5.8.1 and 5.8.2.
5.7.2 Achievement Data Collection
In addition to the survey data, this study utilised the exit-examination achievement
data for 2016 and 2017 as secondary data to determine the relation between principal task
effectiveness and student achievement. The IGCSE mathematics and ESL results were used
as achievement data or as a dependent variable. A request was made to the MoE to obtain and
use mathematics and ESL IGCSE data. Except for the Arabic-medium school, IGCSE is
common for all students regardless of the school they attend. In addition, the scoring system
of this examination has been shown to be standardised, reliable and valid (Cambridge
Assessment, 2017). Hence, this examination is considered a good measure of student
performance. For the purpose of this study, the results of IGCSE mathematics and ESL were
used. This data was utilised to determine the relation between principal task effectiveness and
student achievement.
The examination results are graded from AS (A star) to U (ungraded). However, the
MoE uses a point system for these grades. Table 5.5 illustrates grades and MoE-allocated
points for each grade. Prior to the analysis, these graded scores were converted to numerical
values using the point system MoE uses in grading IGCSE results (MoE, 2017c). Students
who were absent from the examination were excluded from the analysis.
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Table 5.5
Grading of the Subjects
Grade

Points

AS

58

A

52

B

46

C

40

D

34

E

28

F

22

G

16

U

0

In the IGCSE examination in mathematics, students follow two different curricula and
students can be assessed in two different ways. The two curricula are the core curriculum and
the extended curriculum; these can be assessed by an examination paper only or by a written
examination paper and coursework. Students who follow either curriculum are assessed in
two written paper assessments. The first paper consists of short-answer questions and has to
be answered without the use of calculators. In this paper, questions are designed to assess
students’ knowledge and use of basic skills and methods. The second paper consists of
extended-response questions and, particularly, the use of graphic calculators is assessed. In
both papers, any area of the syllabus may be assessed. Students who follow the extended
curriculum sit similar paper assessments in which any parts of the syllabus may be assessed;
however, the test is more difficult. The total number of marks for either curriculum is 100
(Cambridge Assessment International Education, 2017). In the Maldives, students choose
only the written paper assessment for either the core or the extended curriculum.
In the ESL examination, students are assessed in their use of ESL. Similar to the
mathematics examination, students can follow either the core or the extended curriculum. In
the core curriculum, students are assessed in reading, writing and listening. In the extended
curriculum, students are exposed to a wider range of language structures (grammar and
vocabulary) and sources (texts and recordings; University of Cambridge International
Examinations, 2017b).
The mathematics and ESL examinations have the same grading system. However,
both the core and the extended curriculum have different grading methods. In the core
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curriculum, grades range from C to G and in the extended curriculum grades range from AS
to E respectively (University of Cambridge International Examinations, 2017a). Grades in
both curricula have the same value in their final assessment. That is, achieving a C grade in
the core curriculum is the same as achieving a C grade in the extended curriculum. However,
the maximum grade students can obtain from the core curriculum is a C grade.
The marking and grading of the examinations was deemed reliable because the
IGCSE is one of the most renowned and established international examinations conducted by
the Cambridge International Examination body. Reliable marking is the key aspect of their
assessment and the Cambridge Assessment (2017) body has carried out extensive research on
all facets of marking, from “training and marker standardisation to monitoring marker
accuracy and identifying factors which affect accuracy and reliability” (p. 1), which showed
in the high reliability of the assessments.

5.8. Research Participants
The potential participants of this study included all the principals or HoS, deputy
principals and lead teachers working in the 189 public schools offering IGCSE in the
Maldives. Table 5.6 shows the level and size of the schools that participated in this study. Of
the 189 schools, 12 schools were excluded after the invitation, because the principal had
either joined the school at the beginning of 2018 or was on leave during the data collection
period (June 2018 to August 2018). The remaining 177 schools were invited to participate
and all the 177 schools responded to the survey. However, out of the 177 schools, there were
25 (14%) schools in which the principal or HoS had been in the current position for less than
a year. Such a short time in the role may not give the SMT enough time to observe and
evaluate the principal task effectiveness, hence, these principals were excluded from the data
analysis, which left 152 principals in the sample for the final analysis.
There was a wide range of schools in terms of size (see Table. 5.6). The school with
the lowest student population had 16 students and the school with highest student population
had 2,095 students. The majority of schools had 500 or fewer students (n = 126, 83%), and
only a few schools had more than 900 students (n = 12, 7.9%). The majority of schools were
lower secondary schools teaching up to Grade 10 (n = 114, 75%) and one fourth of schools (n
= 38, 25 %) were catering for both lower and higher secondary education. Whereas all the
schools offered the opportunity for students to sit the IGCSE examination on completion of
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Grade 10, the schools that taught up to Grade 12 offered students the opportunity to continue
for their higher secondary examination upon completion of Grade 12.
Table 5.6
School by Level and Size
Characteristic
School level
1–10 school
1–12 school
School size
Less than 100
101–500
501–900
901–1,300
1,301–2,100

n

%

114
38

75
25

16
110
14
5
7

10.50
72.40
9.20
3.30
4.60

Note. N = 152 schools. Totals of percentages are more than 100 for some characteristics because of rounding.

5.8.1 Principal Characteristics
Table 5.7 illustrates the characteristics of these principals. More than four fifths of the
principals (n = 122, 80.3%) were male whereas less than one fifth was female (n = 30,
19.70%). The majority of schools were run by a Maldivian principal whereas only about 15%
of schools were headed by an expatriate principal. More than four fifths of the schools had
principals assigned and less than one fifth of the schools had an HoS assigned. In most cases,
qualified principals were assigned to schools. However, when existing principals leave the
school for various reasons, the MoE temporarily allocates a school head till they can appoint
a qualified principal. Overall, 54% of the participants were between 25 and 40 years of age.
A small percentage of the principals (3.92%) were at the early retirement age (above 55
years).
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Table 5.7
Demographic Characteristics of Principals (N = 152)
Characteristics
Gender
Male
Female
Role
Principal
Head of school
Nationality
Maldivian
Non-Maldivian
Age
25–30 years
31–35 years
36–40 years
41–45 years
46–50 years
51–55 years
56–60 years
61–65 years

n

%

122
30

80.30
19.70

128
24

84.20
15.80

128
24

84.20
15.80

8
34
40
33
19
12
5
1

5.26
22.37
26.32
21.71
12.50
7.90
3.26
0.66

Note. Totals of percentages are less than 100 for some characteristics because of rounding.

Most principals who participated in this study had different educational qualifications,
work experience and different roles in their respective schools (see Table 5.8). Their
academic qualifications ranged from an Advanced Certificate in Teaching to doctoral
degrees. While the majority of the principals (97.37%) held a bachelor's degree or a higher
qualification, only a few principals (2.63%) did not have the minimum qualification
(bachelor's degree) required to be a principal. In addition, the majority of the principals
(67.77%) had been a principal in their current school for 3 or more years and approximately a
third (32.24%) of the principals had been in their current role for 1 to 2 years. Principal
experience in the current school showed that more than 60% of principals served in their
current school for 5 or more years and less than one fifth (19.08%) for 1 to 2 years. Most of
the principals had 3 or more years of leadership experience in the principal role in their
current school or across appointments at different schools.
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Table 5.8
Principal Qualification and Experience (N = 152)
Characteristics
Highest Educational Qualification
Advanced Certificate in Teaching
Undergraduate diploma
Bachelor’s degree
Postgraduate diploma
Master’s degree in educational leadership or management
Other master’s degree
Doctoral degree
Time in role at current school
1–2 years
3–4 years
5–6 years
More than 6 years
Time at current school
1–2 years
3–4 years
5–6 years
More than 6 years
Years of experience
1–2 years
3–4 years
5–6 years
More than 6 years

n

%

1
3
42
6
56
41
3

0.66
1.97
27.63
3.95
36.84
26.97
1.97

49
48
21
34

32.24
31.58
13.82
22.37

29
30
18
75

19.08
19.74
11.84
49.34

25
40
23
64

16.45
26.32
15.13
42.11

Note. Totals of percentages are less or more than 100 for some characteristics because of rounding.

5.8.2 Senior Management Characteristics
Similar to principals, all the deputy principals and lead teachers in all 177 schools
were invited to participate in this study. As noted earlier, 25 schools were excluded from the
analysis as principals had only been in the role for a short period of time. Accordingly, SMT
members from these schools were also excluded from data analysis. Thus, whereas 369 SMT
members initially participated in the study, the number decreased to 298 once SMT from the
aforementioned schools were removed. The following paragraph will describe the final
sample of 298 SMT who were included in the main analysis of this study.
Compared to the principals, more of the SMT members were female (see Tables 5.7
and 5.9). The SMT members consisted of mostly Maldivians (n = 380, 93.96%) and very few
(n = 18, 6.04%) were expatriates. Overall, about half (50.68%) of the SMT who participated
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in the survey were 34 years or younger. Only one (0.34%) of the SMT members was older
than 55 years.
Table 5.9
Demographic Characteristics of Senior Management Teams (N = 298)
Characteristics
Gender
Male
Female
Role
Deputy principal
Lead teacher
Nationality
Maldivian
Non-Maldivian
Age
20–24 years
25–30 years
31–34 years
35–40 years
41–45 years
46–50 years
51–55 years
56–60 years

n

%

130
168

43.62
56.38

15
283

5.03
94.97

280
18

93.96
6.04

3
57
91
71
48
23
4
1

1.01
19.13
30.54
23.83
16.11
7.72
1.34
0.34

Note. Totals of percentages are more than100 for some characteristics because of rounding.

Almost all of the SMT members (n = 296, 99.33%) had an undergraduate diploma or
higher teaching qualification. About one third (n = 103, 34.56%) of the SMT members had
other master’s degrees or a master’s degree in either educational leadership or management,
and very few (n = 2, 0.67%) had no teaching or management qualification (see Table 5.10).
Most of the SMT members (n = 261, 87.58%) had been at their current school for 5 or more
years and more than one third (n = 107, 35.91%) of the SMT members had served in the
current position for more than 6 years.
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Table 5.10
SMT Qualification and Experience (N = 298)
Characteristics
Highest Educational Qualification
GCE O-Level
Advance Certificate in Teaching
Undergraduate diploma
Bachelor’s degree
Postgraduate diploma
Master’s degree in educational leadership or management
Other master’s degree
Time in role at current school
1–2 years
3–4 years
5–6 years
More than 6 years
Time at current school
1–2 years
3–4 years
5–6 years
More than 6 years

n

%

1
1
46
109
38
52
51

0.34
0.34
15.44
36.58
12.75
17.45
17.11

81
73
37
107

27.18
24.50
12.42
35.91

12
25
37
224

4.03
8.39
12.42
75.17

Note: Totals of percentages are more than100 for some characteristics because of rounding

5.9. Data Analysis
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 24 was utilised to
analyse both the survey and achievement data. Data analysis steps included: descriptive
statistics, EFA to identify task effectiveness dimension, hierarchical multiple regression
analysis and analysis of the achievement data. These steps are further outlined in the next
sections. Table 5.11 shows, in detail, the different data analysis steps utilised to answer each
research question.
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Table 5.11
Data Analysis Framework
Research questions

Variable

1. How does principals’
perceived
effectiveness vary
across leadership
tasks?

• Principal selfassessment of 42
tasks

2. What is the perceived
relation between
principals and school
characteristics and
their task effectiveness
through self-rating and
rating by deputy
principals and lead
teachers?

• Task dimensions from
the perspectives of
both principal and
SMT
• Principal
characteristics
• School characteristics

3. How do principals’
perceptions of their
task effectiveness
correlate with that of
their deputy and lead
teachers?
4. To what extent is a
principal’s perception
of their task
effectiveness
predictive of student
achievement?

• Principals’ own
ratings of task
dimensions and
ratings by SMT
(deputy principals and
lead teachers)
• Rating of task
dimensions (principal
ratings)
• ESL and mathematics
grades in 2016 and
2017

5. To what extent are
deputy principals’ and
lead teachers’
perceptions of
principal task
effectiveness
predictive of student
achievement?

• Ratings of task
dimensions (SMT
ratings)
• ESL and mathematics
grades in 2016 and
2017
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Analysis plan
• Frequencies and percentages
• Mean and standard
deviations of principals’
assessment of their own
effectiveness on each of the
42 tasks
• Comparison domains of selfassessed task effectiveness
and other ratings across
principal and school
characteristics using
ANOVA. In cases where
normality assumptions were
violated, an equivalent nonparametric test was
conducted
• Pearson correlation between
principals’ scores and SMTs’
scores

• Multiple hierarchical linear
regression model estimates
school achievement as a
function of principals’ selfassessed task effectiveness
along each of the five task
dimensions explored in EFA
• Regression model derived for
each subject of achievement
data
• Multiple hierarchical linear
regression model estimates
school achievement as a
function of ratings by SMTs
on perceived principal task
effectiveness along each of
the three task dimensions
identified in EFA
• Regression model derived for
each subject of achievement
data.

5.9.1 Descriptive Statistics
Initially, descriptive statistics of school and principal characteristics were calculated.
The school variables were school size and level of school, and school grades (1–10 and 1–
12). Principal characteristics included: principal role, experience as a principal in the current
school, total experience in the school (including other positions), total experience as a
principal, age, gender, nationality and academic qualifications. These variables are important
to investigate alongside with principal task effectiveness and student achievement. Mean and
standard deviation of principals’ assessment of their own effectiveness and senior
management’s assessment of principal effectiveness on each task was calculated. In addition,
descriptive statistics of the aforementioned variables were calculated.
5.9.2 Exploratory Factor Analysis
Second, an EFA was used to identify the factor structure for both principal and SMT
perceptions of leadership effectiveness. The EFA and regressions analysis are the main
quantitative analysis used in this study. The original study by the Grissom and Loeb (2011)
derived five factors from their data set. Although this study adapts the 40-item task inventory
from Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) survey, the structure was extensively reviewed and revised
to reflect the Maldivian context. These changes were evident in the EFA, as some tasks
which fall into a particular dimension in the original study by Grissom and Loeb (2011) were
scattered in the EFA of the current study (the EFA results to be presented later in the results
chapter). Further, the survey may have had a different factor structure given the cultural
variations and, accordingly, the different perspectives on principal work of the research
participants (Kim, Ku, Kim, Park, & Park, 2016). Therefore, rather than a confirmatory factor
analysis, an EFA was considered more appropriate for this study.
To explore a factor structure, it is vital to have an adequate sample size. An
inadequate sample size can be unfavourable to a factor analytics process and it may produce
inaccurate results (Osborne & Costello, 2004; Pett, Lackey, & Sullivan, 2003). Hence, for the
initial factor exploration of a multivariate analysis it is often recommended to have at least
150 cases (Beavers et al., 2013). The current study collected data from all the eligible schools
(N = 152). In addition, multiple criteria were used to determine the number of factors to be
retained within the data. The first extraction of factors from the principal survey yielded
seven factors with some cross-loaded items and few negatively loaded items. To retain items,
four criteria were adopted from the literature (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Field, 2018): (a)
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retaining factors with corresponding eigenvalues greater than one (i.e., the Kaiser criterion),
or by using a scree plot; (b) dropping items with loadings less than .32; (c) dropping items if
they cross loaded with other items; and (d) dropping items from a specific factor if that item
was conceptually incongruent with the remaining items. Some argue that retaining more
factors than are needed is less harmful than eliminating the factors that are needed (Beavers
et al., 2013). Conversely, others argue that an oversimplified factor structure may undermine
the complexity of the data (Pett et al., 2003). Therefore, the decision to retain or eliminate
items needs to be based on theoretical relevance and not just on statistical tests (Costello &
Osborne, 2005). In the current study, one item from the principal survey and three items from
the SMT survey were removed, as these items fall into the theoretically incongruent factor.
To present the EFA, the guidelines provided by Ford, MacCallum, and Trait (1986)
were followed. These authors argued that the procedures involved in factor analysis must be
“presented clearly in enough detail for informed review, replication, and accumulation of
knowledge” (p. 311). This included reporting on information such as the factor model,
communalities, rotational method, eigenvalues for all factors (if applicable), percentage of
variance accounted for (depending on the rotation method), factor loading, descriptive
statistics and correlation matrix, computer programme package used, and the pattern matrix
when oblique rotation was used. Further, when running analyses, the procedural guidelines
suggested by Field (2018) and Pallant (2016) on running EFAs were also followed.
In order to identify leadership task dimensions, an EFA with principal axis factoring
was used as a factor extraction method. This is due to the usage of this method being less
restricted compared to the maximum likelihood estimation. Principal axis factoring does not
require the assumption of a normal distribution (Fabrigar et al., 1999) and attempts to
eliminate unique and error variance from variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The method
of factor rotation used was direct oblimin with Kaiser normalization which comes under
oblique rotation. The aim was to identify factors consisting of a number of principal tasks.
EFA is an appropriate form of analysis to identify more accurate factors than the principal
component analysis, because it distinguishes different variances in the variable (Costello &
Osborne, 2005). Some authors suggest that factor analysis is more desirable than the principal
component analysis, because factor analysis discriminates between shared and unique
variance of a variable while principal component analysis does not identify these two
variances (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Ford et al., 1986). The rotation method is suitable
because oblique rotation assumes that factors are correlated. In a school context, principal
tasks are correlated. Therefore, oblique rotation is more apt than orthogonal rotation which
100

assumes independence of factors. Field (2018) argued that the rotation method depends on
the theoretical reasoning of the factor dependency and clustering of the factors prior to
rotation. In the current study, principal task dimensions are assumed to be dependent. The
results of the factor analyses are presented in the next chapter.
5.9.3 Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis
A hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis technique was used to answer
Research Questions 4 and 5 which aimed to examine the relation between the principal and
SMT’s perceptions of principal task effectiveness and student achievement. A multiple
regression best suited the analysis of this association. In this study, a hierarchical regression
model was performed. A hierarchical regression model predicts the effect on dependent
variable above and beyond of the control variable. A regression technique can be performed
on a data set, which has correlated independent variables, and in which the dependent
variable correlates with independent variable to a varying degree (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). Of the three types of multiple regression, a stepwise regression was avoided as it may
disregard the effect of an important factor. It is advisable to avoid stepwise multiple
regression while determining the unique effect of each independent variable on the dependent
variable (Caldas, 1992). In a stepwise regression, variables are included and removed
depending entirely on statistics computed from a particular sample, and a small deviation of
statistics can have an overwhelming effect on the importance of an independent variable
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Since stepwise regression uses mathematical criteria to select
independent variables, Field (2018) advised avoiding the use of this type of regression except
for the exploratory model building.
To answer the research question on the extent of principals’, deputy principals’ and
lead teachers’ ratings of principal task effectiveness associated with student achievement, a
hierarchical regression was conducted. In a linear regression model, a sample size of more
than 55 will be sufficient and if the model includes five or fewer factors, then a sample of 100
cases is sufficient for the analysis (Field, 2018). In multiple regression, sample size depends
on the desired power, alpha level and the number of predictors (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
The formula suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) for testing the multiple correlation is
N>= 50 + 8m (where m is the number of independent variables) and N>= 104 + m for the
testing of individual predictors. The current study includes five predictor variables with a
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sample size of 152 principals (includes HoS) and 298 SMT members from 152 schools.
Hence, the necessary criterion of sample size was met for the analysis.
5.9.4 Achievement Data Analysis
In addition to survey data, achievement data was utilised to answer Research
Questions 4 and 5. The achievement data provided by the MoE included school name,
students’ ID, gender and grades in the IGCSE mathematics and ESL. The grade points were
coded and averages calculated for each school. The average score of the students were used
as a school achievement measure and this variable was taken as the dependent variable to
answer Research Questions 4 and 5.

