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                                                     ABSTRACT

The introduction of the National Philosophy of Education in 2000 in Malaysia resulted in rapid developments in education that called for fresh school effectiveness Research. This research will synthesize current and key characteristics of school effectiveness as well as a current definition of an effective school. The pilot sample consisted of principals from private secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. The research sample consisted of 120 respondents consisting principals, heads of department and teachers from 40 national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. The selection was by random stratified sampling with pre-set criteria. The response rate was 84%. The instrument used was a questionnaire triangulated by interviews with respondents from two randomly selected schools and a Federal Inspectorate of Schools official. The five current characteristics selected were effective teaching and learning, principals’ leadership skills, student self-discipline, good behavior among students and greater cooperation between principal and teacher and among teachers. Five main qualities of an effective principal were also synthesized. The five key characteristics of school effectiveness selected are: A principal who is strong, purposeful and involved; effective teaching and learning; greater cooperation between principal and teacher and among teachers; greater collegiality between principal and teacher and among teachers and effective parental involvement. 22 additional characteristics of school effectiveness were suggested. The definition of an effective school synthesized in this research had one descriptor in line with the National Philosophy of Education and other descriptors in line with the selected current and key characteristics of school effectiveness. The interview with the Inspectorate official indicated that currently majority of the national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur were effective. The interview with the respondents from two schools indicated that their item responses had a significant (p<0.05) convergent validity, test-retest and parallel-form reliability in responses and that the definition of an effective school synthesized was reliable.                                                    
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Glossary

 National secondary schools

Public secondary schools or schools funded wholly or partially by the Ministry of Education Malaysia that have a common curriculum and medium of instruction.

Co-curriculum/Co-curricular activities

Extra curricular activities such as uniformed units, societies, clubs, athletics and games

Wisma

Malay word in reference to a ‘Building’

Senior Assistant

One who is deputy to the principal and handles the principal’s job in her absence. In the Malaysian national school structure there are three senior assistants-curriculums, student affairs, co-curriculum in the order of hierarchy.
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                                          PREFACE

Though School Effectiveness Research studies in the USA and U.K. date back to the 1960’s, in Malaysia School Effectiveness Research commenced in the 1980’s. The initial view of an effective school was based on the schools’ academic performance in a public examination. Then the factors in the better achieving schools that contributed to this were synthesized much alike equity studies in the USA in the 1970’s. As later studies in the 1990’s focused on school improvement and a link between the two paradigms of School Effectiveness Research and school improvement been highlighted, School Effectiveness Research had an added dimension. School effectiveness contributed to school improvement. When school improvement was seen as a means to enhance Quality in Education, a new dimension was born and its significance was seen in Malaysia, a fast developing country hoping to attain the status of a fully developed nation by the year 2020 under the Governments’ ‘Vision 2020’. Some of the characteristics of effective schools such as collegiality and collaboration and effective teaching and learning were key elements in school improvement studies. With the dawn of the new millennium Malaysia experienced several changes in education including the change in medium of instruction to English for science and mathematics in all schools and institutions of higher learning. ICT was incorporated to teaching and learning. The changes also meant changes in Educational Leadership in particular among principals. Principals were not only leaders of administration but also leaders of instruction. Recent researches in Malaysia focused more on the qualities of a principal that are needed.

  I joined the teaching profession in 1973 in Kuala Lumpur. Ever since I have taught in rural, sub-urban and urban national secondary schools. As the Head of the Mathematics Department, I organized several innovative and creative programmes to improve the learning of mathematics. 

                                                       xii

The idea of school effectiveness fascinated me, as I was interested to know how improvement in mathematics achievement can be enhanced. The theoretical knowledge that I had learnt in this course induced me to do a study on school effectiveness in Kuala Lumpur where I have been teaching for more than 25 years. The current views on the characteristics of school effectiveness from three main stakeholders – principals, heads of department and teachers, I viewed was a good start. I had applied a lot of religious and moral values that I had learnt as I came from a conservative Brahmin family in my real life as a teacher. My students were my life. I was a students’ teacher as I put it. That enabled me to win over students, understand them, advise them and shower love, care, appreciation and empathy. My studies in Masters in Educational Psychology further assisted me. Seeing that religious and moral values are viewed as increasingly important qualities of a principal of an effective school in recent studies in Malaysia, I see how my actions were recognized in researches undertaken by others. As a teacher with more than 33 years teaching experience, my view is that for an effective school lot of psychology is needed to obtain what Stephen Covey terms as a win-win situation. Though my research is a means to an end, the journey is still a long way ahead. I have made the start. I hope other researchers will follow too in the future. For only then can Vision 2020 be fully realized in the field of education.
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                             CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION

Effective Schools and School Effectiveness: A general perspective

  School Effectiveness Research evolved in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s on the Coleman and Jenks premise that schools did not make a difference in predicting student achievement (Coleman et al., 1966; Jencks et al., 1972). This ignited a series of investigations that lent some credence to the perspective that schools did make a difference to student achievement (Rutteret al., 1979; Brimer et al., 1978; Madaus et al., 1979; Brookover et al., 1979; Mortimore et al., 1988). These studies were the basis of the Effective Schools Movement. They supported the premise that all children regardless of their background, can learn and that schools can control the factors essential to enabling students to master the core curriculum. 