5.10. Ethical Considerations
Ethical approval for this research project was sought from the University of Auckland
Human Participants Ethics Committee with reference number 020807 dated 15th April 2018.
Further, permission to conduct research in the Maldivian schools and to use the IGCSE data
was sought from the Maldives MoE. A number of ethical considerations were taken into
consideration throughout the research process and prior to requesting the views and opinions
of deputy principals and lead teachers about the perceived task effectiveness of the principal.
These include: confidentiality and anonymity, voluntary participation and informed consent,
and minimisation of harm.
5.10.1 Confidentiality and Anonymity
It was likely that other members of the schools would be aware of the principal,
deputy and lead teachers’ participation in this research. Since this research is about principal
task effectiveness and student academic achievement, all the participants needed to write
their role and name of their school on the survey, so the responses could be linked to their
school and correlated with student data. Therefore, anonymity was not possible. However,
every measure was taken to keep data and the identity of the participants confidential. Only
the researcher had access to the research data. The data were analysed at an aggregated level,
therefore individual responses were not revealed. The data was stored securely in the
researcher’s password protected personal computer at the time of data collection and then
transferred to a University of Auckland server.
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5.10.2 Voluntary Participation and Informed Consent
All the information was given to participants about the nature and scope of study, and
their role within it, in writing and, where applicable, in person. This enabled them to give
informed consent. All of those involved in the study were given PISs (Appendices D and E)
and CFs (Appendices F and G). Participants had opportunities to ask questions before signing
the CF and had the right to withdraw from the research at any time without giving reason.
Participants were given the right to withdraw their data up until the time of analysis
approximately 1 month after data collection. Participation in this study was voluntary.
5.10.3 Minimisation of Harm
The researcher was aware that this study might cause anxiety for the participants in
terms of employment (for deputy principals and lead teachers) as they were commenting on
their immediate supervisor’s effectiveness. To minimise such harm and risk for deputy
principals and lead teachers, the researcher asked for the necessary permission from the MoE
and also sought assurance from each principal that the deputy principal and teachers’ decision
to participate or not would not affect their employment at or relationship with the school.
The results of the data gathered from the surveys and the achievement data are
presented in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6. RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to investigate principals’ perceived task effectiveness,
the perceptions of the SMT (deputy principals and lead teachers) about their principal’s task
effectiveness, and the relations between perceived principal task effectiveness and student
achievement in mathematics and ESL, in Maldivian schools.
This chapter reports the findings from the EFA and other inferential statistical tests
including analysis of variance and hierarchical multiple regression. The results are presented
in order of the research questions. As presented in Chapter 1, this study aimed to address the
following questions:
1. How does principals’ perceived effectiveness vary across leadership tasks?
2. What is the perceived relation between principals and school characteristics and their
task effectiveness through self-rating and rating by deputy principals and lead teachers?
3. How do principals’ perceptions of their task effectiveness correlate with that of their
deputy and lead teachers?
4. To what extent is a principal’s perception of their task effectiveness predictive of
student achievement?
5. To what extent are deputy principals’ and lead teachers’ perceptions of principal task
effectiveness predictive of student achievement?

6.1. Task Effectiveness Rated by Principals and SMT
Table 6.1 depicts the average task effectiveness ratings of principals from the
perspective of both the principal and SMT. This section examined patterns of the principal
task effectiveness from the perspectives of both principal and SMT. Typically, principals
perceived themselves to be satisfactorily or highly effective on all of the 42 tasks. There were
no items with average ratings below 3 (1 = ineffective, 2 = minimally effective, 3 =
satisfactorily effective, 4 = highly effective, 5 = outstandingly effective). Principals’ own
ratings suggest that they perceived themselves to be more effective on instructional
management tasks and less effective on programme development and evaluation. From the 42
tasks, principals rated themselves, on average, as highly effective on Tasks 7, 8, 15, 16, 18
and 35 and low on Tasks 2, 11, 12 and 26. From those tasks on which principals typically
rated themselves highly effective, only two tasks (Tasks 8 and 35) were included in the
leadership task effectiveness dimensions (discussed in section 6.2).
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From the perspectives of the SMT, principals were, on average, most effective on
Tasks 7, 37 and 40 and least effective on Tasks 1, 2, 3, 4, 11 and 21. Both principal and SMT
perceived principals as being effective in leading meetings (7) and less effective in providing
informal mentoring for the teachers (11). The principals’ highest and lowest rated tasks
include instructional leadership tasks, whereas the SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness
are mostly higher in external relations tasks (37, 40) and lower in programme development
and evaluation tasks (1, 2 and 3). There were no strong variations in SMT’s average ratings
of principal task effectiveness. The average task effectiveness was just below highly effective
and none of the average task ratings were lower than 3 (satisfactorily effective). The task
effectiveness ratings showed more variability in SMT ratings and more consistency in
principals’ own ratings (Table 6.1).
On average, principals’ self-ratings of their task effectiveness appeared to be higher
than the SMT ratings. However, SMTs rated principal task effectiveness more highly than the
principals rated themselves on seven tasks: 25, 26, 28, 33, 37, 39 and 42 (see Table 6.1).
Though principal self-ratings were higher on most of the tasks, these differences were less
than 0.4 units in all tasks.
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Table 6.1
Mean and Standard Deviation of Task Effectiveness of Principals and SMT Ratings
No
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Item Description
Using data to assess school effectiveness
Developing coherent educational programmes across the school
Using assessment results for programme evaluation
Ensuring that teachers are formally evaluated and provided with
feedback
Ensuring that classroom observations are conducted for evaluation
purposes
Setting school goals
Leading meetings
Ensuring that teacher PD is planned
Ensuring that teacher PD is implemented
Ensuring that the curriculum is implemented
Ensuring that teachers receive informal mentoring
Dealing with incompetent teachers
Developing leadership capabilities in others
Ensuring that beginning teachers receive formal mentoring
Developing relationships with students
Communicating with parents
Ensuring that teachers communicate well with parents
Dealing with students’ concerns
Dealing with parents’ concerns
Managing tension between staff
Discussing students’ learning regularly with teachers
Interacting socially with staff
Developing a safe school environment
Dealing with staff concerns
Managing budget and resources
Hiring competent personnel
Managing personal, school-related schedule
Ensuring that school facilities are maintained
Managing non-teaching staff
Networking with other principals
Managing the school schedule
Managing student discipline
Ensuring that compliance requirements are fulfilled and paperwork is
completed
Ensuring that student services are managed (e.g., records, reporting)
Ensuring that student attendance is managed well
Ensuring that special education requirements are fulfilled
Working with the MoE to obtain resources for the school
Obtaining support from the local community
Raising funds for the school
Ensuring that work experience placements for vocational educational
programmes are facilitated (e.g., Dhasvaaru)
Maintaining good relationships with government agencies
Maintaining good relationships with non-governmental organisations

Note. N = 152 for all items.
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Principal
SMT
M (SD)
M (SD)
3.55(0.73) 3.44(0.78)
3.48(0.75) 3.38(0.84)
3.78(0.77) 3.46(0.76)
3.72(0.84) 3.50(0.85)
3.74(0.92) 3.58(0.85)
3.89(0.82)
4.15(0.75)
4.11(0.82)
3.98(0.83)
3.84(0.78)
3.52(0.80)
3.51(0.83)
3.66(0.86)
3.64(0.83)
4.03(0.87)
4.03(0.81)
3.73(0.80)
4.01(0.85)
3.86(0.79)
3.68(0.81)
3.78(0.89)
3.83(0.87)
3.90(0.75)
3.92(0.79)
3.62(0.86)
3.48(0.88)
3.72(0.87)
3.61(0.77)
3.66(0.85)
3.88(0.87)
3.97(0.79)
3.88(0.75)

3.66(0.84)
3.88(0.91)
3.79(0.88)
3.75(0.86)
3.60(0.76)
3.48(0.79)
3.38(0.87)
3.52(0.85)
3.36(0.86)
3.64(0.89)
3.78(0.76)
3.67(0.76)
3.72(0.83)
3.68(0.79)
3.36(0.90)
3.48(0.88)
3.67(0.99)
3.78(0.87)
3.56(0.91)
3.74(0.90)
3.61(0.87)
3.55(0.84)
3.64(0.94)
3.51(0.95)
3.84(0.87)
3.74(0.81)
3.61(0.84)

3.61(0.81) 3.63(0.74)
3.85(0.80)
4.11(0.83)
3.57(0.97)
3.73(0.85)
3.79(0.85)
3.64(0.89)

3.72(0.85)
3.79(0.79)
3.50(0.86)
3.81(0.84)
3.64(0.87)
3.64(0.92)

3.92(0.92) 3.82(0.88)
3.91(0.89) 3.84(0.87)
3.70(0.86) 3.70(0.89)

Further, an independent sample t-test was conducted to compare the mean task
effectiveness score of the 42 tasks for principals and SMT. There was a significant difference
in scores for principals (M = 3.79, SD = 0.18) and SMT (M = 3.63, SD = 0.14); t (82) = 4.36,
p < .001, two-tailed. The magnitude of the differences in the means (mean difference 0.16,
95% CI: .0.08 to .23) were small with a large effect size (eta squared = 0.19), with principal
ratings being overall higher than SMT ratings.

6.2. Exploring Principal Task Effectiveness Dimensions
EFAs were conducted to identify principal task effectiveness dimensions in
principals’ own ratings and SMT ratings. These dimensions were used to explore the
association between principal characteristics and principal task effectiveness. These
dimensions were also utilised to explore the predictive ability of leadership task effectiveness
on student achievement. The next subsections will discuss the findings in regard to the two
principal task effectiveness factor models.
6.2.1 Principal Task Effectiveness Dimensions by Principal Rating
An EFA was utilised to explore the principal task effectiveness dimensions in
principals’ own ratings. The EFA revealed five broad principal task dimensions: School
Management, Instructional Management, External Relations, Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation. When conducting the EFA, a number of criteria
were considered to determine the best way of conducting the factor analysis. These criteria
were discussed in the research methodology chapter, section 5.9.2. The items that did not
meet these criteria were removed. From the 42 task items, 13 items were deleted leaving 29
items extracted from five factors. All removed items are presented in Appendix H. When
conducting the factor refining process, the value of the KMO Test of Sampling Adequacy and
the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were carefully checked for the criteria until the acceptable
factor model was reached. In the initial analysis, Bartlett’s test was significant (p < .001) and
the KMO test was .939. When the desired five-factor model was reached with no crossloadings, it was noticed that the item Developing relationships with students, loaded into a
conceptually incongruent factor. Hence, this item was removed from this factor.
An additional set of measures was used to determine the factorability and strength of
the relation between the data and the extracted five-factor model. The EFA results suggested
that the shared variance (i.e., communalities) ranged between .45 and .75, indicating an
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acceptable fit between the data and the model. Although item communalities are considered
high when their values are greater than .80, generally, correlations exceeding .3 provide
enough evidence to indicate that there is enough communality to justify comprising factors
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
In the final five-factor model, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p < .001)
and the KMO Test of Sampling Adequacy was .931. According to Beavers et al. (2013), a
statistically significant test result for the Bartlett’s test provides evidence of the existence of a
linear combination of factors; that is the correlation matrix is non-singular (i.e., a factor
matrix can be extracted) and the KMO’s value shows that the items share a very high degree
of common variance. Typically, KMO values between .50 and 1 are acceptable with higher
values indicating greater common variance, and lower values indicating that additional items
or factors should be removed before proceeding (Field, 2018). Thus, the KMO value of this
factor analysis was deemed acceptable.
Table 6.2 shows the total variance explained by the five-factor model. The first factor
explained more than 40% of the variance in the model. The second factor explained about 6%
and the fifth factor contributed only 3% to the explanation of variance. Overall, the total
variance explained by the five-factor model was 62.78%. Beavers et al. (2013) indicate that
50% of the variance explained by the factors is adequate. Hence, the variance explained by
the factors was satisfactory.
Table 6.2
Total Variance Explained by the Five-Factor Model
Factor
1
2
3
4
5

Total
12.95
1.94
1.59
1.28
1.08

Initial Eigenvalues
% of Variance
43.16
6.45
5.31
4.25
3.61

Cumulative %
43.16
49.60
54.92
59.17
62.78

The first factor was the strongest of the five factors, and a total number of nine tasks
uniquely loaded on to this factor. In the second factor, six tasks were uniquely clustered in
this factor with an average factor loading of .604, with the highest loading on two tasks,
which were greater than .7. The third factor also consisted of six tasks with the highest loaded
tasks showing loadings of .847 and .792. This factor had the highest average loading of
greater than .6 and the lowest loaded task with .484. Similar to Factors 2 and 3, the fourth
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factor also consisted of six tasks and the task Developing relationships with students was
incongruent with other tasks in this factor. Hence, this task was removed and the average
loading of the remaining tasks was .537. The fifth factor consisted of only three items. A
minimum of three tasks is considered acceptable to form a factor. Any factor with fewer than
three items is seen as weak and unstable (Costello & Osborne, 2005). The three uniquely
loaded tasks for this factor had an average loading of .533. Table 6.3 provides the pattern
matrix of the five factors extracted from the principals’ survey.
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Table 6.3
Pattern Matrix for the Five Extracted Factors (Principal Survey)
Item
24. Dealing with staff concerns
19. Dealing with parents’ concerns
23. Developing a safe school environment
25. Managing budget and resources
29. Managing non-teaching staff
28. Ensuring that school facilities are maintained
30. Networking with other principals
22. Interacting socially with staff
20. Managing tension between staff
9. Ensuring that teacher PD is implemented
8. Ensuring that teacher PD is planned
5. Ensuring that classroom observations are conducted for
evaluation purposes
4. Ensuring that teachers are formally evaluated and provided with
feedback
6. Setting school goals
35. Ensuring that student attendance is managed well
41. Maintaining good relationships with government agencies
42. Maintaining good relationships with non-governmental
organisation
38. Obtaining support from the local community
39. Raising funds for the school
37. Working with the MoE to obtain resources for the school
40. Ensuring that work experience placements for vocational
educational programmes are facilitated (e.g., Dhasvaaru)
11. Ensuring that teachers receive informal mentoring
13. Developing leadership capabilities in others
14. Ensuring that beginning teachers receive formal mentoring
12. Dealing with incompetent teachers
17. Ensuring that teachers communicate well with parents
1. Using data to assess school effectiveness
3. Using assessment results for programme evaluation
2. Developing coherent educational programmes across the school

SM
.767
.649
.646
.627
.586
.546
.512
.481
.439

Factor
IM
ER TQ

PDE

.804
.797
.572
.564
.477
.413
.847
.792
.569
.556
.490
.484
.673
.581
.538
.486
.405
.679
.602
.427

Note. Rotation converged in 19 iterations, and all item loadings were above .40.
SM = School Management, IM = Instructional Management, ER = External Relations, TQ = Teacher Quality,
and PDE = Programme Development and Evaluation

After deriving a model from the principal ratings of their own task effectiveness, the
factors were labelled with theoretically congruent connotations. The factors are denoted as
the following leadership task dimensions: School Management, Instructional Management,
External Relations, Teacher Quality and Programme Development and Evaluation.
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Dimension 1, School Management, represents the different aspects of operating schools by
managing the organisation and completing certain administrative tasks. Dimension 2,
Instructional Management, embodies a set of tasks principals engage in to support teaching
and learning. Dimension 3, External Relations, incorporates tasks related to engaging with
external stakeholders of the school. Dimension 4, Teacher Quality, denotes tasks related to
improving teachers’ growth. Dimension 5, Programme Development and Evaluation,
involves principal tasks that focus on the improvement of the school programme.
Descriptive statistics were calculated for each of the five dimensions. Further,
Cronbach’s reliability coefficient (alpha) was calculated as a measure of internal consistency
between items nested within each factor. These coefficients are presented in Table 6.4, they
ranged from .77 to .90 indicating good internal consistency between items within each factor.
The alpha coefficient indicated that the factor structure could be used reliably for further
analyses.
Table 6.4
Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s (Alpha) Reliability Coefficients by Factor (Principal
Survey)
M (SD)

α

Range

Skewness

Kurtosis

School Management

3.77 (.61)

.90

1.56–5

-.61

.78

Instructional Management

3.92 (.67)

.88

1.33–5

-.78

1.04

External Relations

3.78 (.69)

.87

1.33–5

-.47

.17

Teacher Quality

3.61 (.65)

.85

1.00–5

-.53

1.11

Programme Development
and Evaluation

3.60 (.62)

.77

2.00–5

-.14

-.09

Factor

Note. N = 152 for all factors.

An additional test of convergent validity was used to examine the factor
intercorrelations. Table 6.5 shows that all the factors’ intercorrelations were significant at the
.01 level, ranging from .47 to .71, indicating a positive, moderate to high overlap among the
factors. Initially, it was assumed that the factors extracted from the data were likely to be
dependent. Although this correlation is high, it is not greater than .8. Therefore, this is an
acceptable level of overlap. A factor correlation of more than .8 indicates multicollinearity
(Field, 2018).
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Table 6.5
Pearson’s Bivariate Correlations among the Five Factors (Principal Survey)
Factor
1. School Management
2. Instructional Management
3. External Relations
4. Teacher Quality
5. Programme Development and Evaluation

1
1
.64**
.69**
.71**
.55**

2

3

4

5

1
.61**
.61**
.64**

1
.59**
.47**

1
.56**

1

Note. **p < .01

The above results support a five-factor model (i.e., five main task dimensions that are
unique but positively associated). The relations among the five dimensions appear to be
moderate to high, suggesting that principals rate themselves similarly across dimensions.
6.2.2 Dimensions of Principal Task Effectiveness
Figure 6.1 illustrates the five principal task effectiveness dimensions: School
Management, Instructional Management, External Relations, Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation. Prior to developing the model, 13 of the tasks were
dropped. Of these 13 tasks, 11 tasks were dropped due to cross-loading, one task did not load
on any factor, and one task due to theoretical incongruence (Appendix H). Figure 6.1 presents
the individual tasks under the dimensions each task loaded on in the factor analysis. The
figure shows variation in principal ratings across tasks and within factors. It reveals that, on
average, principals perceived themselves to be more effective in tasks in the Instructional
Management dimension than in the other dimensions. They perceived themselves to be the
least effective in tasks in Programme Development and Evaluation.

112

School Management

Instructional
Management

External Relations

Teacher Quality

Programme Development
and Evaluation

Figure 6.1 Principals’ ratings of own task effectiveness grouped by factors.
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6.2.3 Principal Task Effectiveness Dimensions by SMT Rating
Similar to the analysis of the principal survey, an EFA was conducted for the SMT
responses to the survey in order to identify the principal task dimensions from the
perspectives of the SMT. The EFA identified three broad task dimensions: School
Management, Instructional Management and External Relations. The extraction method
applied was principal axis factoring with rotation direct oblimin with Kaiser normalization,
which yielded a three-factor model with some items cross-loading. The same criteria as in the
analysis of the principal survey were applied to derive a satisfactory model. The items or
variables which did not meet the criteria (as outlined in Chapter 5, Methodology, section
5.9.2) were removed (Appendix H), leaving 29 items extracted from three factors. The EFA
results suggested that the shared variance (i.e., communalities) ranged between .538 and .801
indicating an acceptable fit between the data and the model. Further, Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity was significant (p < .001) and the KMO Test of Sampling Adequacy was .973.
Table 6.6 shows the total variance explained by these three factors (69.69%).
Table 6.6
Total Variance Explained by the Three-Factor Model (SMT Survey)
Factor
1
2
3

Total
19.67
1.55
1.09

Initial Eigenvalues
% of Variance
61.46
4.83
3.41

Cumulative %
61.46
66.29
69.69

Table 6.7 illustrates the pattern matrix for the three extracted factors from the SMT
survey. All the tasks loaded above .4, and when it reached a satisfactory model with no crossloadings, the factors were labelled with theoretically congruent connotations. The three
factors identified were the same as the first three factors of the model derived from principal
ratings. Therefore, these factors were denoted as three task dimensions: School Management,
Instructional Management, and External Relations.
Similar to the principal model, School Management was the strongest dimension with
11 tasks uniquely clustering under this dimension. The average loading of the tasks in this
dimension was .713. Fourteen tasks uniquely clustered in the second dimension (Instructional
Management). However, two tasks, communicating with parents and dealing with students’
concerns, were not congruent with other tasks in this factor and were removed. This reduced
the number of tasks in this factor to 12 with an average loading of .692. It is interesting to
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note that the factor model derived from principal ratings separated Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation from the Instructional Management dimension. In
contrast, the model derived from SMT ratings had a more broadly defined Instructional
Management dimension with the inclusion of tasks that related to Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation.
The third factor derived from the SMT survey was called External Relations, which
was the same dimension as the third dimension of the model derived from principal ratings.
Seven tasks loaded on this dimension with an incongruent item ensuring that special
education requirements are fulfilled. After excluding this task, all the tasks still had an
acceptable level of loading with average factor loadings of .752.
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Table 6.7
Pattern Matrix for the Three Extracted Factors (SMT Survey)
Item
28. Ensuring that school facilities are maintained
29. Managing non-teaching staff
31. Managing the school schedule
33. Ensuring that compliance requirements are fulfilled and
paperwork is completed
34. Ensuring that student services are managed (e.g., records,
reporting)
27. Managing personal, school-related schedule
25. Managing budget and resources
26. Hiring competent personnel
30. Networking with other principals
32. Managing student discipline
23. Developing a safe school environment
4. Ensuring that teachers are formally evaluated and provided with
feedback
2. Developing coherent educational programmes across the school
3. Using assessment results for programme evaluation
5. Ensuring that classroom observations are conducted for evaluation
purposes
6. Setting school goals
1. Using data to assess school effectiveness
7. Leading meetings
8. Ensuring that teacher PD is planned
9. Ensuring that teacher PD is implemented
15. Developing relationships with students
10. Ensuring that the curriculum is implemented
11. Ensuring that teachers receive informal mentoring
42. Maintaining good relationships with non-governmental
organisations
41. Maintaining good relationships with government agencies
38. Obtaining support from the local community
39. Raising funds for the school
37. Working with the MoE to obtain resources for the school
40. Ensuring that work experience placements for vocational
educational programmes are facilitated (e.g., Dhasvaaru)

Factor
SM
IM
ER
.994
.850
.814
.805
.717
.692
.671
.609
.602
.593
.499
.911
.905
.870
.743
.734
.728
.601
.575
.565
.563
.562
.552
.909
.903
.855
.714
.598
.536

Note: Rotation converged in 12 iterations, and all item loadings were above 0.4.
SM = School management, IM = Instructional Management, and ER = External Relations,

The EFA of SMT responses revealed a three-factor model as opposed to the fivefactor model of principal ratings. For the SMT model, there was no Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation dimensions. Tasks which loaded into these
dimensions in the principal model loaded into the Instructional Management dimension in the
SMT model. These two models had five tasks overlapping in the School Management
dimension. The six items from the SMT factor, which were not common to the principal
model, were the tasks removed from the principal model due to cross-loading. Similarly,
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from the principal model, the four tasks which were not overlapping with the SMT dimension
of School Management were those tasks that were removed due to cross-loading. Hence, the
models derived from both the principal and SMT ratings had the same tasks in the School
Management dimension.
In both models, similar tasks clustered under the second dimension: Instructional
Management. However, in the principal model, the dimension consisted of only six tasks,
whereas in the SMT model the dimension included 12 tasks. It appears that the principals
narrowly defined Instructional Management and separated it from Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation. In contrast, the SMTs’ definition of Instructional
Management seemed to be broader and included all the tasks that clustered under the
Programme Development and Evaluation dimension in the other model. From the six tasks in
the principals’ Instructional Management dimension, only Ensuring that student attendance
is managed well was not included in the SMT model. This task was removed from the SMT
model due to cross-loading. Both the principal and SMT models included the same items in
their third dimension—External Relations. The similarities of the item patterns in both factor
models indicate that both principals and SMT had the same underlying constructs to identify
the tasks they rated.
After reaching a satisfactory factor model, descriptive statistics were calculated for
each of the three dimensions. These statistics are shown in Table 6.8. Furthermore,
Cronbach’s reliability coefficient (alpha) was calculated as a measure of internal consistency
between the items nested within each factor. Cronbach’s alpha for all three factors was higher
than .9 indicating a good internal consistency between items within each factor. Thus, the
factor structure could be used for further analysis.
Table 6.8
Descriptive Statistics and Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficients by Factor (SMT Survey)
Factor
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations

M (SD)
3.67 (0.73)
3.60 (0.68)
3.73 (0.75)

α
.96
.96
.92

Range
1.45–5
1.58–5
1.83–5

Skewness
-.44
-.40
-.38

Kurtosis
.05
.12
-.36

Note. N = 298 for all factors.

Similar to the analysis of the principal survey, and in addition to the reliability
coefficient, convergent validity was used where the factor intercorrelations were examined in
the SMT survey data. This is illustrated in Table 6.9. The intercorrelations among the three
factors were significant at .01 level and the correlation coefficient was .8 or more for all
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factors. This was assumed prior to the factor analysis and hence an oblique rotation was used.
A factor correlation greater than .8 shows the existence of multicollinearity (Field, 2018).
However, Pallant (2016) stated that multicollinearity exists when independent variables have
a correlation coefficient of .9 or above. Though these correlations were not at .9, there was a
high correlation between the independent variables. Hence, it should be noted when
undertaking further analysis. Multicollinearity makes it difficult to assess the importance of
predictor variables, leads to an untrustworthy regression coefficient and limits the size of the
correlation between the predicted values of the outcome and the observed values (Field,
2018).
Table 6.9
Pearson’s Bivariate Correlations among the Three Factors
Factor
1. School Management
2. Instructional Management
3. External Relations

1
1
.85**
.84**

2

3

1
.80**

1

Note. **p < .01

Overall, the results from the SMT survey were factorable with favourable KMO and a
significant Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. The factor analysis concluded a three-factor model
with mostly high factor loadings and only one moderate loading (0.499). In particular, the
model fit was good with about 70% of the variation explained by the factors in the model.
The Cronbach’s alpha showed high internal consistency of the items and good convergent
validity. This is evident from the high intercorrelation among the three factors.
It was interesting to note that an equal number of items was removed from both
principal and SMT leadership task effectiveness factor models. However, the tasks removed
were not same for both models. Deleted items from both factor structures were across all the
dimensions. The common items removed from both models were Items 16, 18 and 36, which
were Internal Relations and Administration dimension tasks. Most items deleted from the
principal factor model were Administration dimension items, whereas in the case of the SMT
factor model, they were Internal Relations tasks. From the principal survey, five of the
Administrative tasks were removed due to cross-loading. Similarly, most of the Internal
Relations task items were removed from the SMT survey for the same reasons. This means
that principals and SMT did not separate Administration and Internal Relations tasks from
School Management tasks. Hence, both principals’ and SMTs’ principal task effectiveness
models do not have a separate Internal Relations or Administration dimension. A similar
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factor structure was depicted in both factor models. The first three dimension of the fivefactor model based on the principal survey data were the same as the three dimensions
identified in the model based on the SMT survey. However, the second dimension derived
from the SMT responses was broad and included tasks that loaded in the factor Teacher
Quality and Programme Development and Evaluation in the principal survey. The results
suggest that SMTs did not differentiate the Instructional Management tasks as much as the
principals did, which could be a result of SMTs not observing principals completing each of
these tasks in detail. However, the tasks in the External Relations dimension uniquely loaded
on this dimension in both factor models. This shows that both principals and SMTs observed
External Relations tasks in a similar manner.

6.3. School and Principal Characteristics
To answer Research Question 2, the relation between principal and school
characteristics and the principal task effectiveness dimensions derived from principal selfratings and SMT ratings were examined. To answer this research question, the leadership
dimension derived from both the principal and SMT rating were utilised with principal school
characteristics. An overview of the principal and school characteristics was presented and
discussed in Chapter 5, section 5.8, Research Participants.
6.3.1 Task Effectiveness and Principal Demographic Characteristics
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) test was conducted to explore whether
principal ratings of task effectiveness were significantly different by principals’ gender, age,
academic qualification and experience in the role and in the school. The ANOVA test
suggested that there were statistically significant differences for two of these characteristics:
principals’ academic qualification and experience in their current school.
In all the dimensions, except for the Eternal Relation dimension, on average, female
principal ratings were higher than those for male principals (Table 6.10). Despite mean scores
appearing to be higher for female principals, these differences were not statistically
significant.

119

Table 6.10
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Ratings for Leadership Task Dimensions by
Gender
Male
M (SD)
3.77(0.59)
3.91(0.63)
3.79(0.68)
3.57(0.63)
3.57(0.62)

Dimension
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and Evaluation

Female
M (SD)
3.81(0.68)
3.98(0.80)
3.74(0.77)
3.77(0.70)
3.73(0.62)

Principals’ self-rated leadership task effectiveness in the five dimensions by principal
age varied across age groups (Table 6.11). Typically, principals in the age group of 25 to 30
years rated themselves lower in all five leadership task effectiveness dimensions compared to
other age groups. Generally, self-ratings of leadership task effectiveness by the principals in
the age groups of above 41 years were high in the leadership task effectiveness dimensions
Instructional Management and External Relations. However, average self-ratings of task
effectiveness differed within and across age groups and there were no statistically significant
differences in principals’ average ratings of leadership task effectiveness by age group.
Table 6.11
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Ratings for Leadership Task Dimensions by Age
Group
Dimension
School
Management
Instructional
Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme
Development and
Evaluation

25–30
(N=8)

31–35
(N=33)

36–40
(N=39)

41–45
(N=33)

46–50
(N=19)

51–55
(N=11)

56–65
(N=6)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

3.33
(0.65)
3.31
(0.82)
3.43
(0.70)
3.18
(0.86)

3.77
(0.59)
3.84
(0.71)
3.74
(0.68)
3.78
(0.64)

3.78
(0.57)
3.88
(0.63)
3.77
(0.72)
3.71
(0.63)

3.95
(0.67)
4.00
(0.72)
3.96
(0.73)
3.78
(0.65)

3.90
(0.43)
4.15
(0.38)
3.85
(0.57)
3.87
(0.45)

3.76
(0.53)
4.05
(0.73)
4.02
(0.68)
3.71
(0.60)

3.68
(0.43)
3.86
(0.39)
3.80
(0.47)
3.73
(0.50)

3.04
(0.58)

3.62
(0.63)

3.67
(0.63)

3.64
(0.65)

3.63
(0.47)

3.73
(0.63)

3.67
(0.30)

Next, a one-way ANOVA test for mean differences in principal self-rated task
effectiveness in dimensions revealed statistically significant results for principals’ academic
qualification. However, due to one group having fewer than two cases, a post hoc test could
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not be carried out. To check which groups had statistically significant mean difference, the
group with fewer than two cases (i.e., those with advanced certificates in teaching), was
removed. Table 6.12 shows the means and standard deviations of the principal task
dimensions by academic qualifications.
Table 6.12
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Ratings of Leadership Task Effectiveness
Dimensions by Level of Educational Qualification

Variable
School
Management
Instructional
Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme
Development and
Evaluation

UD

BD

PD

MELM

OMD

DD

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

4.04 (.26)

3.61 (.56)

3.8 (.39)

3.89 (.64)

3.81 (.61)

2.93 (.17)

4.28 (.38)

3.66 (.63)

3.92 (.52)

3.95 (.71)

4.15 (.60)

3.56 (.69)

4.17 (.17)

3.7 (.67)

3.86 (.57)

3.75 (.74)

3.92 (.67)

3 (.00)

3.8 (.35)

3.45 (.55)

3.53 (.47)

3.72 (.69)

3.66 (.71)

2.93 (.31)

3.89 (.84)

3.37 (.54)

3.67 (.70)

3.64 (.68)

3.77 (.54)

3.11 (.19)

Note: UD = Undergraduate diploma, BD = Bachelor's degree, PD = Postgraduate diploma, MELM = Master's
degree in educational leadership or management, OMD = Other master's degree, DD = Doctoral degree

A one-way between-groups ANOVA (Table 6.13) was conducted to explore the
potential impact of principals’ academic qualification on their perceived task effectiveness on
different task dimensions. The ANOVA test suggested that, with respect to educational
qualification, there were statistically significant differences for two of the task effectiveness
dimensions: Instructional Management and Programme Development and Evaluation.
Examining the variable of academic qualifications, there were statistically significant
differences at the p < .05 level in two leadership task effectiveness dimensions: Instructional
Management F(5,145) = 2.71, p = .02 and Programme Development and Evaluation F(5,145)
= 2.46, p = .04. This statistical significance had an effect size eta squared as follows:
Instructional Management .09 and Programme Development and Evaluation .08. According
to Pallant (2016), these effect sizes are moderate. A Tukey HSD test for the leadership task
effectiveness dimensions: Instructional Management and Programme Development and
Evaluation indicated that the mean score for principals with master’s degrees was
significantly higher than those who had bachelor’s degrees.
The mean rating of task effectiveness for School Management was significantly
higher p < .1 for a master’s degree in educational leadership or management than a doctoral
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degree. Although, post hoc comparison of the Tukey HSD test did not show a group mean
difference at the 5% level of significance, the dimension School Management had a moderate
effect size. These results suggest that principals’ educational qualification matters in their
task effectiveness. It might indicate that a master’s degree provides content that directly
supports principals’ work.
Table 6.13
One-Way ANOVA for the Effects of Educational Qualification on Five Leadership Task
Effectiveness Dimensions
Variable and source
School Management
Between
Within
Instructional Management
Between
Within
External Relations
Between
Within
Teacher Quality
Between
Within
Programme Development and
Evaluation
Between
Within

SS

MS

F(5, 145)

P

η2

4.26
51.07

0.85
0.35

2.42

.063

.08

5.72
61.21

1.14
0.42

2.71

.023

.09

3.48
68.82

0.70
0.47

1.47

.205

.05

3.35
59.84

0.67
0.41

1.62

.157

.05

4.48
52.70

0.90
0.36

2.46

.036

.08

The self-ratings of principal task effectiveness indicate that principals who had more
experience rated themselves highly on all the task effectiveness dimensions (see Table 6.14).
The ANOVA test for mean differences in principal self-rated task effectiveness in the
dimensions showed no statistically significant results for principal experience in their current
job and the total experience of the principal as a principal. However, an ANOVA examining
the relation for the current-school experience of the principal was significant for the
leadership task effectiveness dimensions. Table 6.14 shows means and standard deviations of
principal effectiveness for each of the leadership task dimensions by principal school
experience.
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Table 6.14
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by
School Experience

Variable
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and
Evaluation

1–2 years

3–4 years

5–6 years

M(SD)
3.53 (.75)
3.89 (.78)
3.67 (.93)
3.46 (.63)

M(SD)
3.74 (.43)
3.96 (.53)
3.84 (.60)
3.67 (.50)

M(SD)
3.62 (.52)
3.83 (.77)
3.56 (.68)
3.66 (.68)

More than
6 years
M (SD)
3.92 (.59)
3.95 (.65)
3.86 (.61)
3.64 (.70)

3.38 (.63)

3.61 (.57)

3.56 (.67)

3.7 (.61)

A one-way between-groups ANOVA was conducted to explore the potential impact
of principals’ school experience on the perceived task effectiveness on different leadership
task dimensions. There was a statistically significant difference at the p < .05 level in one of
the leadership task effectiveness dimensions: School Management F(3,148) = 3.53, p = 0.02.
The effect size was medium (eta squared = .07). Post hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD
test indicated that the mean score of principal effectiveness for principals with experience of
more than 6 years was significantly different from the principals who only had 1 to 2 years of
school experience. These ANOVA results are illustrated in Table 6.15.
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Table 6.15
One-Way ANOVA for the Effects of Principal School Experience on five Leadership Task
Effectiveness Dimensions
Variable and source
School Management
Between
Within
Instructional Management
Between
Within
External Relations
Between
Within
Teacher Quality
Between
Within
Programme Development and
Evaluation
Between
Within

SS

MS

F(3, 148)

P

η2

3.73
52.05

1.24
0.35

3.53

.016

.07

0.27
66.83

0.09
0.45

0.20

.896

.00

1.70
70.75

0.57
0.48

1.19

.317

.02

0.91
62.63

0.30
0.42

0.72

.544

.01

2.17
55.55

0.72
0.38

1.92

.128

.04

These results show that principals with higher academic qualifications and more
current-school experience typically rated themselves higher on leadership task effectiveness
dimensions. Higher educational qualifications and more experience might give confidence to
principals, which enables them to carry out their day-to-day leadership tasks more effectively.
6.3.2 Principal Characteristics and Task Effectiveness Based on SMT Rating
The SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness were not significantly different with
respect to principal characteristics. The ANOVA test carried out to explore SMT ratings of
task effectiveness of principals showed no significant difference in principal characteristics.
With regard to gender, average SMT ratings of the principal task effectiveness were similar
(Table 6.16). Similar to principal self-rated task effectiveness, these gender differences were
not statistically significant. Similarly, the ANOVA test indicated no significant differences in
leadership task effectiveness dimensions identified by the SMT ratings with respect to
principals’ age, academic qualification, duration in the current role, and principal experience
in their current school and total experience.
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Table 6.16
Means and Standard Deviations of SMT Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by Gender
Male

Female

M (SD)

M (SD)

School Management

3.67(0.75)

3.66 (0.68)

Instructional Management

3.60(0.71)

3.59(0.56)

External Relations

3.75(0.75)

3.72(0.75)

Variable

The SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness did not vary much across principals’
age groups. However, irrespective of the age group, the average rating of the External
Relations dimension was higher than those for the other dimensions (Table 6.17). Also, the
ratings of the School Management tasks increased with principals’ age till the age group of
41–45 years. It was observed that similar to principals’ self-rated task effectiveness, SMT
ratings of task effectiveness of principals in the age group 46–50 years had a small standard
deviation compared to principals in the other age groups. However, this result should be
interpreted cautiously as the sample size in most of the groups was less than 30.
Table 6.17
Means and Standard Deviations of SMT Ratings for Leadership Task Dimensions by Age
Group

Dimension

School
Management
Instructional
Management
External Relations

25–30
(N=8)
M
(SD)
3.31
(0.74)
3.45
(0.66)
3.60
(0.85)

31–35
(N=33)

36–40 41–45 46–50 51–55
(N=39) (N=33) (N=19) (N=11)
M
M
M
M
M (SD)
(SD)
(SD)
(SD)
(SD)
3.66
3.71
3.87
3.67
3.38
(0.70)
(0.68) (0.75) (0.66) (0.83)
3.61
(0.67)
3.73
(0.72)

3.61
(0.62)
3.76
(0.72)

3.75
(0.73)
3.96
(0.74)

3.53
(0.54)
3.67
(0.65)

3.33
(0.82)
3.30
(0.84)

56–65
(N=6)
M (SD)
3.45
(1.01)
3.56
(1.06)
3.81
(0.85)

The SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness differed across groups of principals
with different educational qualifications. Surprisingly, across the three dimensions identified,
average task effectiveness ratings by the SMT of principals who held an undergraduate
diploma was the highest rated in all the dimensions, with lower standard deviation (Table.
6.18). Similar findings were observed from the principals’ self-ratings of task effectiveness
by educational qualification (Table 6.12).
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Table 6.18
Means and Standard Deviations of SMT Ratings for Leadership Task Effectiveness
Dimensions by Level of Educational Qualification

Variable
School Management
Instructional
Management
External Relations

UD

BD

PD

MEELM

OMD

DD

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

M (SD)

4.22(0.38) 3.59(0.75) 3.62(0.78) 3.80(0.73) 3.52(0.67) 3.60(1.11)
3.62(1.14) 3.56(0.70) 3.31(0.71) 3.67(0.64) 3.56(0.69) 3.68(1.13)
4.31(0.17) 3.67(0.76) 3.50(0.94) 3.87(0.70) 3.63(0.75)

358(0.75)

Note: UD = Undergraduate diploma, BD = Bachelor's degree, PD = Postgraduate diploma, MEELM = Master's
degree in educational leadership or management, OMD = Other master's degree, DD = Doctoral degree

SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness increased in relation to principals’ years of
school experience on the task dimensions School Management and Instructional Management
(Table 6.19). The average rating of principal task effectiveness was lowest for the principals
who have been in the school for 1–2 years. Unexpectedly, the average task effectiveness
rating was higher for the group of principals with 5–6 years of experience than the principals
who had more than 6 years of the current-school experience.
Table 6.19
Means and Standards Deviation of SMT Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by School
Experience
Variable
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations

1–2 years
M (SD)
3.55(0.51)
3.54(0.50)
3.65(0.52)

3–4 years
M (SD)
3.68(0.77)
3.65(0.79)
3.84(0.78)

5–6 years
M (SD)
3.74(0.88)
3.78(0.80)
3.83(0.86)

More than 6 years
M (SD)
3.70(0.74)
3.56(0.67)
3.72(0.77)

Unlike the principal self-ratings of task effectiveness, SMT ratings of principal
effectiveness seemed not impacted by any of the principal characteristics. The possible
reason for the lack of statistically significant differences in mean ratings could be due to less
variation in SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness.
6.3.3 School Characteristics and Task Effectiveness
There were no significant differences in mean task effectiveness ratings in regard to
school characteristics such as school level and size, for both principal self-ratings and SMT
ratings of principal task effectiveness. However, for school level and size, the ratings by
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principals and SMT appear to be different for all task effectiveness dimensions. Table 6.20
shows principals’ average task effectiveness ratings of the five dimensions. The principals’
mean self-ratings for the School Management, Instructional Management and Teacher
Quality dimensions are higher, with less variation than for the External Relations and
Programme Development and Evaluation, in Grades 1 to 10 schools than Grades 1 to 12
schools.
Table 6.20
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by
School Level
Task effectiveness dimension

Grades 1–10 school Grades 1–12 school
M (SD)
M (SD)
3.80 (0.60)
3.74 (0.68)
3.93 (0.65)
3.91 (0.72)
3.80 (0.70)
3.85 (0.71)
3.63 (0.59)
3.56 (0.81)
3.60 (0.58)
3.62(0.74)

School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and Evaluations
Note: 1–10 schools (N = 114) and 1–12 Schools (N = 38)

Both principals and SMT appeared to have a similar pattern of rating principals
working at different school levels. Table 6.21 illustrates SMT ratings for principal task
effectiveness by school level. It indicates that from the three task dimensions identified by the
SMT, all the task dimensions have high average ratings for Grades 1 to 10 schools.
Table 6.21
Means and Standard Deviations of SMT Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by School
Level
Grades 1–10 school
M (SD)
School Management
3.67 (0.74)
Instructional Management
3.61 (0.72)
External Relations
3.77 (0.76)
Note: Grades 1–10 schools (N = 114) and Grades 1–12 schools (N = 38)
Task effectiveness dimension

Grades 1–12 school
M (SD)
3.54 (0.71)
3.58 (0.64)
3.59 (0.77)