  The definition of an effective school has changed over time. Early definitions on school effectiveness evolved from the concept of equity. Rutter et al. (1979) argued that if two schools with similar intakes serving similar areas achieved different academic outcomes, then the differences were due to characteristics prevalent in the more successive school that they argued were found in other academically successful schools. Such schools were termed as effective schools and the characteristics in the school that caused this were termed as characteristics of school effectiveness. Over a period of time, other cognitive outcomes were added on to have a broader definition linking educational processes with outcomes (Creemers and Reezigt, 1997).  

  Creemers and Rezigit (1997) lament that school effectiveness research tended to concentrate on quantitative indicators, in particular examination results while looking for links between identified factors and greater achievement of students. While several researches in the USA and UK were focused on schools with high achievement in specific academic domains like reading (e.g. Weber, 1971; Armor et. al, 1976), researchers in Malaysia focused on schools with a high overall academic achievement in public examinations (Abdul Karim, 1989; Lan Poh Chin, 1998). Hence though there were two different yardsticks of student achievement, the basis of classifying schools as effective was their academic performances.

  Researchers disagree as to what constitutes as school effectiveness or effective schools. While it may be widely accepted that the definition of an effective school is a school whereby students progress further than might be expected (Sammons and Mortimore, 1995) and a related view that   an   effective school   as   being   one  that  promotes  high levels  of 

student achievement (Husen and Postlethwaite, 1990), other studies view effective schools in a rather different perspective. An Australian study on school effectiveness focused on the well-rounded development of a student than mere academic achievement (McGaw et.al., 1992, p.174). Even in Malaysia while an effective school was defined as a school with high staff satisfaction (Sharifah, 1998), others viewed it as one that has a positive effect on student learning measured by its outcomes of examination results (Ramaiah, 1992, p.3; Hussein, 1993, p.140). Hence the definition of an effective school has varied over times, places and even within the same countries like in Malaysia, by researchers. 

  Studies on correlates or characteristics of an effective school first emerged in the 1970’s.While studies in USA focused on elementary schools, simultaneous research in U.K. focused on secondary schools. However both studies had identical attributes that positively affected student achievement (Rutter et al., 1979). This clearly leads us to the argument that characteristics of school effectiveness are a common feature regardless whether it is in an elementary or a secondary school. Hence in studying such characteristics, studies from both elementary and secondary schools are referred to in this research. Identification of the characteristics of school effectiveness dates back to the late 1970’s (Edmonds, 1979). The characteristics have withstood time and over the years other characteristics have evolved, refined and expanded, e.g. accountability in Australia (Department of Education & Training, State of Victoria, 2002) and focused professional development in the USA (Bergeson, 2002). This reflects that the characteristics of effective schools are not static but dynamic. They can change over time.

  In Malaysia, School Effectives Research from the late 1980’s until the late 90’s based the criteria of an effective school only on its academic excellence. Schools that indicated academic excellence were evaluated on the factors at school that enhanced this, like principal leadership (Heng Hui Tuan, 1998, Fatimah, 1994), collegiality (Abdul Halim, 1988) and effective school management (Lan Poh Chin, 1998). Based upon this a conceptual framework for school effectiveness was synthesized. In contrast while one study developed a theoretical model to evaluate institutional characteristics that differentiated effective and ineffective schools (Abdul Karim, 1989), another used Edmonds’ Five Factor Model to synthesize the variables of school effectiveness from 68 national primary schools nationwide (Shahril, 1997). Lately studies have focused on the role of leadership in contributing to school effectiveness from the perspective of teachers and university students (Noran et al., 1998; Sam Kit Mun, 2004). Sam’s study in focusing the role of principals as leaders of teaching in an effective school reflects a paradigm shift from the role as an administrative head to a leader of instruction.

Linking characteristics of effective schools to School Improvement and Quality in Education

  This research is focused on school effectiveness in particular the characteristics of an effective school. A link between school effectiveness and school improvement paradigms here is purely for academic discussion of some researchers’ perspectives on linking the two paradigms. The early Effective Schools Movement emphasized schools as the unit of change. This view links school effectiveness to school improvement. However, up to the late 1990’s there had been little collaboration between these two paradigms, nor the use of School Effectiveness Research in school improvement (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p.207). Stoll (1996) mentioned that it was time researchers worked on this link that practitioners can see and as Hopkins (1996) argued that recent developments in the two fields see the ‘seriousness in which the confluence of these two streams of enquiry is being taken’.