Table 6.22 shows principals’ self-rated task effectiveness in different leadership task
dimensions by school size. Principals in large schools, on average, rated themselves high on
the following three leadership task effectiveness dimensions: Instructional Management,
External Relations and Teacher Quality. However, principals in small schools rated
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themselves highly on the Instructional Management task dimension and it appeared that these
principals had rated themselves higher on the School Management dimension than the
principals in large schools. The finding of principals rating themselves high in small schools
could be due to the close interaction of the principal with the staff and students due to the size
of the school. This could mean that principals in small schools perceive themselves to be able
to manage a school more effectively compared to principals in a large school. It is interesting
to note that, of all the leadership task dimensions, principals rated themselves highest on the
Instructional Management task dimension, irrespective of the school size. This could be due
to one of the key responsibilities of school principal being to improve teaching and learning,
the core business of the school.
Table 6.22
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by
School Size

Task effectiveness
dimension
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development
and Evaluations

< 100
(N=16)
M (SD)
3.92
(0.39)
4.01
(0.43)
3.83
(0.62)
3.60
(0.51)
3.52
(0.45)

101–500
(N=110)
M (SD)
3.78
(0.67)
3.90
(0.71)
3.81
(0.73)
3.58
(0.67)
3.61
(0.64)

School size
501–900 901–1,300 1301–2,100
(N=14)
(N=5)
(N=7)
M (SD)
M (SD)
M (SD)
3.79
3.42
3.83
(0.52)
(0.43)
(0.27)
3.92
3.73
4.21
(0.72)
(0.53)
(0.37)
3.76
3.56
4.03
(0.75)
(0.67)
(0.51)
3.71
3.48
4.06
(0.68)
(0.58)
(0.46)
3.55
3.40
3.95
(0.67)
(0.37)
(0.52)

Generally, the principals’ average self-ratings of task effectiveness appeared to be
higher for larger schools; in contrast, SMT average ratings of principal task effectiveness
were higher for small schools (see Table 6.23). Even though SMT ratings of principal
effectiveness were high in all the leadership task dimensions for principals in small schools,
the Instructional Management dimension was rated lower than other dimensions.
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Table 6.23
Means and Standard Deviations of SMT Ratings of Leadership Task Dimensions by School
Size
School size
Task effectiveness
dimension
School Management
Instructional
Management
External Relations

< 100
(N=16)
M (SD)
4.07
(0.57)
3.87
(0.76)
4.19
(0.52)

101–500
(N=110)
M (SD)
3.58
(0.77)
3.55
(0.74)
3.66
(0.82)

501–900
(N=14)
M (SD)
3.58
(0.61)
3.57
(0.35)
3.72
(0.66)

901–1,300
(N=5)
M (SD)
3.77
(0.33)
4
(0.59)
3.71
(0.29)

1301–2,100
(N=7)
M (SD)
3.7
(0.48)
3.6
(0.53)
3.81
(0.51)

Comparing the findings in Table 6.22 and 6.23, principals in large schools seemed to
have rated themselves highly in the task dimensions of Instructional Management, External
Relations and Teacher Quality. However, the SMT ratings of principal effectiveness in the
School Management and External Relations dimensions were higher for principals in small
schools than large schools. This could be due to the SMT in small schools working more
closely with the principal, which enables the SMT to observe the principal more closely
compared to SMTs in large schools.
The data on school size and level violated one of the assumptions of ANOVA tests—
homogeneity of variance. Therefore, to compare the means of principals’ ratings of their own
effectiveness and SMT ratings of principal effectiveness by school size and level, an
equivalent non-parametric test, a Kruskal-Wallis test was applied. The Kruskal-Wallis test
revealed that there was no significant difference in principal and SMT ratings by school size
and level.

6.4. Exploring Task Effectiveness of Principal by Regions
The data was further analysed by dividing it into atolls schools and Male’ schools in
order to find any salient differences in leadership task effectiveness by region. Atoll schools
were further divided into three regions. These regions are northern (seven most northern
atolls), central (seven central atolls), and southern (six most southern atolls). The data
revealed that there were differences in principal task effectiveness between principals in
Male’ schools and atoll schools.
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6.4.1 Task Effectiveness of Principals in Male’ and Atoll Schools
The average task effectiveness ratings for each dimension by principals of Male’
schools were higher, with lower standard deviation, than average ratings by principals in the
other regions. The average task effectiveness ratings of the principals in Male’ schools were
less varied than the principals in atoll schools. The principals in the schools in Male’ appear
to have typically rated themselves as highly effective on the following task effectiveness
dimensions: Instructional Management, Teacher Quality and Programme Development and
Evaluation (Table 6.24). Similar to the principals in Male’ schools, the principals in other
regions also typically rated themselves as highly effective in Instructional Management.
Table 6.24
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Task Effectiveness by Male’ and Other Regions
Task effectiveness dimension
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and Evaluation

Male'
M (SD)
3.93 (0.42)
4.23 (0.28)
3.97 (0.68)
4.09 (0.39)
4.00 (0.54)

Other regions
M (SD)
3.76 (0.62)
3.90 (0.69)
3.76 (0.69)
3.57 (0.65)
3.57 (0.61)

A one-way between-groups ANOVA (Table 6.25) was conducted to explore the mean
differences of task effectiveness ratings in each of the dimensions by Male’ and atoll school
principals. There were statistically significant differences at the p < .05 level in two of the
leadership task effectiveness dimensions: Teacher Quality F(1,150) = 8.17, p = .005 and
Programme Development and Evaluation F(1,150) = 6.06, p = .015. However, this statistical
significance was small with an eta squared effect size for Teacher Quality of .05 and .04 for
Programme Development and Evaluation.
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Table 6.25
One-Way ANOVA Leadership Task Effectiveness Dimensions for Male’ and Atoll Schools
Variable and source
School Management
Between
Within
Instructional Management
Between
Within
External Relations
Between
Within
Teacher Quality
Between
Within
Programme Development and
Evaluation
Between
Within

SS

MS

F(1, 150)

P

η2

0.35
55.43

0.35
0.37

0.95

.332

.01

1.34
65.77

1.33
0.44

3.04

.083

.02

0.52
71.93

0.52
0.48

1.09

.299

.01

3.282
60.257

3.282
0.402

8.17

.005

.05

2.240
55.479

2.240
0.370

6.06

.015

.04

Overall, the principals in Male’ schools rated their task effectiveness more highly than
the principals in the atoll schools. A reason for this could lie in the reportedly higher student
achievement in Male’ schools. Hence, the principals in Male’ schools might perceive that
they are more effective in their daily tasks than principals in the atoll schools.
6.4.2 Task Effectiveness of Principals in Different Regions
Principal task effectiveness as rated by the principals varied in different regions. The
self-rated task effectiveness was higher for the principals in Male’ and the southern region of
the Maldives. Table 6.26 illustrates principal effectiveness by region on the five leadership
dimensions derived from principal ratings. The self-rated task effectiveness in the different
leadership dimensions was higher for the principals in Male’ compared to other regions. The
second highest mean rating of leadership task effectiveness was found in the southern region.
It is interesting to note that in all the regions average task effectiveness was greater than 3,
which indicates that all the principals had self-rated themselves as effective on a scale from 1
to 5 (1 = ineffective, 2 = minimally effective, 3 = effective, 4 = highly effective, 5 =
outstandingly effective).
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Table 6.26
Means and Standard Deviations of Principal Task Effectiveness by Regions
Task effectiveness dimension
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and
Evaluation

Northern
M (SD)
3.78 (0.58)
3.89 (0.70)
3.79 (0.65)
3.56 (0.62)
3.6 (0.62)

Central
M (SD)
3.61 (0.68)
3.83 (0.74)
3.66 (0.83)
3.45 (0.73)
3.46 (0.59)

Southern
M (SD)
3.86 (0.63)
3.96 (0.61)
3.81 (0.64)
3.68 (0.64)
3.6 (0.63)

Male'
M (SD)
3.93 (0.42)
4.23 (0.28)
3.97 (0.68)
4.09 (0.39)
4(0.54)

A one-way between-groups ANOVA (Table 6.27) was conducted to explore
differences in ratings of perceived task effectiveness across the different leadership task
dimensions by different regions. There was a statistically significant difference by region at
the p < .05 level in one of the leadership task effectiveness dimension: Teacher Quality
F(3,148) = 3.53, p = .016. This statistical significance had a moderate effect size with eta
squared = .07.
For the leadership task effectiveness dimension Teacher Quality, post hoc
comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean ratings for Male’ were
significantly different from ratings for the northern and central regions of the Maldives.
Similarly, for the Programme Development and Evaluation dimension, post hoc comparisons
using the Tukey HSD test indicated that the mean ratings for Male’ were significantly
different from those for the central region. However, the average task effectiveness ratings in
the Programme Development and Evaluation dimension was not statistically significant in
ANOVA results and had a low effect size (eta squared = .05; see Table. 6.27).
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Table 6.27
One-Way ANOVA for the Effects of Leadership Task Effectiveness of Principals in Different
Regions on Five Dependent Variables
Variable and source
School Management
Between
Within
Instructional Management
Between
Within
External Relations
Between
Within
Teacher Quality
Between
Within
Programme Development and Evaluation
Between
Within

SS

MS

F(3, 148)

P

η2

1.46
54.32

0.49
0.37

1.32

.269

.03

1.67
65.43

0.56
0.44

1.26

.291

.02

1.01
71.43

0.34
0.48

0.70

.553

.01

4.24
59.30

1.41
0.40

3.53

.016

.07

2.74
54.98

0.91
0.37

2.46

.065

.05

The regional differences in principal task effectiveness indicate that principals in
Male’ perceived that they were more effective in their school leadership tasks than principals
in other regions perceived themselves to be. These differences are greater between Male’
schools and schools in the northern and central regions. Overall, principals in Male’ schools
rated themselves more effective in the leadership task dimension regarding Teacher Quality
than the principals in northern and central schools rated themselves. Principals in the central
region seemed to typically perceive themselves as less effective in the Programme
Development and Evaluation task dimension than did the principals in Male’ schools.
Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that there were no significant differences in mean of any
dimension of principal ratings between Male’ school principals and principals in the southern
region. This could be due to school context and school size, as schools in the northern and
central regions are typically smaller than schools in Male’ and the southern region. With
regard to school size, no statistically significant difference was observed in the overall task
effectiveness of principals.
6.4.3 Student Achievement in Male’ and Atolls Schools
The academic performance of schools in Male’ appeared to be better than atoll
schools. The average achievement in both ESL and mathematics showed that in both
subjects, schools in Male’ appeared to perform better (Table 6.28).
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Table 6.28
Means and Standard Deviations of Academic Achievement by Regions
Subject
ESL
Mathematics

Overall
M (SD)
29.22 (10.33)
34.62 (7.87)

Male'
M (SD)
41.63 (7.61)
38.28 (5.34)

Atolls
M (SD)
28.05 (9.8)
34.27 (8)

The mean differences in mathematics and ESL for Male’ and atoll schools were tested
by using one-way ANOVAs (see Table 6.29). The mean achievement was significantly
higher in Male’ schools than atoll schools for ESL: F(1,150) = 23.57, p = .000, eta squared =
.14, which presents a large effect. The mean difference for mathematics achievement was not
statistically significant at the p < .05 level.
Table 6.29
One-Way ANOVA for Mathematics and ESL by Regions
Variable and source
ESL
Between
Within
Mathematics
Between
Within

F(1, 150)

P

η2

2,190.16 2,190.16
13,936.33
92.91

23.57

<.001

.14

191.00
9,103.29

3.13

.079

.02

SS

MS

191.00
61.10

The results for Male’ and the atolls showed that the schools in Male’ performed
higher in ESL than the schools in the atolls. The self-rated principals’ leadership task
effectiveness shows that, compared to other regions, principals in Male’ schools, on average,
rated themselves highly on all the leadership task effectiveness dimensions. In the previous
section, it was evident that principals in Male’ schools perceived their task effectiveness more
highly than principals in the atoll schools. In particular, mean ratings of these principals for
the Teacher Quality dimension were significantly different for the principals in Male’ schools
to those in the atoll schools.

6.5. Correlations Between Principal and SMT Dimensions.
The third research question How do principals’ perceptions of their task effectiveness
correlate with that of their deputy and lead teachers? was answered by using task dimensions
derived from principal ratings (discussed in section 6.2.1) and SMT ratings (discussed in
section 6.2.3). It appears that principal ratings of the task effectiveness dimensions, and SMT
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ratings of these dimensions, were positively correlated, with only some of these being
statistically significant.
The association between the task dimensions derived from principal ratings and the
dimensions derived from SMT ratings was investigated using a Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure there was no violation
of the assumptions of normality, linearity and homoscedasticity. All the correlation
coefficients were positive and small. There was a significant positive correlation between
task effectiveness ratings in the Instructional Management dimension as rated by SMT r =
.22, n = 152, p < .01, and the Instructional Management dimension as rated by principals.
The principal ratings for the dimensions of External Relations and Programme
Development and Evaluation and the SMT ratings for all the dimensions were positively
correlated. However, these correlations were not statistically significant. Table 6.30 shows all
the significant correlations marked with an asterisk. The significant correlations are an
indication that these dimensions have linear relationships that are different from zero. In other
words, positive correlations reveal that when principals rated themselves highly effective in
the tasks in the Instructional Management dimension, SMTs also rated them highly effective.
Table 6.30
Correlations of Principal and SMT Ratings in Each Dimension
Principal dimensions
SMT dimensions

School
Instructional External Teacher
Management Management Relations Quality

Programme
Development
& Evaluation
.11

School Management

.18*

.16

.01

.15

Instructional
Management
External Relations

.22**

.22**

.07

.19*

.16

.15

.19*

.04

.16*

.09

Note. **p < .01, *p < .05 (2-tailed)

6.6. Predicting Student Achievement Using Principal Task Effectiveness
The fourth and fifth research questions of this study were To what extent is a
principal’s perception of their task effectiveness predictive of student achievement? and To
what extent are deputy principals’ and lead teachers’ perceptions of principal task
effectiveness predictive of student achievement? To answer these research questions, student
achievement data and the task dimensions identified by principals and SMT were used in
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multiple hierarchical regressions. For the regression analyses, the dependent variable was
student achievement and the independent variables were the leadership dimensions identified
in the factor analysis: School Management, Instructional Management, External Relations,
Teacher Quality and Programme Development and Evaluation. The data indicated that
principal task effectiveness of the teacher quality dimension rated by principals predicted
student achievement in ESL. However, SMT ratings of principal task effectiveness in the
leadership dimensions did not predict student achievement in either subject.
6.6.1 Hierarchical Regression Procedure
The procedure followed to conduct the hierarchical multiple regressions was the
process described in Field (2018) and Pallant (2016). The assumptions of multiple
regression—normality, linearity, independence and homoscedasticity of residuals—were
checked prior to conducting multiple regression. The graphs of zpred vs zresid were checked
for the assumptions of normality, linearity, independence and homoscedasticity and the P-P
plot was checked for normality. In all cases, the residual plots were nearly a rectangular
shape showing that the assumptions of linearity, independence and homoscedasticity were
met. The dots of P-P plots lie generally along the diagonal, which indicates a normal
distribution. The plots derived from the data suggested that the residuals were normally
distributed.
In addition, multicollinearity was checked by using bivariate correlation among the
independent variables and using variance inflation factor (VIF). When the bivariate
correlation between the independent variables is greater than .8 and the VIF is greater than
10, there exist serious problems of multicollinearity (Field, 2018). For the current study, none
of the independent variables in the principal model had a correlation coefficient above .8; the
VIF was substantially greater than one, and the tolerance statistic was well above .1.
However, the SMT model had bivariate correlations greater than .8 (as seen in Table. 6.9).
Nevertheless, these intercorrelations were not greater than .9. Some literature suggests that
issues of multicollinearity exists when factors have correlations greater than .9 (Pallant,
2016). However, there were some high correlations; the VIF was well below 10 and the
tolerance statistic was above .1. In cases where the VIF is above 10 and the tolerance
statistics are less than .1, multicollinearity exists (Pallant, 2016). Hence, there was no
multicollinearity in the SMT factors (Pallant, 2016). Furthermore, to test for outliers,
Mahalanobis distance was calculated and tested using a chi-square distribution. This test
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showed three cases with a probability of less than .001 indicating that these three cases are
outliers. Therefore, the cases with a probability of less than .001 were removed prior to the
regression analysis. The maximum value of Cook’s distance was .090 which is below one,
therefore, these cases may not have had any undue influence on the results of the model, but
the outliers were still removed from the analysis to get a precise result.
6.6.2 Predictability of Student Achievement: Using the Principal Model
This section presents the results of the analyses of principal task effectiveness
dimensions identified by the principal ratings, in predicting student achievement. The main
findings in this section are: first, of the five principal task effectiveness dimensions, only
Teacher Quality dimension predicts student achievement in ESL. Second, controlled variable
school’s prior achievement and principal current-school experience predict student
achievement in ESL.
A hierarchical multiple regression was used to assess whether principal task
effectiveness in any of the five leadership task effectiveness dimensions (School
Management, Instructional Management, External Relations, Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation), as rated by the principals, predict student
academic achievement in ESL. The control variables, school’s prior achievement in ESL and
principal experience in the current school were entered as Step 1, explaining 35.3% of the
variance in student achievement in ESL. After entry of the School Management, Instructional
Management, External Relations, Teacher Quality and Programme Development and
Evaluation dimensions, at Step 2 the total variance explained by the model as a whole was
40.0%, F(7, 137) = 13.05 p = .001. The five leadership task effectiveness dimensions
explained an additional 4.7% of variance in student ESL achievement, after controlling for
school’s prior ESL achievement and principal experience in the current school, R squared
change = .047, F change (5, 137) = 2.14, p = .064. In the final model, only two control
measures were statistically significant, with Teacher Quality recording a higher beta value
(beta = .29, p < .05) than the principal experience in the current school (beta = .22, p < .01)
(See Table 6.31). These beta values indicate that principals’ ratings of their own task
effectiveness in the Teacher Quality dimension is a moderate predictor of student
achievement, whereas principal school experience is a weak predictor in student
achievement.
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Table 6.31
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Leadership Effectiveness Dimensions
Predicting Student ESL Achievement (N=145) (Principal Model)
Step and predictor variable
Step 1:
Prior ESL achievement
Principal experience in the current school
Step 2:
Prior ESL achievement
Principal experience in the current school
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and Evaluation

B

SE B

β

R2

0.56
0.22

0.07
0.08

0.54*
0.15*

0.353

0.55
0.25
-0.53
-0.23
0.21
0.63
-0.2

0.07
0.08
0.3
0.25
0.2
0.24
0.21

0.53*
0.22*
-.022
-0.11
0.1
0.29*
0.09

0.400

ΔR2

.047

Note: * Significant β values

A similar analysis was conducted for principal task effectiveness ratings and their
relation with mathematics achievement. Step 1 variables, school’s prior achievement in
mathematics and principal experience in the current school, explained 28.1% of the variance.
The model was significant with F(2, 141) = 22.59 p < .001. Five leadership dimensions
explained an additional .7% of variance in student mathematics achievement, after
controlling for school’s prior mathematics achievement and principal experience in the
current school, R squared change =.007, F change (5, 136) = .27, p = .929. In the final model,
only school’s prior mathematics achievement was statistically significant (beta = .51, p <
.01). Table 6.32 shows the summary of the hierarchical multiple regression analysis.
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Table 6.32
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Leadership Effectiveness Dimensions
Predicting Student Mathematics Achievement (N=145) (Principal Model)
B

SE B

β

R2

0.48
0.13

0.07
0.06

0.50*
0.14

0.281

0.13
0.49
0.02
0.1
-0.03
0.09
-0.19

0.07
0.07
0.25
0.21
0.17
0.2
0.18

0.15
0.51*
0.01
0.06
- 0.02
0.05
- 0.11

0.288

Step and predictor variable
Step 1:
Prior mathematics achievement
Principal experience in the current school
Step 2:
Principal experience in the current school
Prior mathematics achievement
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and Evaluation

ΔR2

0.007

Note: * p < .05

6.6.3 Predictability of Student Achievement: Using SMT Model
This section presents the results of the analyses of principal task effectiveness
dimensions identified by the SMT ratings, in predicting student achievement. The results
revealed that the SMT ratings of the principal task effectiveness dimensions do not predict
student achievement in mathematics and ESL.
Similar to the principal dimensions, a hierarchical multiple regression was used to test
whether the three leadership task effectiveness dimensions (School Management,
Instructional Management, External Relations), based on the SMT ratings, predict student
academic achievement in ESL. The control variables school’s prior achievement in ESL and
principal experience in the current school were entered as Step 1, explaining 35.3% of the
variance in student achievement in ESL. After entry of the School Management, Instructional
Management, External Relations dimensions, at Step 2, the total variance explained by the
model as a whole was 35.8%, F(5, 139) = 19.32, p < .001. The three leadership task
effectiveness dimensions explained an additional .5% of variance in student ESL
achievement, after controlling for prior ESL achievement and principal experience in the
current school, R squared change = .005, F change (3, 139) =.33, p = .807. In the final model,
none of the leadership task effectiveness dimensions was statistically significant. Table 6.33
shows the summary of Hierarchical Regression.
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Table 6.33
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Leadership Effectiveness Dimensions
Predicting Student English Language Achievement (N=146) (SMT Model)
B

SE B

β

R2

0.56
0.22

0.07
0.08

0.54*
0.19*

0.353

0.56
0.21
0.1
0.13
-0.13

0.07
0.08
0.28
0.27
0.25

0.54*
0.19*
0.05
0.07
-0.07

0.358

Step and predictor variable
Step 1:
Prior ESL achievement
Principal experience in the current school
Step 2:
Prior ESL achievement
Principal experience in the current school
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations

ΔR2

0.005

Note: * p < .05

A similar analysis was conducted for the mathematics achievement. The Step 1
variables, school’s prior mathematics achievement and principal experience in the current
school, were able to explain 28.1% of the variance in student achievement in mathematics.
After entry of the School Management, Instructional Management, External Relations
dimensions data at Step 2, the total variance explained by the model as a whole was 31.7%,
F(5, 138) = 12.79, p < .001. The three leadership task effectiveness dimensions explained an
additional 3.5% of variance in student mathematics achievement, after controlling for
school’s prior mathematics achievement and principal experience in the current school, R
squared change = .035, F change (3, 138) = 2.37, p = .07. In the final model, only one control
measure, prior mathematics achievement, was statistically significant (beta = .49, p < .001).
The next highest beta value was .24 for the Instructional Management dimension and this
beta was not statistically significant at the 5% level. Table 6.34 shows the summary of the
Hierarchical Regression analysis.
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Table 6.34
Hierarchical Regression Analysis Summary for Leadership Effectiveness Dimensions
Predicting Student Mathematics Achievement (N=145) (SMT Model)
B

SE B

β

R2

0.48
0.13

0.07
0.06

0.5*
0.14*

0.281

0.47
0.13
-0.03
0.38
-0.07

0.07
0.06
0.23
0.22
0.2

0.49*
0.15*
-0.02
0.24
-0.05

0.317

Step and predictor variable
Step 1:
Prior mathematics achievement
Principal experience in the current school
Step 2:
Prior mathematics achievement
Principal experience in the current school
School Management
Instructional Management
External Relations

ΔR2

0.036

Note: * Significant β values

The self-ratings and SMT ratings of the principal task effectiveness indicated that the
dimensions identified by the SMTs were not predicting student achievement, whereas the
Teacher Quality dimension as rated by principals predicted student achievement in ESL. The
dimensions based on the SMT ratings did not predict student achievement. Perhaps, a reason
for this finding could lie in that the SMT model did not have a separate Teacher Quality
dimension. In the SMT model, the Teacher Quality tasks were included in the Instructional
Management dimension. It could also be the case that the high intercorrelations among the
three SMT dimensions hindered the prediction of student achievement.
The results also suggest that one of the control variables, principal experience in the
current school, is predictive of student achievement. It is evident that a principal’s experience
in the school context is more important in predicting student achievement than a principal’s
general leadership experience. It seems that better performing schools have principals
working in the same school for a longer time.

6.7. Summary
This chapter has focused on the results obtained from the principal leadership task
effectiveness survey completed by both principals and their SMT members. Principals,
through their ratings, delineated five leadership task dimensions: School Management,
Instructional Management, External Relations, Teacher Quality and Programme
Development and Evaluation.
SMTs delineated only three leadership task dimensions, which were similar to the
first three dimensions of the principal model. The ratings of effectiveness of the individual
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tasks showed that principals rated themselves generally as highly effective, while SMTs
typically rated principals as satisfactorily effective. Furthermore, the principals were more
consistent in their ratings than the SMTs. Principals’ academic qualification and school
experience seemed to have an impact on their rating of their own task effectiveness. The
average self-ratings of principal task effectiveness were significantly different for principals
with master’s degrees and current-school experience (5–6 years). Both principals and SMTs
perceived principals as being more effective in School Management, Instructional
Management and External Relations for Grades 1 to 10 schools than Grades 1 to 12 schools.
Though no significant differences existed in principal task effectiveness rated by both
principals and SMTs by school size and level, significant differences were seen between
principals in Male’ schools and the schools in the northern and central regions. These
differences were evident in principals’ self-rated task effectiveness on the Teacher Quality
and Programme Development and Evaluation task dimensions.
The findings of this study revealed that principal effectiveness in the Teacher Quality
dimension predicts student achievement in ESL but not mathematics. Another interesting
finding was the high explained variance of principal current-school experience in student
achievement.
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Chapter 7. DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to investigate principal task effectiveness from the
perceptions of principals and SMTs, and the relations between perceived principal task
effectiveness and student achievement in the Maldives. Survey data from principals and
SMTs and achievement data from all schools in the Maldives offering IGCSE mathematics
and ESL were used to investigate the relations between perceived principal task effectiveness
and student achievement.
This study identified a comprehensive leadership task effectiveness framework for
principals in the Maldives. This framework includes five key dimensions of principal
leadership, namely School Management, Instructional Management, External Relations,
Teacher Quality and Programme Development and Evaluation. Of these five dimensions,
Teacher Quality predicted student achievement in the IGCSE ESL examination.
This chapter returns to the research questions of this study to structure the discussion.
Prior to discussing the research questions, the first section in this chapter contextualises the
work of school leadership in the Maldives. It is important to discuss how principals and
SMTs in Maldivian schools conceptualised the different task dimensions of principals’
leadership, because leadership differs across contexts. Furthermore, with the findings of this
study, it is possible to compare and contrast how leadership effectiveness differs across
contexts.

7.1. Contextualising the Work of Principal Leadership
The five leadership dimensions, as perceived by principals, found in this study are
similar to those in the principal task effectiveness studies undertaken in the US and China by
Grissom and Loeb (2011) and Zheng et al. (2017), yet there are some specific differences.
These differences in perceptions might be due to the differences between the cultures
and school systems of the Maldives and the US and China, where studies similar to this study
have been conducted. In these distinct cultures, the principal’s roles, functions and authority
are characteristically different. The Maldivian education system is centralised and strongly
hierarchical (Di Biase, 2019; Shafeeu, 2019). This feature of a centralised education system is
similar to the Chinese context (L-n. Wong, 2004), but it contrasts with the system of the US
where principals are more autonomous in managing their schools (Hancock et al., 2019;
Snell, 2013; Thattai, 2001). Furthermore, the three countries are different in societal, cultural
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and professional aspects, thus principals’ beliefs about leading and managing schools are
potentially different in these countries.
All three studies distinguished five leadership task effectiveness dimensions from the
perspectives of principals and three dimensions from the perspectives of others (teachers,
lead teachers, assistant principals or deputy principals). Key differences lay in leaders’
specific conceptualisation of the task dimensions (see Table. 7.1). In the current study,
principals separated day-to-day instructional tasks and the management of the instructional
programme into different dimensions. For instance, Maldivian principals divided the teaching
and learning dimension into three separate task dimensions (Instructional Management,
Teacher Quality and Programme Development and Evaluation). This was in contrast to the
single dimension of instruction management identified in the Chinese and U.S. contexts. The
findings of the current study with regard to instructional leadership practices confirms
previous findings on instructional management dimensions of principals identified in PIMRS
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Although the PIMRS labelled the dimensions differently, the
underlying or conceptual underpinning of these tasks was similar. While PIMRS focused on
the frequency of leadership practices, the current study measured principals’ perceived task
effectiveness.
Furthermore, in the Maldivian context, school administration was perceived as a
single task dimension (School Management), whereas Chinese and U.S. principals each
divided these tasks into three separate dimensions. For the US, these were internal relations,
organisation, and management and administration, whereas, for China, these were visibility
and direct participation, internal environment, and planning and personnel. A possible
explanation for Maldivian principals having a larger and broader conceptualisation of the
school management dimension could be that, in the past, principals in the Maldives were
trained as managers and attended one training course that covered all the dimensions of
school management (VSO, 2005). The wide focus under the umbrella of school management
training might have contributed to their conceptualisation of these tasks and a dichotomous
perception of leadership and management. School leadership policy relating to the work of
principals has only recently started to focus more on instructional leadership (MoE, 2010a;
National Institute of Education, 2014). One thing we can draw from these findings is that the
different definitions of the leadership dimensions by principals in different countries indicates
that identification of these leadership task effectiveness dimensions is context specific.
The identification of an external relations dimension by the SMTs is also specific to
the current study, as in the U.S. and Chinese studies, the external relations dimension was not
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identified by assistant principals (or teachers). Compared to the US and China, schools in the
Maldives are small in terms of the number of staff and students and they have a different
school structure. Schools mostly serve both primary and secondary students, and are
relatively small with enrolments of fewer than 500 students. Due to the lower number of
students in the majority of Maldivian schools, it is possible that principals may work more
closely with their SMT members; hence, SMTs get more opportunities to observe principals
engaging in different tasks, including the External Relations dimension tasks. Furthermore,
these small schools are also located in islands with low populations. So, principals tend to
have closer relationships with the island communities, both inside and outside the school,
making their role more visible to the community.
The current study utilised Grissom and Loeb’s (2011) framework in developing a
revised framework specific to leadership task effectiveness in the Maldivian schools. This is
the first leadership task effectiveness framework developed in the context of the Maldives
and it provides an opportunity for understanding how school leadership is perceived by
leaders and others and its impacts on student achievement. This framework might be valuable
in terms of informing the design of professional learning for leaders in Maldives because it
identifies key leadership tasks that, when engaged in effectively, can support school
improvement.
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Table 7.1
Principal Leadership Task Effectiveness Dimensions Across Contexts
Category
Teaching and
Learning

School
Administration

Maldives
Instructional
Management,
Teacher Quality,
Programme
Development and
Evaluation
School Management

Dimensions
US1
Instruction
Management

Internal Relations
Organisation
Management
Administration

Stakeholder
Involvement

External Relations

External Relations

China2
Instruction
Organisation

Visibility and Direct
Participation
Internal
Environment
Organisation
Planning and
Personnel
External Relations

Note: 1Grissom and Loeb (2011), 2Zheng et al. (2017)

Finally, the dimensions of the current study differ from those of other general
leadership frameworks such as the OLF and the LCLF (Leithwood, 2012b; Murphy et al.,
2006). These general frameworks describe overarching key practices and personal
characteristics rather than principal effectiveness in specific tasks. For example, the OLF
identifies essential practices such as setting goals, aligning resources with priorities,
promoting collaborative learning cultures, using data and engaging in courageous
conversations (Leithwood, 2012b). However, the OLF does not measure effectiveness of
principals in these vital practices. Similar to this the LCLF also measures the frequency but
not the effectiveness of principals task completion (Murphy et al., 2006). Measuring the
frequency of practices may not be sufficient, as the frequency of engaging in a task is not the
same as completing a task effectively. Completing a task effectively is arguably more
important than the frequency with which one engages in it (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et
al., 2017).
This section of the discussion has explored how leadership task effectiveness may be
influenced by the context in which it is embedded. The next section addresses the first
research question, which relates to principals’ perceived task effectiveness across leadership
tasks, from the perspectives of both principals and SMTs.
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7.2. Perceived Principal Effectiveness Across Leadership Tasks
This section discusses the findings in relation to the first research question: How does
principals’ perceived effectiveness vary across leadership tasks? The key finding was that
principals generally believed that they were effective in the surveyed leadership tasks. The
main findings discussed within this section include the task items in which principals rated
themselves the least and the most effective. Principals, on average, rated themselves the least
effective in programme development and evaluation tasks. The three tasks in which
principals rated themselves the most effective fall in the Instructional Management
dimension: leading effective meetings, planning PD, and managing student attendance.
Having a coherent educational programme across the school and effective delivery of
lessons are vital for the school improvement. However, the principals in the current study
typically rated themselves the least effective in the tasks in the Programme Development and
Evaluation dimension. One of the possible reasons for this could be that all public schools in
the Maldives utilise the same curriculum and text books (Di Biase, 2018), therefore principals
are less involved in programme development and evaluation tasks than in the other areas of
teaching and learning. This finding is an important one for further consideration as limited
flexibility to use teacher innovation to deliver lessons and to cater for the individual needs of
students might be a hindrance to Maldivian schools’ effectiveness. It may hinder student
capacity to develop deep conceptual understanding and learning. Findings from a large-scale
assessment study of 17,000 students across Grades 4, 7 and 9 indicated that, in the Maldives,
students performed better on basic recall questions and poorly on conceptual understanding
(UNICEF, 2014). If schools had greater flexibility to deliver the curriculum, with their own
choices of texts, teachers could be more creative to cater for the individual needs of students,
and principals could be more involved in programme development.
Interestingly, all three tasks in which principals rated themselves the most effective,
on average, were in the Instructional Leadership dimension. This is an important finding as
Maldivian principals have traditionally been more management focused. Only recently have
educational policies focused more on instructional leadership practices (MoE, 2010a;
National Institute of Education, 2014). The fact that principals rated themselves as effective
in teaching and learning tasks implies that this particular policy seems to be having several
positive impacts on principals’ leadership enactment. The tasks principals typically rated
themselves highly effective in were: leading meetings, planning PD, and managing student
attendance.
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First, principals in this study believed that they were the most effective in leading
meetings in comparison to other tasks. Leading effective meetings is an important aspect of
managing a school and it is imperative for school improvement. Meetings can serve different
purposes (LeBlanc & Nosik, 2019). In a school, the purposes of a staff meeting vary from
meetings focused on broad direction setting to specific planning for instruction. To be
effective, it is important that principals utilise these meetings to encourage teachers to take
responsibility for their own goals and planning, so that teachers’ goals are aligned with the
school’s overall goals (Meyer, Sinnema, & Patuawa, 2019). Such effective planning can
minimise classroom disruptions, leading to successful lesson delivery. Effective meetings can
reduce direct and indirect cost to the organisation by creating clarity in regard to teachers’
daily work, minimising time spent ineffectively in meetings, and thus reducing teachers’
uncertainty and stress (Allen et al., 2008; Leach et al., 2009; LeBlanc & Nosik, 2019).
Meetings are thus a place where principals can demonstrate their leadership effectiveness
directly to teachers, which can build trust among principals and staff, and has been shown to
be pertinent to school improvement (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). Thus, it is an encouraging
finding that Maldivian principals perceive themselves as effective in leading meetings;
however, further research might be needed to examine what Maldivian principals understand
as effective meetings as this might differ to the understanding of principals’ in other contexts
on the basis of their education and leadership perceptions.
Second, principals typically perceived themselves to be effective in planning PD for
teachers. The finding is consistent with previous research studies in the Maldives by Wafir
(2011) and A. Mohamed et al. (2015). These studies concluded that principals continued to
enhance instructional leadership practices by providing PD opportunities for their teachers. It
is a positive finding in regard to improving student achievement in the Maldives, because
research indicates that principals’ involvement in professional learning of teachers is vital in
developing teachers’ knowledge (Bredeson, 2000; Robinson et al., 2008) and, in turn,
increasing their students’ learning (Akiba & Liang, 2016; Andersson & Palm, 2017). Existing
literature asserts that planning and implementing PD is one aspect where principals can
enhance teachers’ classroom instructions (Akers et al., 2011; Bredeson, 2000; R. Mitchell,
2013). Effective PD programmes improve teachers’ ability to conduct effective lessons in
their classrooms (Yoon et al., 2007). Principals’ active involvement in planning and
implementing PD programmes for their teachers can have a positive impact on student
achievement (Bredeson, 2000; Robinson et al., 2008). Research has also demonstrated the
crucial role of principals in motivating and engaging with teachers in professional learning
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(Hallinger et al., 2019; Robinson et al., 2008). The cause of principals’ high perceived task
effectiveness in PD tasks could be due to the ongoing focus on PD in educational policy in
Maldivian schools. The PD policy formulated by the MoE in 2009 states that principals have
to plan and implement PD activities in their respective schools (MoE, 2009; Shafeeu, 2019).
The policy focus on principals’ responsibility for teachers’ PD for the last 10 years might
have built principals’ capacity in this area over time.
Third, interestingly, principals in this study believed that they were highly effective in
managing student attendance. Managing student attendance is not generally regarded as an
instructional leadership task in the literature; however, in this study, principals identified this
as a task in the instructional management dimension. This could be due to the direct link
between student attendance and achievement. Research shows that managing student
attendance is an important aspect to improve student achievement. The findings of Balfanz
and Byrnes (2006), Gottfried (2010, 2014) and Nichols (2003) highlighted the importance of
monitoring students’ attendance to ensure their success in school. In a similar manner, low
attendance in school hinders the academic success of students (Demir & Karabeyoglu, 2016;
London et al., 2016; Morrissey et al., 2014; Özkanal & Arikan, 2011). The high perceived
task effectiveness of principals in monitoring student attendance also reflects the recent
introduction of attendance policies in Maldivian schools, which require principals to be more
responsive to better maintain or facilitate record keeping of attendance in their schools (MoE,
2016c).
The next section discusses the second research question: 2. What is the perceived
relation between principals and school characteristics and their task effectiveness through
self-rating and rating by deputy principals and lead teachers?

7.3. Leadership Effectiveness: Principal and School Characteristics
This section addresses the second research question which explores principal and
school characteristics that may enhance leadership effectiveness. In the following
subsections, these characteristics and their relation to perceived principal task effectiveness
are discussed in light of the empirical findings from this study.
7.3.1 Principal Characteristics
Findings of the current study indicate that individual factors, such as principals’
educational qualifications, related to the work of a principal have a significant relation to
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their perceived effectiveness. In addition, principals’ experience in the school they work in
plays a role in principals’ perceived task effectiveness.
First, this study revealed that when principals had a higher educational qualification
related to their role, such as a master’s degree, their self-ratings of task effectiveness were
higher. Higher academic qualifications might aid principals’ critical analysis of their work,
and their feelings of competence and confidence to deal with various situations. Furthermore,
academic programmes might provide both theoretical and practical knowledge of teaching,
learning, and school management which principals can then apply to their work context thus
raising their perceived effectiveness. This finding corroborates recent studies that assert that
principals’ perceived effectiveness increased with higher academic qualification (Grissom &
Loeb, 2011; Valentine & Prater, 2011).
Surprisingly, in the current study, principals who held a doctoral degree did not rate
themselves significantly higher than those with a master’s degree. One plausible explanation
for these findings is that the doctoral degrees may not necessarily have been related to the
specific work of the principals. However, the study did not collect data on the field in which
the doctoral degrees were completed. This finding of the study should be interpreted
cautiously, as one limitation that is worth noting is the small sample size of participants with
a doctoral degree. It would be interesting to explore the value and importance of practitionerfocused higher education and/or doctorates for principals’ leadership practice in future
studies.
This study showed that less than 3% of the principals in the Maldives held a
qualification lower than a bachelor’s degree. Principals in this study with qualifications lower
than bachelor’s degrees were school heads, who act as temporary principals. As per the
MoE’s policy imperative on principals’ minimum qualifications, these school leaders cannot
continue to work as principals unless they upgrade their qualification. The current study
found that more than 30% of principals held qualifications lower than a postgraduate
qualification. Principals with a lower academic qualification may lack the necessary
knowledge and expertise to lead the school and thus effectively engage in the tasks and
dimensions of leadership. This could be a factor that impacts school effectiveness; however,
this has not been closely examined in this study.
Second, more experienced principals perceived themselves to be more effective than
less experienced principals. One of the interesting findings of the current study is that rather
than principals’ experience in their current role in the school, or their total experience as a
principal, the total experience of the principal in their current school had an impact on their
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perceptions of their own task effectiveness. These results reflect those of Sinnema et al.
(2015) who also found that principals’ years of experience in their current school were
predictive of principals’ overall ratings of their effectiveness in their leadership practices. In
the current study, it could be that principals’ experience in the current school provides the
necessary time to familiarise themselves with the school context and culture. In Singapore,
L. H. Wang et al. (2016) found that principals would draw on their experience acquired
working as an assistant principal in the same school, to shape their way to lead the school.
In the current study, some of the principals had more experience in the role of
principal, yet this experience had not been accumulated by working in the same school.
Moving from one school to another requires principals to spend a considerable amount of
their time in school on familiarising themselves with the new school context. On the other
hand, working in one school for a longer period of time seems to provide principals with
more time to learn about the school’s contextual realities; establish relationships with staff,
students and the community; and thus be more effective in leading and managing the school.
This finding suggests an inadequacy of current policy which constantly moves principals
between schools rather than leaving them for a continuous and extended period of time in one
school. The frequent change of principals from one school to another thus might impede
school improvement (Deng & Gibson, 2008; L. H. Wang et al., 2016).
The next section discusses the findings of the current study regarding school
characteristics that relate to principal leadership task effectiveness.
7.3.2 School Characteristics
The specific school context can also have an important impact on the effectiveness of
principals. The school context includes the size, structure, geographical location and
resources of the school.
First, the findings of this study indicate that principals in large schools perceived
themselves as more effective in all leadership task dimensions. Similarly, Grissom and Loeb
(2011) found that, though minimal differences appeared in principal self-rated task
effectiveness, principals in larger schools self-rated themselves higher on external relation
tasks than their colleagues in smaller schools. However, a converse result was observed from
the perspectives of the SMTs in this study. SMTs perceived principals in small schools as
more effective in most of the leadership task dimensions than those from large schools. A
principal in a small school does not have the benefit of many administrative and support staff
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in comparison to principals in larger schools. Hence, principals in small schools may be more
involved in the day-to-day tasks of the school so that the SMTs may observe principal tasks
more closely than they would in larger schools. It could also be possible that principals of
larger schools have more previous experience in the role and this might influence principals’
self-ratings in task effectiveness.
Second, similar to school size, minor rating differences were found for principal
effectiveness between Grades 1 to 10 schools and Grades 1 to 12 schools. Both principals’
and SMTs’ ratings were higher for principals in schools serving students from Grades 1 to 10.
However, these rating differences were not statistically significant. This finding is consistent
with findings by Grissom and Loeb (2011) which revealed no significant differences in
principal task effectiveness by level of school. In contrast, Gaziel (2007) found that the
leadership requirements and practice might be distinctly different at different levels of
schools. The school structure in the Maldives is such that there are no separate primary or
secondary schools and principals manage both primary and secondary grades. In larger
schools, principals work with two deputy principals; one deputy principal manages primary
classes while the other deputy manages the secondary classes. In these instances, the
principal oversees overall school activities and delegates the leadership tasks accordingly to
the relevant deputy or lead teachers. The specific structure of the Maldivian schools might
explain the lack of difference in ratings.
Third, there are significant differences in the perceived task effectiveness of principals
in schools in the atolls in comparison to the capital city Male’. This could be due to
socioeconomic differences between the schools in the atolls and in Male’. The income levels
of the residents in Male’ are significantly higher than of those in the atolls, with a mean
income of MVR 58 and MVR 27 per day respectively (Asian Development Bank, 2005).
Differences in education quality have also been noted between Male’ and the atolls. The
Education for All country report for 2000 (MoE, 1999) highlighted that the difference in the
quality of education available in both Male’ and the atolls can be attributed to both social and
equity problems. A recent study on household income and expenditure revealed that these
differences still continue (National Bureau of Statistics, 2019). Further, there is a wide
income disparity between residents of Male’ and residents in other regions in the Maldives
(National Bureau of Statistics, 2019). However, there is a lack of data on socioeconomic
differences at student and school level in both Male’ and the atolls. While socioeconomic
factors have been shown to impact student achievement (Fancera & Bliss, 2011; Perry &
McConney, 2010; Sirin, 2005), the principal may still be able to improve student
152