  The inter-relation between school effectiveness and school improvement could be seen when Joyce (1991, p.59) drew on experience in USA to suggest five’ doors’ that each open a passageway to improvement. Among them that overlap with existing literature on characteristics of school effectiveness are collegiality; effective evaluation and monitoring and effective teaching. This indicates a clear interlink between school effectiveness and school improvement. However, though there are calls for sustained interactivity between the two paradigms (Creemers and Reezigt, 1997, p.421), advocates of school effectiveness are critical of the research methods employed with school improvement (Creemers and Reezigt, 1997, p.403). There are instances of the merging of the two traditions seen for example in the Improving the Quality of Education for All project (QEA) (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, pp.219-222). A more recent approach was a qualitative approach, using data derived from school effectiveness research to school improvement (Harris, 1998, p.270). Hence the argument here is that characteristics of effective schools form a database to be used for school improvement as a starting point for a programme of sustained change that makes the organization even more effective. In fact awareness of the findings of school effectiveness research is deemed as a necessary, though insufficient, condition for school improvement (Sammons et al., 1994, p.1). Hence the findings of this research would avail a means towards school improvement and this in turn enhances the quality in education. As this study is focused purely on school effectiveness in particular characteristics of effective schools from a current perspective, issues of school improvement will not form any part of the theoretical framework of this study.

Statement of Problem

  Since the dawn of the new millennium, several changes have taken place in the education policies of the Malaysian Government. The National Philosophy of Education (NPE) introduced in 2000 which calls for a holistic education reflects a paradigm shift that calls for a wholesome development of a student’s physical, mental, emotional and spiritual capacities (CDC, 2001a). Other developments include the change of medium of instruction for mathematics and science from Malay to English; the need for teachers and students to master English (Ambrin, 2005, pp.6-10); the use of ICT in teaching and learning (CDC, 2001b); a commitment to continuous improvement, teamwork, personal and professional accountability, focus on customers and a greater emphasis on quality among civil servants, the vast majority being teachers (Najib, 2004, p.2) and more so in the education sector (Allimuddin, 2005, p.12) as well as a move to make physical education as an examination subject to check the decline of sports in schools  (Hishamuddin, 2005, p.1). In addition is the need for teachers to master ICT and English for their appraisals (NUTP, 2005). The Ninth Malaysia Plan (MP) calls for an improvement in quality of teaching as well as the introduction of Mandarin and Tamil as elective subjects in national schools (NST, 2006, pp 1-10). These changes imply that current characteristics of school effectiveness in national secondary schools in Malaysia need to accommodate these changes. 

  The role of principals of effective schools based on the Malaysian Model postulated features that included efficient communication, possessing a clear vision and utilizing IT facilities (IAB, 2004). Azmi (1996) reiterates the need for effective principals to possess among others, a vision and mission, good leadership qualities to face challenges and good interpersonal skills. Ramaiah (1999, p.115) coheres with the need for principals to have effective communication skills, a view supported by Abas (1999) who among others states that effective principals need to be motivated and carry out evaluation and monitoring based on Total Quality in Educational Management (TQM) and ISO 9000. While effective communication skills and possessing a vision and mission are seen as features of an effective school and this being further supported by other researchers  (Zaidatul, 1999, p.108; Hussein, 1993), carrying out effective 

evaluation and monitoring based on TQM and ISO 9000 reflects the dynamics of Total Quality in Educational Management among effective principals in Malaysia.

   Recent studies have focused on personal attributes of the principal in an effective school that include EQ, religious values, love, care and kindness (Shahril, 2002). This view is shared by others who see EQ in the greater context of transformational leadership, as an indicator of success in effective leadership (Ang Thien Sze, 2002; Leanne Goh, 2006, p.7) and this as further backed up by the Malaysian Government (Wan Mustama, 2006, p.6). Besides these, principals also need effective communication (Ramaiah, 1999, p.115) and motivational skills (Zaidatul, 1999, p.108) too.  Davies and West-Burnham (2003) argue that personal rather than positional power enables principals to work through relationships within the school community to achieve their vision and mission. However, it alone cannot yield the product of achieving greater school effectiveness. They argue further that these affective values need to be blended with cognitive values to ensure success (Davies and West-Burnham, 2003, pp.198-199). Seen in the light of unfair appraisals by principals to be one of the main causes of teacher stress in Malaysia (Loke, 2006a, p.6), these affective values blended with cognitive values, if fostered by principals, would assist in reducing such stress. This would in turn foster more effective teaching thus contributing to better school effectiveness in Malaysia. 