achievement through fostering excellence in teaching and learning, effective resource
allocation, and hiring competent teachers.
Fourth, a significant difference was found between schools by their geographical
location: northern, central, southern and the capital Male’. These significant differences were
observed between the principals of Male’ schools and the schools in the northern and central
regions in the tasks associated with the dimension on Teacher Quality. Significant differences
were also evident for the principals in schools in the central region and in Male’ schools in
the tasks associated with the dimension on Programme Development and Evaluation.
Interestingly, there were no significant differences in self-ratings of the principals between
Male’ and the southern region. This means that the perceived task effectiveness of the
principals was similar in both the southern region and Male’ schools. However, Male’ school
principals rated themselves higher than principals in the northern and central region schools.
This may be due to the contextual features of the schools in these regions. The islands in
these regions are less populated and geographically more dispersed in nature than the islands
in the southern region. The islands in these regions are hence separated from more urbanised
islands, and have fewer economic activities and fewer resources (Di Biase, 2018). This
remoteness detaches the principals from the hub and centrality of a modern lifestyle. Hence,
it might be a challenge to attract and recruit competent and high-performing principals to
these rural and remote schools.
Vacant principal positions in atoll schools often attract very few candidates. For atoll
schools, the interested candidate will often be a schoolteacher with the minimum
qualification and limited experience in a leadership post. Thus, this candidate may have the
contextual experience in the school, as discussed above. However, such candidates would
lack more specialised knowledge and expertise in school leadership. In addition, principal
positions in small atoll schools are often utilised as a stepping-stone towards a career in
leadership and management in larger schools. In contrast, there is strong competition for
principal positions in Male’ schools, given its central location.
Furthermore, principals may be encouraged to perceive themselves to be more
effective in leadership tasks due to the availability of more resources and overall higher
performance of the schools in Male’. Budgets are allocated depending on school size, with
large schools receiving more government funding (Shafeeu, 2019). Larger schools have
greater autonomy over budget spending. In contrast, the budget spending of a small school
has to be processed through the MoE, which could result in delays in administrative tasks,
creating inefficiency. As a result, larger schools may attract more competent principals who
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perceive themselves to be more effective in leading and managing schools in contrast to their
small-school colleagues. Nevertheless, to improve student achievement across the country, all
public schools in the Maldives should have access to similar resources, irrespective of the
school size.
The next section discusses Research Question 3: How do principal perceptions of their
task effectiveness correlate with that of their deputy and lead teachers? Leadership
effectiveness, in both tasks and dimensions, will be used to explore the link between the
perceived principal task effectiveness of principals and SMTs.

7.4. Relation Between Perceptions of Principals and SMTs
This section addresses the third research question which explores the association
between principal ratings of their task effectiveness and the ratings of the SMTs. First, this
section discusses the Principal Leadership Task Effectiveness Framework (PLTEF) derived
for the Maldivian context from the perspectives of both principals and SMTs. The section
then discusses the patterns of similarities and differences in ratings in principal effectiveness
in different tasks between principals and SMTs; further, it discusses the significant relations
between the dimensions identified by principals and SMTs.
The leadership framework derived from this study identified five leadership task
effectiveness dimensions from the perspectives of principals and three from the perspectives
of SMTs. Figure 7.1 provides an overview of these dimensions. It is interesting to note that
the three leadership dimensions identified by the SMTs mirror the first three dimensions
identified by principals. These dimensions tend to be conceptualised similarly across these
two groups. However, SMTs seemed to have defined the teaching and learning dimension
more broadly than the principals. While principals have separated the teaching and learning
dimension into three discrete dimensions: Instructional Management, Teacher Quality and
Programme Development and Evaluation, SMTs combined the tasks within these dimensions
in the single dimension of Instructional Management. Principals’ more differentiated view of
the tasks in this dimension might stem from their deeper involvement in the tasks in these
dimensions compared to their SMTs.
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School Management
Instructional Management
Principal

SMT

External Management
Teacher Quality
Programme Development and
Evaluation

Figure 7.1 Leadership task effectiveness dimensions from principal and SMT perspectives.
Definitions for the dimensions in Figure 7.1, as derived from the empirical evidence
collected from this study and from the literature, are provided in Table 7.2. The labelling of
these dimensions is given to the best representation of the tasks clustered in each dimension.
The School Management dimension involved tasks that are mostly related to internal and
administrative tasks, whereas dimensions of Instructional Management, Teacher Quality, and
Programme Development and Evaluation entail tasks that are typically practised by
instructional leaders to improve teaching and learning. The last dimension, External
Relations, consists of tasks involving stakeholders.

155

Table 7.2
Definition of the Dimensions
Dimension

Definition

Example of tasks

School Management

Principal tasks that involve
managing daily school
activities such as human
resources, finance and
reporting

● Managing budget and
resources, maintaining
school facilities

Instructional
Management

Directing instructional
development activities

● Setting school goals,
observing classroom practice

Teacher Quality

Empowering teachers’ personal
and PD, and enhancing
leadership quality

Programme
Development and
Evaluation

Developing curricular and cocurricular school-based
activities and evaluating their
impact

● Formal and informal
mentoring of teachers
● Developing leadership
capabilities in teachers
● Developing coherent
educational programmes

External Relations

Building and maintaining
relationships with parents and
community

● Fundraising and obtaining
support from the external
community

Even though the principals’ own ratings were typically similar to SMTs, they were
mostly higher than the SMT ratings. A similar finding was observed in the US and in China
(Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et al., 2017). In the current study, perceived leadership task
effectiveness was higher in most tasks from the perspectives of principals than from that of
the SMTs, except for some of the tasks in the dimensions of School Management and
External Relations. This finding is consistent with Zheng et al. (2017) in the Chinese context
where teachers’ ratings of external relations tasks were higher than the principals’ ratings.
Further, the relation between the task dimensions from the perspectives of principals and
SMT is positive, with some significant correlations.
The higher ratings of principals’ effectiveness by SMTs in some of the school
management tasks could be due to SMTs still considering the principal as a manager who is
mainly responsible for the operational running of the school. Principals in the Maldives were
initially trained to be managers rather than instructional leaders (as discussed in Chapter 2).
Although the current educational policy involves more of a focus on the instructional
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leadership role of principals, it may be that principals continue to give more importance to
managerial tasks due to their initial training focusing on school management and their
potential belief that principals are school managers rather than leaders.
A significant finding of this study is that, in the Maldives, principals’ and the SMTs’
ratings of principal task effectiveness were similarly high across some of the instructional
management and school management tasks. This finding corroborates other task effectiveness
studies that revealed principals’ self-ratings and others’ ratings were similar across these
dimensions (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et al., 2017). It is a positive finding that both
principals and SMT believed that the principals were effective in both dimensions, because
both of these dimensions are complementary and equivalently important to achieve school
goals (Bush, 2007; V. Wang, 2016). Studies have shown the impact of school management
for school improvement (Bloom et al., 2015; Di Liberto et al., 2015; Valentine & Prater,
2011), as well as principals’ instructional leadership practices (Alam & Ahmad, 2017;
Robinson et al., 2008; Tan, 2018). The current study hence argues that principal task
effectiveness is essential in both instructional and managerial tasks for improving student
achievement. Narrowing the principal’s focus to the daily managerial practice could hinder
the instructional leadership practice of a principal. Hence, the principal cannot compromise
essential instructional tasks such as developing teachers’ instructional capacities at the
expense of managing budgets or hiring staff. Rather, effective leadership might best be seen
as a combination of both managerial and instructional tasks. For example, effective
timetabling helps to reduce the disruption of teachers’ time, thus potentially maximising time
spent on supporting student learning. Therefore, effective principals aim to increase student
achievement by understanding the instructional needs of the school and having the ability to
secure necessary resources such as teachers’ time, to run the school smoothly.
Although principals’ effectiveness was rated high by SMTs in some of the school
management tasks, SMTs also rated principals comparatively low on some of the tasks in
these dimensions. A plausible reason for the difference in ratings of some of the school
management tasks might be that SMT members work closely with the principals in the
teaching and learning activities rather than in the school management-related tasks. As
discussed in Chapter 2, SMTs such as lead teachers are mainly responsible to ensure that
teaching and learning activities are effectively implemented. Concerning school management
tasks, the principals work more closely with the administrative team rather than the SMTs.
For this reason, the SMTs may not be able to observe the principals attempting some of the
tasks in the school management dimension. This may explain the differences in ratings.
157

The incongruence in ratings of leadership practice, between principals and other staff
in a school, is a common finding (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Gurley, Anast-May, O'Neal, Lee,
& Shores, 2015; Hallinger, 2011; Sinnema et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2017). Generally, it has
been observed that self-ratings are biased in favour of the respondent (Hallinger, 2011).
Hence, with the limitation of such a bias, self-rating data may not be sufficient to study
principal effectiveness (Demetriou, Ozer, & Essau, 2015; Groves et al., 2011). For this
reason, studies collect perceptions of task effectiveness of both principals and others
(Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Sinnema et al., 2015; Zheng et al., 2017). Although self-ratings are
mostly expected to have a positive bias in favour of the respondent, a contrasting finding was
observed in the New Zealand context where teachers’ ratings of their principals’ effectiveness
were higher than the principals’ own ratings (Sinnema et al., 2015).
When there are certain similarities and differences across leadership task effectiveness
rated by both principal and SMT, it is important to see whether the broad dimensions are
related or not. The ratings of the leadership dimensions are similar from perceptions of both
principals and SMTs. This study showed more significant relations between principals’ and
SMTs’ ratings than the other leadership task effectiveness studies (Grissom & Loeb, 2011;
Zheng et al., 2017). The school management dimension, as perceived by principals, was
positively associated with the SMTs’ school management dimension in the present study. In
this aspect, this study supports the findings by Grissom and Loeb (2011) and Zheng et al.
(2017). Furthermore, this study observed that the principals’ self-ratings of the perceived task
effectiveness in the instructional management and teacher quality dimensions were
significantly related with the SMT ratings of principals’ perceived effectiveness in the
instructional management dimension.
It was observed that the individual tasks in all the dimensions have minor, but
significant, differences in the average ratings by principals and SMTs. Therefore, principals’
self-ratings in the current study seemed to be a valid and reliable measure to use in predicting
student achievement.
The next section discusses the fourth and fifth research questions which explore the
extent to which principal and SMTs’ perceptions of principal task effectiveness are predictive
of student achievement.
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7.5. Leadership Task Effectiveness: Predicting Student Achievement
The current study has shown that schools in which principals perceived themselves to
be more effective at improving teacher quality tended to have higher student achievement.
Thus, increasing leadership task effectiveness to improve teacher quality seems to be an
important area to focus principals’ attention. However, there was no significant relation
between ratings of principal task effectiveness in any of the dimensions, from the
perspectives of the SMTs, to student achievement, either in mathematics or in ESL
examinations. Further, principals’ current-school experience predicted student achievement in
both mathematics and ESL. The teacher quality dimension predicting student achievement in
the Maldivian context is a positive finding, as recent educational polices have put more focus
onto improving school leaders’ instructional leadership practices (MoE, 2010a; National
Institute of Education, 2014). Therefore, this could mean that there is a possibility of
improving student achievement through effective implementation of these policies. However,
further research in this area is needed to explore the effectiveness of school leadership
policies in improving student achievement.
In the Maldivian context, from the five task dimensions, only the teacher quality
dimension predicted student achievement in ESL examinations. This finding supports Zheng
et al.’s (2017) finding that principal task effectiveness was linked to student achievement.
They also found that from both principals’ and teachers’ perspectives, the leadership
dimension of instruction management was the dimension most highly correlated with student
outcomes (Zheng et al., 2017). Indeed, it is a common finding in school leadership research
that instructional leadership behaviour of principals improves student achievement (Alam &
Ahmad, 2017; Dutta & Sahney, 2016; Gaziel, 2007; R. M. Mitchell et al., 2015; Naicker et
al., 2013; O'Donnell & White, 2005; Tan, 2018). However, the findings of the current study
contradict some aspects of the study by Grissom and Loeb (2011) in which they reported that
principals’ self-ratings of organisation management tasks rather than instructional
management positively associated with student achievement in both reading and
mathematics. It should be noted that principals’ effectiveness in one dimension in a particular
context may not hold true for schools in other contexts. The school contexts of the current
study include remoteness, small size, and limited human resources which are the
characteristics of a typical small island state (Crossley & Sprague, 2012; Di Biase, 2015,
2018). However, the current study has similar findings to the study by Grissom and Loeb
(2011) in that students’ prior achievement was predictive of later achievement.

159

The finding of the current study, that principals’ perceived task effectiveness in the
teacher quality dimension predicted student achievement, supports some aspects of other
studies in school leadership research that link educational leadership with student
achievement (Bossert et al., 1982; Finnigan, 2012; Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Heck, 1996,
1998; Karadağ et al., 2015; Louis et al., 2010; Louis et al., 2016; Marzano et al., 2005;
Robinson et al., 2008; Sirchia, 2017; Witziers et al., 2003). For example, Marzano et al.
(2005) found that principals could have a moderate impact on student achievement in their
schools. Goldring et al. (2009) found that effective leaders utilise the feedback from
classroom observations to focus on PD. The current study shows that promoting teacher
learning, development, and improving teacher quality is associated with higher student
achievement.
The teacher quality dimension identified by the principals in this study is composed of
some of the instructional leadership tasks identified in literature (Barr & Saltmarsh, 2014;
Bruns et al., 2018; Hitt & Tucker, 2016). The perceived effectiveness of principals in the
teacher quality dimension predicting student achievement is aligned to other studies such as
Robinson et al.’s (2008) which explores some of the practices that are within the dimension
of teacher quality such as promoting and participating in teacher learning and development.
Robinson et al. (2008) found that this dimension had the highest effect size among the
leadership dimensions identified in their meta-analysis. However, the tasks principals engage
in in the Teacher Quality dimension have an indirect impact on student achievement through
their impact on teacher practice. The Teacher Quality dimension involves tasks that are aimed
to empower teachers in their practice such as formal mentoring of beginning teachers,
informal mentoring of teachers, counselling incompetent teachers, and communicating with
parents. The importance of principal effectiveness in these particular tasks to improving
student achievement are discussed below.
First, mentoring beginning teachers is important for the teacher’s adaptation into a
new school environment. Such mentoring is especially important for teachers who are new to
the school, and novice teachers (Bruns et al., 2018; Carter & Francis, 2001; Cherian &
Daniel, 2008; Ross, 1992). The resources, environment, and functioning in each school are
likely to be different. Hence, without proper mentoring, these teachers may encounter
challenges in adjusting to the new school environment. These challenges could hinder
teachers’ performance and may eventually negatively affect student achievement. Hence, it is
important for the principal to organise and conduct good mentoring programmes for new and
novice teachers.
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Second, it is important to distinguish effective teachers from ineffective teachers, as
teacher effectiveness is one of the most important school factors that directly affect school
achievement (Fuller et al., 2011; Heck et al., 1990; Leithwood et al., 2008). This study found
that counselling incompetent teachers is included in the teacher quality dimension which was
associated with student achievement. This supports findings by Grissom and Loeb (2011) that
emphasise the significance of principals in nurturing instructional development of teachers.
Similarly, these results reflect those of Hitt and Tucker (2016) which indicate that an
effective principal should safeguard the human resource function by either hiring proficient
teachers, identifying and developing ineffective teachers, or removing incompetent ones who
do not improve in time. Hence, effective principals should actively engage in selecting and
hiring capable teachers who can cater to the needs of the students, and thus improve their
academic achievement, and counsel ineffective teachers to improve their teaching skills.
Third, the findings of the current study indicate that student achievement improves
when principals ensure effectiveness in the teacher quality task dimension which includes
effective communication between parents and teachers. This reflects the findings of Barr and
Saltmarsh (2014), Mistretta (2004), and Zhao and Akiba (2009) which highlight the
importance of parental communication with schools for better student achievement. It is vital
to note that teachers play a mediator role between the school and parents. Thus, the
effectiveness of teachers conveying the relevant information to the parents positively
encourages parents’ involvement in different activities of the school. This in turn may have a
positive impact on student achievement. These results further support the importance of
effective communication between parents and teachers to improve student achievement. As a
school leader, the principal plays a key role in enhancing communication between parents,
teachers and the school by creating a ripple effect of teacher communication for student
achievement.
In the context of the Maldives, SMT ratings of task effectiveness of the principal do
not predict student achievement in either mathematics or ESL. Similarly, Grissom and Loeb
(2011) found no association between assistant principals’ assessment of principal task
effectiveness and student achievement. In contrast, Zheng et al. (2017) found that from both
principals’ and teachers’ perspectives, the dimension of instructional organisation was highly
correlated with student outcomes. With regards to this aspect, the findings in the current
study align more with Grissom and Loeb (2011) than Zheng et al. (2017). The current study
and the Grissom and Loeb (2011) study sampled similar perspectives such as SMTs or
assistant principals to rate the task effectiveness of the principal, whereas Zheng et al. (2017)
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utilised teachers. Subsequently, research which explores ratings from different perspectives
should treat these ratings cautiously. While, on the one hand, principal self-ratings could be
biased in favour of the respondent, on the other hand, the principal may be able to best rate
their effectiveness in certain tasks in contrast to other respondents who may not be able to
fully observe principals in completing these tasks.

7.6. Principal Contextual Experience and Student Achievement
The current study has revealed that principals’ years of contextual experience predict
student achievement in both mathematics and ESL. A school is a single unit which involves
various collaborators. Schools have a different cultures, norms and values, which are
influenced by a range of stakeholders such as students, parents, teachers and the wider school
community, as well as the policy context. It is essential to be familiar with the specific
context of a school, to lead the school effectively. Principals might need to spend a
considerable amount of time to learn the contextual realities, and align their leadership
theories to the practice in their contexts. It has been argued that the contextual realities of a
school cannot be overcome through accumulated experiences in different schools (Gray &
Lewis, 2013), neither can they be learned through academic training, education and courses.
Hence, the principal needs to actively gain experience of the school’s context by working in
the school itself. It may not necessarily be only in the principal role, it could be experience
acquired in different roles, such as being a teacher or an assistant principal. In particular,
experience gained while serving as an assistant principal, prior to assuming the role of a
principal, can have a significant association with gains in student learning (Bastian & Henry,
2015). This indicates the importance of long-term previous experience of principals in one
school. For instance, it might be beneficial to promote staff who have experience in the
school to principal positions.
The fact that the current study indicated that principal effectiveness in the teacher
quality dimension predicted student achievement should not be treated in isolation from
findings about other leadership task effectiveness dimensions. Schools are different and the
leadership practice needed for a specific school depends on the context of a school at a
particular time. For example, in a school with more incidences of disruptive student
behaviour, a principal may need to work more on school management issues than instruction
management tasks. While the current study showed that principal effectiveness in teaching
and learning has the most impact on student achievement, effectiveness in all the dimensions
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is seen as important to improve student achievement. The level of practice depends on the
need of an individual school. School leaders need to identify the particular areas of need of
their school, in terms of focusing on specific leadership tasks.
This chapter has discussed the unique leadership task effectiveness framework
derived in the context of the Maldivian schools. In light of this framework, this section first
contextualised leadership work in the context of the Maldives. Further, this chapter has
discussed the findings in regard to all five research questions of this study. The next chapter
provides an overall conclusion of this thesis, followed by limitations of this study, and
implications for future research. It further discusses the implications of the findings of this
study for policy makers, practitioners, and further educational leadership research.
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Chapter 8. CONCLUSION
This doctoral research investigated principals’ perceived task effectiveness, the
perceptions of SMTs (deputy principals and lead teachers) about their principal’s task
effectiveness, and the relations between perceived principal task effectiveness and student
achievement in mathematics and ESL in Maldivian schools. One of the main findings of this
study is that principals’ perceived task effectiveness in the teacher quality dimension predicts
student achievement in ESL. The other two main findings are that principals’ schoolcontextual experience predicts student achievement in both mathematics and ESL and
principals with a master’s degree perceived themselves to be more effective than those
without this qualification.

8.1. Contribution to Theory and Research
The current study aims to fill the gap in the educational leadership literature in regard
to research examining the relations between principals’ effectiveness in specific leadership
tasks and student achievement. This study makes significant contributions to both theory and
research. First, the study provides a PLTEF specific to the Maldives. Second, it introduces a
contextualised tool. Third, it extends the knowledge and understanding of school leadership
practices and their potential influences on student achievement. Hence, this research is
pertinent for the broad field of educational leadership, particularly in regard to research on
leadership task effectiveness and its impact on student achievement. These contributions are
discussed next.
8.1.1 A Leadership Task Effectiveness Framework
The actions of a principal significantly, but mostly indirectly, impact student
achievement (Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Robinson, 2011). However, there is a
paucity of literature describing what specific tasks principals engage in to improve student
achievement, with only a few studies examining principal task effectiveness and student
academic achievement (Grissom & Loeb, 2011; Zheng et al., 2017). The first contribution of
this thesis is the delineation of a comprehensive PLTEF. This framework can be utilised to
study principal leadership task effectiveness in the Maldives.
The study of leadership task effectiveness of principals is a relatively new field of
research in educational leadership. In this area of educational leadership research, more
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empirical studies in diverse cultural contexts are needed. The fact that almost all the
secondary principals in the country took part in the current study, having had a 100%
response rate from participants, indicates its relevance and likely representativeness of the
views of school leaders in the Maldives. The findings of the study can be seen as vital to
understanding the relation of principal leadership task effectiveness and student achievement
in the Maldives. These findings might be of interest to the MoE of the Maldives as it is
currently focusing on improving school leadership to improve student achievement.
Based on the available literature, this study is the first nationwide study aimed at
developing a comprehensive picture of leadership task effectiveness across the Maldives. A
lack of research in this area in the Maldives has left principals and other school leaders with
limited evidence-based information to understand what task effectiveness consists of in the
Maldivian context up to this time. The non-availability of contextualised data is a factor that
has likely hindered school improvement efforts. This study attempts to modify a Western
framework of leadership task effectiveness into a context-specific (particularly Maldivian)
one that connects leadership task effectiveness dimensions and with how principals perceive
task effectiveness in the Maldivian context.
8.1.2 Contextualised Research Tool
The second contribution of this thesis is the contextualised survey tool, the Principal
Task Effectiveness Rating Scale (PTERS). The current study used an adapted version of a
survey originally developed by Grissom and Loeb (2011) in the US. Multiple changes were
incorporated in regard to the principal tasks in the survey in order to apply this tool in
Maldivian schools. The adaptation of the survey instrument involved contextualisation,
consultation and cognitive interviews with selected principals and SMTs from the schools
(see Chapter 5, Methodology). These processes are important to increase reliability and
validity of the survey tool.
Most leadership models are derived in Western context and therefore there are
challenges in directly applying them to examine the reality of educational leadership practices
in other contexts. For example, survey tools derived from research in Western contexts might
lack applicability in the Maldivian context. The delineation of contextualised research tools is
hence important. Leadership and leadership practices differ across different contexts, as they
are socially constructed and embedded in the setting (Clarke & O’Donoghue, 2017; Hallinger
& Leithwood, 1998; Heck, 1996; Osborn et al., 2002). Leadership is shaped by the context,
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which comprises social, cultural, political and geographical factors (Clarke & O’Donoghue,
2017). The sociocultural background and the school system within a country influence
leadership practices (Oplatka, 2004). It is believed that cultural context is strongly associated
with principals’ norms and values. As the Maldives is a small island nation with a distinctive
culture, principals in the Maldivian context may have norms and values instilled in them that
are different from Western ideologies (Hallinger & Leithwood, 1996). Besides the societal
norms and values, other factors such as school system, autonomy of principals and
availability of resources play a crucial role in principals’ leadership practices. Oplatka (2004)
described school systems in most developing countries as being heavily centralised. The
Maldivian school system is no exception. The school system in the Maldives is heavily
centralised with very few organisational decision-making powers bestowed on the principals
(Di Biase, 2019; Shafeeu, 2019). With such sociocultural and other contextual differences
across nations, Heck (1996) highlighted that “there is still much to be learned about how
leadership is expressed across the wider sphere of national-cultural boundaries” (p. 2). In
spite of these sociocultural differences, educational leadership literature has been mostly
related to Western education systems and the organisational structures within these systems
(Hallinger & Leithwood, 1998; Oplatka, 2004).
Leadership practices measured using tools derived from other contexts may not be
suitable to the context of the Maldivian schools. For this reason, Osborn et al. (2002) claimed
that educational leadership research is incomplete without contextualisation. Applying a onesize-fits-all tool for understanding leadership practices in different settings is ineffective. A
research tool often needs to be adapted to be applicable to other contexts to explore relevant
dimensions and to demonstrate the leadership differences across distinct social settings.
When contextual factors are not incorporated, the results of the research may not be
portraying the actual scenario. Hence, to contextualise educational leadership research, the
tool needs to be appropriate and relevant to the context to obtain valid and reliable data that is
appropriate to the background of the study. Indeed, contextualisation of a leadership model or
practice is essential for school improvement. Hence, the survey tool developed in the current
study could be further refined to use in another cultural context.
The current study provides an empirically tested tool (PTERS) which future
researchers and practitioners can use in the Maldives to explore principal task effectiveness.
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8.1.3 Extending Educational Leadership in the Maldives
Another contribution of this doctoral study is the expansion of school leadership
research in South Asia, particularly in the Maldives. There is a lack of published research in
the field of educational leadership and management in South Asia. A review of research
published on educational leadership and management in Asia from 1995 to 2012 revealed
that in the Asian continent, South Asia had the least number of research articles published in
this field (Hallinger & Chen, 2015). In particular, the review revealed there were no research
publications on school leadership and management based on Maldivian schools. Therefore, it
is unsurprising that in 2020 there remains limited literature on the Maldives, as evident in
Chapter 3 and 4. There is limited research available in this area, except a few unpublished
master’s theses (Shafeeu, 2011; Wafir, 2011), a doctoral study (Ahmed, 2016), and a recent
publication (Shafeeu, 2019), which have explored principal instructional leadership and its
relations to student achievement in the Maldives. This lack of research makes the current
study even more pivotal. The few studies conducted in the context of the Maldives are
different from the current study. Firstly, the four studies have explored principal instructional
leadership behaviour, which is only one aspect of the multifaceted tasks of a principal.
Secondly, with the exception of Shafeeu’s (2019) research, these studies have considered a
very small sample: either one atoll or five schools in the capital city. Finally, these studies did
not measure principals’ perceived leadership task effectiveness. What the current study offers
is a comprehensive picture of leadership across the Maldives. Unlike the aforementioned
studies, the current study is a nationwide study that measured principals’ perceived leadership
effectiveness from the perspectives of both principals and SMTs. To be able to capture data
from every school in a country; this study has collected data from the principal and at least
one SMT member of all the eligible schools in the Maldives.
Principal leadership task effectiveness is in general an under researched area in the
field of educational leadership and management. This study filled the research gap on
principal task effectiveness, and the findings add to the broad research area of educational
leadership and student achievement. Particularly, a focus on principal leadership in the
Maldivian context is just developing and there are very few published studies on the impact
of principal task effectiveness on student achievement. Hence, this study has made an
important contribution to the Maldivian education system by exploring principal task
effectiveness in important areas and its impact on student achievement.
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8.2. Implications
There are several key implications for policy, practice and research arising from this
study. These implications are discussed next.
8.2.1 Implications for Policy
Two key implications for policy can be highlighted from this research. First, the
minimum qualification of a principal and then the nature of tenure for a principal in a school
will be discussed.
First, this study has indicated that principals with a master’s degree rated themselves
higher in leadership task effectiveness than principals who had bachelor or diploma
qualifications. Demographic data collected in this study indicated that 34% of secondary
principals in the Maldives have a qualification lower than a master’s degree. The MoE could
encourage principals currently in school leadership positions to pursue a master’s degree. At
the policy level, the MoE could think about changing the minimum qualification for
principalship from a bachelor’s degree with 2 years’ experience as a lead teacher, or a
bachelor’s degree with a Level 4 management qualification in school management, to a
master’s degree. Such qualifications could support school leaders to develop knowledge and
understanding about teaching and learning as well as managing schools. Both teaching and
learning- and management-related educational qualifications can be beneficial to a principal
when managing the school administration and leading the process of improving teaching and
learning. To support school leaders on this career pathway, the MoE could also offer
scholarships for existing principals to upgrade their qualifications to a master’s degree.
Second, schools with principals with more contextual experience showed higher
student academic performance compared to schools with a principal with less contextual
experience. The duration of the term of a principal in the assigned school is hence another
potential leverage point for improving policy. According to the MoE, a principal is allocated
to a school initially for a period of 3 years, and after that, the principal can request a transfer
to another school. According to this policy, any principal can be reallocated to another school
with a vacant post. The rotation of a principal in 3-year terms or less may not be the best for
the school in which the principal has been working or the school to which the principal is
reallocated. These changes require principals to spend a considerable amount of their time to
learn the context of their new school. The substantial amount of time and energy principals
spend on familiarising themselves with the contexts of the new school may take away
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productive time needed to manage and lead the school. Principals’ school-context experience
is important for their performance in managing and leading a school in order to increase
student performance. Hence, a possible policy recommendation emerging from this research
would be to retain principals in the same school for longer periods of time or recruit new
principals from staff who have previously served as a deputy principal or lead teacher in the
school. This may pave the way for the principal to be in a position to be more informed about
the needs of a school early in their principalship and be able to implement longer term
strategies to improve their students’ academic achievements.
8.2.2 Implications for Practice
This research has developed a survey tool contextualised to the work of Maldivian
principals, the PTERS. The survey tool could be used by principals to self-assess their
effectiveness in specific leadership tasks and dimensions. It could be further used to assess
the perceptions of others in the school community of principals’ effectiveness. The results
could be used by principals to identify areas of improvement in their own leadership. This
information can also be used to identify professional learning needs and to design
professional learning opportunities to improve the leadership capabilities of principals and
thus to increase student outcomes. The results of the current study showed that principal task
effectiveness in the teacher quality dimension predicted student achievement, hence
improving effectiveness in enhancing teacher quality seems to be an important area to focus
attention on for school improvement. However, to increase school performance, other areas
of leadership might also be important, as leadership presents a complex interplay of different
task dimensions.
8.2.3 Implications for Research
There are multiple implications and areas for further research. This study has
identified that principal task effectiveness in the teacher quality dimension predicts student
achievement in ESL in the IGCSE secondary school exit examination. Still, the finding of the
study should be interpreted cautiously, as this study is a cross-sectional study. The nature of
the current study limits the measurement of principal task effectiveness. Principal
effectiveness may change with time and experience. Further, the cross-sectional nature of the
study prevents us from examining how school achievement changes when principals are
perceived as effective in different task dimensions.
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Researchers who are interested in school improvement may conduct both crosssectional and longitudinal studies by applying the PTERS. When this tool is applied in a
different context, it is, however, advised to contextualise the tool. It is also recommended to
use sophisticated analytical techniques such as confirmatory factor analysis to establish the
factorial reliability of the tool when utilised with different samples from different context.
The hierarchical regression control variables, schools’ prior achievement and
principal school-contextual experience predicted student achievement in this study. This
indicates that students’ prior achievement plays an important role in predicting students’ later
achievement. Hence, future studies could explore principal task effectiveness taking primary
school student achievement into account as a control variable. Irrespective of the research
design, primary school achievement data is important in any study exploring principal
leadership and student secondary achievement. However, attaining the data from Maldivian
schools is difficult as there is no common primary examination for students. Nevertheless, the
Quality Assurance Department of the MoE conducts national assessment of learning objects
in different schools across the nation. Though these tests are not conducted in all schools, it
would be of value to use these data and the students’ grades in secondary exit examinations to
explore principal task effectiveness and student achievement in secondary school exit
examinations in a future study. Unfortunately, these assessment results are not available in
the public domain and are not conducted annually. The current study used the previous year’s
school performance in IGCSE as a control variable.
Another essential factor in predicting student secondary school achievement is
socioeconomic data. Research demonstrated that the socioeconomic status of the school plays
a vital role in predicting student achievement (Perry & McConney, 2010; Sirin, 2005).
Therefore, it is important to include an indicator of socioeconomic status of the school in any
study which explores principal task effectiveness and student academic achievement.
However, data on such student characteristics are not collected in the Maldives, either by the
schools or in the national tests, and could not be accessed by the researcher. Future research
that is able to include such data could be beneficial.

8.3. Limitations
A potential limitation of this study is the cross-sectional nature of the study, which
prevents it from being able to examine how student achievement may change with a change
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of principal or a change in leadership practices. Hence, this limits the analysis of how the task
effectiveness of principals changes over time.
Another limitation of this study is that the socioeconomic status of schools was not
taken into consideration. As previously noted, this information was not available at the school
level. It is only available on a regional level showing the differences between atolls and
Male’. Therefore, this study could not take into account the socioeconomic status of the
individual schools or students. Research has demonstrated that socioeconomic status of the
school plays a vital role in predicting student achievement (Perry & McConney, 2010; Sirin,
2005). Likewise, Fancera and Bliss (2011) demonstrated that the socioeconomic status of a
school is stronger in predicting student achievement than instructional leadership or
collective teacher efficacy. However, data on such student characteristics are not collected in
the Maldives, either by the schools or in the national tests and could not be accessed by the
researcher. Furthermore, data on school composition as a proxy for student characteristics are
also not collected in the Maldives. Hence, collecting this data was outside of the scope of this
study.
The use of surveys as a data collection technique can also be seen as a limitation of
this study. There are certain drawbacks associated with the use of surveys in general, and
particularly with self-report surveys. For instance, survey research is subjected to random and
measurement error (Litwin, 2013). Random error mainly occurs due to sampling techniques
(Litwin, 2013) and sample size. With this in mind, this study invited all the principals who
met the research criteria to participate and an adequate sample size was achieved.
Measurement errors depend on the performance of the instrument and occur when surveys do
not represent the construct well or if participants’ responses represent the construct
insufficiently. In the current study, measurement errors were minimised by reviewing the
survey instrument to check the flow of questions, question wording, order and formatting.
Likewise, Camburn et al. (2010) report that self-report surveys are also susceptible to
response errors. Response errors occur when participants misinterpret questions or
instructions or if their understandings of a concept referenced may be different from that of
the one the researcher intended to measure. Response errors, such as participants’
misunderstanding of the questions, can be reduced by piloting the survey to check
participants’ understanding of the underlying construct. This study conducted two series of
cognitive interviews to minimise these errors.
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8.4. The Way Forward
This quantitative study collected information from all potential participating schools
to derive a framework for principal task effectiveness and its relation to student achievement
in the Maldivian school system. It identified five principal leadership task effectiveness
dimensions in the Maldivian context, from the perceptions of principals. This research
demonstrated that principal effectiveness in the teacher quality dimension is vital for school
improvement. It would be valuable to use the findings of this study in a follow-up
intervention study that could be conducted to explore whether principal task effectiveness
influences student achievement. In addition, an in-depth longitudinal study of principal task
effectiveness would be of value to explore how a change in principal leadership task
effectiveness affects student achievement. In future research, a school’s socioeconomic
status, student primary achievement, and student achievement in subjects other than ESL and
mathematics could be incorporated. Finally, given that the Maldivian school principals
defined school management broadly, and the instructional management narrowly, it would be
interesting to explore in detail these leadership task effectiveness dimensions in a follow-up
qualitative study.

8.5. Conclusion
The reviewed literature for this thesis postulated that a school principal plays a crucial
role in improving student achievement. With this assertion in mind, the current study used a
quantitative research design to explore this in the Maldives. Responses from all the eligible
principals reveal the importance of school leaders in improving student achievement. The
current study revealed that principal characteristics such as academic qualification and
experience positively impact the perceived task effectiveness of principals. Further, the study
found that principals’ contextual experience in their school, and their perceived leadership
task effectiveness in the teacher quality dimension predicted student achievement in ESL.
The current study contributes to the educational leadership research; however, this study
differs from most of the educational leadership research studying leadership styles or
frequency of leadership behaviour and its impact on student achievement. Unlike most of
these studies, the current study explores principal task effectiveness and its impact on student
achievement. Hence, this doctoral research concludes with a positive stance that principal
characteristics and effectiveness in the leadership task dimensions are vital to improve
student achievement. The current study paves the way to conduct more research in the
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Maldives, but also in other contexts on leadership task effectiveness and its impact on student
achievement.
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APPENDIX A: Principal—Survey form
Principal task effectiveness and student achievement: Perceptions of principals, deputy
principals and lead teachers of principal task effectiveness
Principal - Survey form
The purpose of this research is to explore the relation between perceived principal
task effectiveness and student achievement in Maldives schools. The study collects
effectiveness ratings from principals themselves, deputy principals and lead teachers.
The information provided in this survey is confidential and your responses will be
used only for the purpose of the research. Your responses will be combined with those of
many other people, so they will not be able to be identified as your views. Data will not be
presented on an individual or school level basis.
The survey has two parts. The first part collects demographic information, and the
second part, ask you to rate your own effectiveness on specific leadership tasks.
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee
on 5th April 2018 for three years. Reference number 020807
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PART A
School Name:………………………………………………………………..
What grades does the school cater for:
grade 1-10
grade 1-12
Your role:
Head of School
Principal
How long have you been in this role in this school?
a) Less than 1 year
b) 1- 2 years
c) 3 – 4 years
d) 5 - 6
e) More than 6 years
5. How long have you worked in this school?
a) Less than 1 year
b) 1- 2 years
c) 3 – 4 years
d) 5 - 6
e) More than 6 years
1.
2.
3.
4.

6. How many years have you completed as a principal in this and any other school?
a) Less than 1 year
b) 1- 2 years
c) 3 – 4 years
d) 5 - 6
e) More than 6 years
7. Your age in years: ……………
8. Your gender:
Male
Female
9. Your nationality:
Maldivian
Other: __________
10. Your highest academic qualification:
a) Undergraduate Diploma
b) Bachelor’s degree
c) Postgraduate diploma
d) Master’s degree in Educational Leadership or Management
e) Other Master’s degree
f) Doctoral degree
g) Any other: ……………………
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PART B
Direction: This survey asks you to rate your own effectiveness on specific tasks. Please think
about your effectiveness on the given tasks when answering the survey.
Each item describes a leadership task. Tick the rating that best describe how effectively you
carrying out that specific task. In some cases, you may not have actually performed the task,
but you have ensured that it was done by others in the school. For those actions, please rate
how effective you were in completing the task or delegating and ensuring the task was done in
effective manner.
Rate the descriptors given below with 1 = ineffective, 2 = minimally effective,
3=satisfactorily effective 4 = highly effective and 5= outstandingly effective. Tick

207

Minimally
effective

Satisfactorily
effective

Highly
effective

Outstandingl
y effective

How effective are you in….
1
using data to assess school effectiveness
2
developing consistent educational programmes
across the school
3
using assessment results for programme
evaluation
4
ensuring that teachers are formally evaluated
and provided with feedback
5
ensuring that classroom observations are
conducted for evaluation purposes
6
setting school goals
7
leading meetings
8
ensuring that teacher professional development
is planned
9
ensuring that teacher professional development
is implemented
10 ensuring that the curriculum is implemented
11 ensuring that teachers receive informal
mentoring
12 dealing with incompetent teachers
13 developing leadership capabilities in others
14 ensuring that beginning teachers receive formal
mentoring

Ineffective

appropriately.

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

Thank you for your time in being part of this survey.
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Ineffective

Minimally
effective
Satisfactorily
effective

Highly
effective

Outstandingly
effective

How effective are you in ….
15 developing relationships with students
16 communicating with parents
17 ensuring that teachers communicate well with
parents
18 dealing with students’ concerns
19 dealing with parents’ concerns
20 managing tension between staff
21 discussing students’ learning regularly with teachers
22 interacting socially with staff
23 developing a safe school environment
24 dealing with staff concerns
25 managing budget and resources
26 hiring competent personnel
27 managing personal, school-related schedule
28 ensuring that school facilities are maintained
29 managing non-teaching staff
30 networking with other principals
31 managing the school schedule
32 managing student discipline
33 ensuring that compliance requirements are fulfilled
and paperwork is completed
34 ensuring that student services are managed (e.g.:
records, reporting)
35 ensuring that student attendance is managed well
36 ensuring that special education requirements are
fulfilled
37 working with the MoE to obtain resources for the
school
38 obtaining support from the local community
39 raising funds for the school
40 ensuring that work experience placement for
vocational educational programme are facilitated
(Eg: Dhasvaaru)
41 maintaining good relationships with government
agencies
42 maintaining good relationships with nongovernmental organisation

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

APPENDIX B: Senior management—Survey form
Principal task effectiveness and student achievement: Perceptions of principals, deputy
principals and lead teachers of principal task effectiveness
Senior management- Survey form
The purpose of this research is to explore the relation between perceived principal task
effectiveness and student achievement in Maldives schools. The study collects effectiveness
ratings from principals themselves, deputy principals and lead teachers.
The information provided in this survey is confidential and your responses will be used only
for the purpose of the research. Your responses will be combined with those of many other
people, so they will not be able to be identified as your views. Data will not be presented on an
individual or school level basis.
The survey has two parts. The first part collects some demographic information, second part,
you will be asked to rate your principal’s effectiveness on specific leadership tasks.
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 5th
April 2018 for three years. Reference number 020807
PART A
School Name:………………………………………………………………..
What grades does the school cater for:
grade 1-10
grade 1-12
Your role:
Deputy Principal
lead Teacher
How long have you been in this role in this school?
f) Less than 1 year
g) 1- 2 years
h) 3 – 4 years
i) 5 - 6
j) More than 6 years
10.
How long have you worked in this school?
f) Less than 1 year
g) 1- 2 years
h) 3 – 4 years
i) 5 - 6
j) More than 6 years
11.
Your age in years: ……………
12.
Your gender:
Male
Female
13.
Your Nationality:
Maldivian
Other: __________
14. Your highest academic qualification:
h) Undergraduate Diploma
i) Bachelor’s degree
j) Postgraduate diploma
k) Master’s degree in Educational Leadership or Management
l) Other Master’s degree
m) Doctoral degree
n) Any other: ……………………
6.
7.
8.
9.
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PART B
Direction: This survey asks you to rate your principal’s effectiveness on specific tasks. Please
think about your principal’s effectiveness when answering the survey.
Each item describes a leadership task. Tick the rating that best describe how effectively your
principal is carrying out that specific task. In some cases, the principal may not have actually
performed the task, but the principal have ensured that it was done by others in the school.
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Minimally
effective
Satisfactorily
effective
Highly
effective
Outstandingly
effective

How effective is your principal in ….
1 using data to assess school effectiveness
2 developing consistent educational programmes
across the school
3 using assessment results for programme evaluation
4 ensuring that teachers are formally evaluated and
provided with feedback
5 ensuring that classroom observations are conducted
for evaluation purposes
6 setting school goals
7 leading meetings
8 ensuring that teacher professional development is
planned
9 ensuring that teacher professional development is
implemented
10 ensuring that the curriculum is implemented
11 ensuring that teachers receive informal mentoring
12 dealing with incompetent teachers
13 developing leadership capabilities in others
14 ensuring that beginning teachers receive formal
mentoring
15 developing relationships with students

Ineffective

Rate the descriptors given below with 1=ineffective, 2= minimally effective, 3=satisfactorily
effective 4=highly effective and 5= outstandingly effective. Tick appropriately.

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

Thank you for your time in being part of this survey.
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Minimally
effective

Satisfactorily
effective

Highly
effective

Outstandingly
effective

Ineffective
How effective is your principal in ….
16 communicating with parents
17 ensuring that teachers communicate well with
parents
18 dealing with students’ concerns
19 dealing with parents’ concerns
20 managing tension between staff
21 discussing students’ learning regularly with
teachers
22 interacting socially with staff
23 developing a safe school environment
24 dealing with staff concerns
25 managing budget and resources
26 hiring competent personnel
27 managing personal, school-related schedule
28 ensuring that school facilities are maintained
29 managing non-teaching staff
30 networking with other principals
31 managing the school schedule
32 managing student discipline
33 ensuring that compliance requirements are fulfilled
and paperwork is completed
34 ensuring that student services are managed (e.g.:
records, reporting)
35 ensuring that student attendance is managed well
36 ensuring that special education requirements are
fulfilled
37 working with the MoE to obtain resources for the
school
38 obtaining support from the local community
39 raising funds for the school
40 ensuring that work experience placement for
vocational educational programme are facilitated
(e.g.: Dhasvaaru)
41 maintaining good relationships with government
agencies
42 maintaining good relationships with nongovernmental organisation

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

☐

APPENDIX C: Permission to conduct research in the Maldivian schools
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APPENDIX D: Participant Information Sheet—Principal
School of Learning, Development and
Professional Practice
Epsom Campus
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave
Auckland, New Zealand
T +64 9 623 8899
W www.education.auckland.ac.nz
The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92601
Symonds Street
Auckland 1135
New Zealand

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
(PRINCIPAL)
Research Project: Principal task effectiveness and student achievement: Perceptions of
principals, deputy principals and lead teachers on principal task effectiveness
Name of Supervisors: Dist. Prof. Viviane Robinson, Dr Frauke Meyer
Name of student researcher: Waseema Fikuree
My name is Waseema Fikuree. I am a Doctoral student at the School of Learning
Development and Professional Practice, Faculty of Education and Social Work in The
University of Auckland, New Zealand. My supervisors are Dist. Prof. Viviane Robinson and
Dr Frauke Meyer.
This Project
Although school leadership impact on student achievement is a well-researched area, there is
a dearth of research on principal task effectiveness and student academic achievement.
Numerous studies have explored the relationship between school leadership and student
achievement in various contexts (Dutta & Sahney, 2016; Karadağ et al., 2015; Louis et al.,
2010; Marzano et al., 2005; Robinson et al., 2008; Shatzer et al., 2014; Sirchia, 2017;
Witziers et al., 2003). Nevertheless, these studies focussed on the leadership aspect of
principals and ignored the different tasks of a principal in a school and how effective they are
in these tasks. This research aims to explore the perceived task effectiveness of principals, the
perceptions of deputy principals and lead teachers’ about their principal’s task effectiveness,
and the relationship between perceived principal task effectiveness and student achievement
in Mathematics and English language, in the public secondary schools in Maldives.
Invitation to Participate
You are invited to participate in this research project because you are working as a principal
in a public secondary school in the Maldives. I am recruiting principals and deputy principals
and lead teachers from public secondary schools to survey them about their perception of
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principal task effectiveness. This study requires you and your senior management
participation. We seek your assurance that staff participation or non-participation will have
no impact on their employment or relationship with the school. The study aims to collect
data from approximately 100 principals and 200 deputy principals and lead teachers. This
study have been approved by the Ministry of Education, Maldives and has been granted
permission to use the achievement data (IGCSE mathematics and English language results
from 2014 – 2016) as part of this study. Your participation will be to complete the survey
form which would take approximately 10 – 15 minutes.
Voluntary participation:
Participation is voluntary and you can choose not to complete the survey. You have the right
to withdraw from the research at any time without giving a reason until the time of data
analysis (30th September 2018).
This research could reveal interesting results which will add to our understandings of
perception of principal, deputy principal and lead teachers about principal tasks effectiveness
in school. In addition, it will also explore to what extend perceived principal task
effectiveness through self-rating and rating by other senior school staff correlate with student
achievement, particularly in the context of the Maldives
I expect no associated risks with you being a participant. However, I understand that
participating in this project may cause anxiety. In this note, I assure you that no data will be
analysed at individual school level and the participants’ identity will not be revealed in any
circumstance. Further, any findings from this research will only be discussed at aggregate
levels.
Project Procedures
This study intends to collect data through a survey form (either online or paper) which will be
sent to you if you choose to participate in this study. It will take approximately 10 – 15
minutes to fully complete the survey form.
Data storage, Retention, Destruction and Future Use
All data collected during the research will be stored securely and identifying materials
(including school and participant role and consent forms) will be kept separate from the
coded data. Only the researchers will have access to the data. The data will be destroyed six
years from the date of consent.
Signed consent forms will be kept in a locked cabinet in the main supervisor’s office at the
Faculty of Education and Social Work, University of Auckland.
All written and digital data will be retained for a maximum of six years.
After six years, digital data will be permanently erased from the computer and google drive
and hard copies will be shredded.
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Data will be used for my Doctoral thesis and may also be used for journal
publications and conference presentations.
Right to Withdraw
You can choose to withdraw from the research at any time without giving a reason. You can
choose to withdraw the data you have provided up until the time of analysis (approximately
by September 2018).
Confidentiality
For the purpose of data triangulation, the survey asks participants to state their school’s name
and role. Nevertheless, the confidentiality of the collected data is assured by the researcher
through not disclosing any data at individual school level and by only reporting at an
aggregate level.
If you are willing to participate, please sign and return the accompanying consent form.
Should you have any queries or need further information about this research please
contact:
Waseema Fikuree, wfik172@aucklanduni.ac.nz (Researcher)
Dr Frauke Meyer, f.meyer@auckland.ac.nz , +64 9 623 8899 ext. 48471 (Supervisor)
Dist Prof Viviane Robinson, vmj.robinson@auckland.ac.nz , +64 9 623 8899 ext. 87372
(Supervisor)
Richard Hamilton, rj.hamilton@auckland.ac.nz , +64 9 373 7999 ext. 85619 (Head of School,
LDPP)
Ibrahim Asif, Education Officer, Head of Policy Planning and Research Division, +960
3341104, Ministry of Education, Maldives (Local contact)

For queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact the Chair, The University of
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Research
Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone +62 9 373 7599 ext. 83711.
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 5th
April 2018 for three years. Reference number 020807.
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APPENDIX E: Participant Information Sheet—Senior management
School of Learning, Development and
Professional Practice
Epsom Campus
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave
Auckland, New Zealand
T +64 9 623 8899
W www.education.auckland.ac.nz
The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92601
Symonds Street
Auckland 1135
New Zealand

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET
(SENIOR MANAGEMENT)

Research Project: Principal task effectiveness and student achievement: Perceptions of
principals, deputy principals and lead teachers on principal task effectiveness
Name of Supervisors: Dist. Prof. Viviane Robinson, Dr Frauke Meyer
Name of student researcher: Waseema Fikuree
My name is Waseema Fikuree. I am a Doctoral student at the School of Learning
Development and Professional Practice, Faculty of Education and Social Work in The
University of Auckland, New Zealand. My supervisors are Dist. Prof. Viviane Robinson and
Dr Frauke Meyer.
This Project
Although school leadership impact on student achievement is a well-researched area, there is
a dearth of research on principal task effectiveness and student academic achievement.
Numerous studies have explored the relationship between school leadership and student
achievement in various contexts (Dutta & Sahney, 2016; Karadağ et al., 2015; Louis et al.,
2010; Marzano et al., 2005; Robinson et al., 2008; Shatzer et al., 2014; Sirchia, 2017;
Witziers et al., 2003). Nevertheless, these studies focussed on the leadership aspect of
principals and ignored the different tasks of a principal in a school and how effective they are
in these tasks. This research aims to explore the perceived task effectiveness of principals, the
perceptions of deputy principals and lead teachers’ about their principal’s task effectiveness,
and the relationship between perceived principal task effectiveness and student achievement
in Mathematics and English language, in the public secondary schools in Maldives.
Invitation to Participate
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You are invited to participate in this research project because you are working in a senior
management position in a public secondary school in the Maldives. I am recruiting
principals, deputy principals and lead teachers from all the public secondary schools in the
Maldives to survey them about their perception of principal task effectiveness. The study
aims to collect data from approximately 100 principals and 200 deputy principals and lead
teachers. This study have been approved by the Ministry of Education, Maldives and has
been granted permission to use the achievement data (IGCSE mathematics and English
language results from 2014 – 2016) as part of this study. Your participation will be to
complete the survey form which would take approximately 10 – 15 minutes.
Voluntary participation:
Participation is voluntary and you can choose not to complete the survey. Your principal has
assured that your participation or nonparticipation will not affect your employment or
relationship with the school. You have the right to withdraw from the research at any time
without giving a reason until the time of data analysis (approximately by September 2018).
This research could reveal interesting results which will add to our understandings of
perception of principal, deputy principal and lead teachers about principal tasks effectiveness
in school. In addition, it will also explore to what extend perceived principal task
effectiveness through self-rating and rating by other senior school staff correlate with student
achievement, particularly in the context of the Maldives
I expect no associated risks with you being a participant. However, I understand that
participating in this project may cause anxiety. In this note, I assure you that no data will be
analysed at individual school level and the participants’ identity will not be revealed in any
circumstance. Further, any findings from this research will only be discussed at aggregate
levels.
Project Procedures
This study intends to collect data through a survey form (either online or paper) which will be
sent to you if you choose to participate in this study. It will take approximately 10 – 15
minutes to fully complete the survey form.
Data storage, Retention, Destruction and Future Use
All data collected during the research will be stored securely and identifying materials
(including school and participant role and consent forms) will be kept separate from the
coded data. Only the researchers will have access to the data. The data will be destroyed six
years from the date of consent.
Signed consent forms will be kept in a locked cabinet in the main supervisor’s office at the
Faculty of Education and Social Work, University of Auckland.
All written and digital data will be retained for a maximum of six years.
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After six years, digital data will be permanently erased from the computer and google drive
and hard copies will be shredded.
Data will be used for my Doctoral thesis and may also be used for journal
publications and conference presentations.
Right to Withdraw
You can choose to withdraw from the research at any time without giving a reason. You can
choose to withdraw the data you have provided up until the time of analysis (30th September
2018).
Confidentiality
For the purpose of data triangulation, the survey asks participants to state their school’s name
and role. Nevertheless, the confidentiality of the collected data is assured by the researcher
through not disclosing any data at individual school level and by only reporting at an
aggregate level.
If you are willing to participate, please sign and return the accompanying consent form.
Should you have any queries or need further information about this research please
contact:
Waseema Fikuree, wfik172@aucklanduni.ac.nz (Researcher)
Dr Frauke Meyer, f.meyer@auckland.ac.nz , +64 9 623 8899 ext. 48471 (Supervisor)
Dist Prof Viviane Robinson, vmj.robinson@auckland.ac.nz , +64 9 623 8899 ext. 87372
(Supervisor)
Richard Hamilton, rj.hamilton@auckland.ac.nz , +64 9 373 7999 ext. 85619 (Head of School,
LDPP)
Ibrahim Asif, Education Officer, Head of Policy Planning and Research Division, +960
3341104, Ministry of Education, Maldives (Local contact)
For queries regarding ethical concerns you may contact the Chair, The University of
Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee, The University of Auckland, Research
Office, Private Bag 92019, Auckland 1142. Telephone +62 9 373 7599 ext. 83711.
Email: ro-ethics@auckland.ac.nz
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 5th
April 2018 for three years. Reference number 020807.
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APPENDIX F: Consent Form—Principal
Epsom Campus
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave
Auckland, New Zealand
T +64 9 623 8899
W www.education.auckland.ac.nz
The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92601
Symonds Street
Auckland 1135
New Zealand

CONSENT FORM
(PRINCIPAL)
THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS
Project Title: Principal task effectiveness and student achievement: Perceptions of
principals, deputy principals and lead teachers on principal task effectiveness
Supervisors:
Researcher:

Dist. Prof. Viviane Robinson vmj.robinson@auckland.ac.nz
Dr Frauke Meyer
f.meyer@auckland.ac.nz
Waseema Fikuree
wfik172@aucklanduni.ac.nz

• I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet, and I have understood the
nature of the research and why I have been recruited. I had the opportunity to ask
questions and have them answered to my satisfaction.
• I agree to take part in this research.
• I understand that participation is entirely voluntary. I understand that I and my deputy
principal and lead teachers can choose to withdraw from the research any time without
giving reasons. I understand that I and my deputy principal and lead teachers can withdraw
data from the research and have it deleted until the time of analysis (30th September 2018).
• I understand that the survey will take 10- 15 minutes to complete.
• I understand that confidentiality of the schools and participants will be maintained by the
use of aggregated analysis.
• I understand that all data collected during the research will be stored securely and
identifying materials (including school and participant role and consent forms) will be
kept separate from the coded data. Only the researchers will have access to the data. The
data will be destroyed six years from the date of consent.
• I give my assurance that the deputy principal’s and lead teachers’ participation or nonparticipation in this research will have no effect on their employment and relationship with
this school.
• I wish to receive a summary of the findings. Yes / No , which can be emailed to me at
this email address:………………………..
School: __________________________ Name: _______________________
Signature: _______________________ Date: ________________________
Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 5th April
for three years. Reference Number 020807
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APPENDIX G: Consent Form—Senior management

CONSENT FORM
(SENIOR MANAGEMENT)

Epsom Campus
Gate 3, 74 Epsom Ave
Auckland, New Zealand
T +64 9 623 8899
W www.education.auckland.ac.nz
The University of Auckland
Private Bag 92601
Symonds Street
Auckland 1135
New Zealand

THIS FORM WILL BE HELD FOR A PERIOD OF 6 YEARS
Project Title: Principal task effectiveness and student achievement: Perceptions of
principals, deputy principals and lead teachers on principal task effectiveness
Supervisors:
Researcher:

Dist. Prof. Viviane Robinson vmj.robinson@auckland.ac.nz
Dr Frauke Meyer
f.meyer@auckland.ac.nz
Waseema Fikuree
wfik172@aucklanduni.ac.nz

• I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet, and I have understood the
nature of the research and why I have been recruited. I had the opportunity to ask
questions and have them answered to my satisfaction.
• I agree to take part in this research.
• I understand that participation is entirely voluntary. I understand that I can choose to
withdraw from the research any time without giving reasons. I understand that I can
withdraw data from the research and have it deleted until the time of analysis (30th
September 2018).
• I understand my standing in the school will not be affected by my agreement or refusal to
participate.
• I understand the principal has assured my participation or nonparticipation will not affect
my employment or relationship with the school.
• I understand that the survey will take 10- 15 minutes to complete.
• I understand that confidentiality of the schools and participants will be maintained by the
use of aggregated analysis.
• I understand that all data collected during the research will be stored securely and
identifying materials (including school and participant role and consent forms) will be
kept separate from the coded data. Only the researchers will have access to the data. The
data will be destroyed six years from the date of consent.
• I wish to receive a summary of the findings. Yes / No , which can be emailed to me at
this email address:………………………..
School: __________________________
Signature: ________________________

Name: _______________________
Date: ________________________

Approved by the University of Auckland Human Participants Ethics Committee on 5th April
for three years. Reference Number 020807
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APPENDIX H: Removed items after EFA
Items removed from principal survey
No
Item 21
Item 16
Item 32
Item 18
Item 7
Item 10
Item 27
Item 31

Item 26

Description
Discussing students’ learning regularly with teachers
Communicating with parents
Managing student discipline
Dealing with students’ concerns
Leading meetings
Ensuring that the curriculum is implemented
Managing personal, school-related schedule
Managing the school schedule
Ensuring that student services are managed (e.g.:
records, reporting)
Ensuring that special education requirements are
fulfilled
Ensuring that compliance requirements are fulfilled and
paperwork is completed
Hiring competent personnel

Item15

Developing relationships with students

Item 34
Item 36
Item 33

Reason for deletion
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Did not load on any
factor
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Loaded into
theoretically
incongruent factor

Items removed from SMT survey
No
Item 24
Item 20
Item 12
Item 35
Item 21
Item 22
Item 19

Description
Dealing with staff concerns
Managing tension between staff
Dealing with incompetent teachers
Ensuring that student attendance is managed well
Discussing students’ learning regularly with teachers
Interacting socially with staff
Dealing with parents’ concerns

Reason for deletion
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Cross loaded

Item 14

Ensuring that beginning teachers receive formal mentoring

Cross loaded

Item 13
Item 17

developing leadership capabilities in others
Ensuring that teachers communicate well with parents

Item 18

Dealing with students’ concerns

Item 16

communicating with parents

Item 36

Ensuring that special education requirements are fulfilled

Cross loaded
Cross loaded
Loaded into
theoretically
incongruent factor
Loaded into
theoretically
incongruent factor
Loaded into
theoretically
incongruent factor
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