  This new tide in education in Malaysia, naturally calls for current views on the characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia. As schools have been mentioned as units of change (Hopkins, 1994), the stakeholders in school should be principally responsible for the change. While the role of effective principals has been recently widely researched in Malaysia and abroad, leadership at the department level in schools is also related to school effectiveness (Sammons, Thomas and Mortimore, 1997) and play an important role in school improvement (Busher and Harris, 2000). Hence the principal and heads of department as leaders of instruction and teachers as its executors are the three main stakeholders in the school, in ensuring effective teaching and learning one of the common attributes of school effectiveness. Obtaining their views on current characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia’s capital of Kuala Lumpur is timely and appropriate.

Research Aims

The aims of this research are 

(i) to review the concept of effectiveness and major developments in School Effectiveness Research leading to the evolution of the characteristics of school effectiveness internationally and in Malaysia. This will provide a historical insight as to how the school effectiveness paradigm evolved and how such research led to the profile of characteristics of school effectiveness internationally and in Malaysia

(ii) to obtain views regarding characteristics of school effectiveness and qualities of a principal from the perspective of principals, heads of department and teachers of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia from the ratings to responses based on their own perceptions in the research questionnaire. This is the basis of this research. and the data obtained here will be used in answering the research questions.

(iii) to synthesize current correlates or characteristics of school effectiveness in the context of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia from the responses to a questionnaire administered to the respondents of this research. 

(iv) to triangulate the findings by interviews in two selected schools. This procedure will enhance reliability and validity in the findings and offers avenues for generalizability.

(v) to identify the keywords or descriptors used in defining an effective school from the point of view of principals, heads of department and teachers in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. and to synthesize a definition based on the keywords identified in the research. This process enables keywords with higher frequency as responded by the subjects to be ascertained and from those keywords a possible definition be synthesized.

Research Questions

The key research questions that would be relevant to the purpose of this research are as follows:

Question (a)

What do principals, heads of departments and teachers in Kuala Lumpur perceive to be the current characteristics of school effectiveness, and the most important qualities of the principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia?

         Question (b) 

What similarities and differences are observed in the selection of the key characteristics of school effectiveness between respondents in this research and in comparison with studies on School Effectiveness Research done in other countries?

      Question (c)

What are the characteristics of school effectiveness in addition to those that have been synthesized from the findings of this research, that have been suggested by the respondents in this research and how and why are they relevant to the local needs in Malaysia?

Question (d)

 What key words or descriptors do the respondents use to define an effective national secondary school in Malaysia and what is a possible definition of an effective school that can be synthesized from the selected keywords?

Objectives of Research

The objective of this research is to synthesize the current views of the characteristics of school effectiveness in the context of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia from the perceptions of principals, heads of department and teachers. The research also is expected to yield characteristics in addition to those synthesized, from suggestions made by the respondents in this research. In addition, qualities of a principal of an effective school as well as a current definition of an effective school will be synthesized. With this it is anticipated that a broader current perspective of school effectiveness in Malaysia will emerge. This perspective will assist researchers in carrying out further studies and provide useful feedback for policy-makers in the government of Malaysia in planning any future educational changes or reform. 

Significance of research

This research is based at a time when several changes in education policies have been implemented by the Ministry of Education Malaysia (CDC, 2001a) and further reforms are on the cards (e.g. Hishamuddin, 2006c, p.6). Researchers in school effectiveness in Malaysia have had a variety of views on what constitutes an effective school (e.g. Hussein, 1993; Mohd.Shah, 1996; Sharifah, 1998) and studies have synthesized characteristics of school effectiveness, with commonalities and differences with those done abroad (e.g. Abdul Halim, 1989; Nazrol, 2000; Abdullah, 2002). While local researchers have focused on both primary and secondary schools, their respondents were education officers, principals and teachers (e.g. CDC, 1989; Fatimah, 1998) and university students (Noran et al., 1998). No studies using heads of department as respondents to synthesize characteristics of school effectiveness were available in the Education Planning and Research Unit Library in Putrajaya where the researcher searched the database in detail. Hence using heads of department as respondents adds a new dimension to local School Effectiveness Research. Hence the study would be of interest to the government and to local researchers let alone researchers abroad doing cross-cultural studies.

  The role of principals in fostering school effectiveness (Heng Hui Tuan, 1998; Fatimah, 1998; Lan Poh Chin, 1998) as well as the qualities of effective school principals (Shahril, 2002; Ang Thien Sze, 2002; Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Lim How, 2006) their leadership capacities (Norazian, 2003), leadership styles (Pawazalam, 2000) and skills (Faisal Sayuti, 2001; Zaidatul, 1999; Ramaiah, 1999) has been well researched. Hence in the continuous focus on principals and emergence of the need for professional development for teachers (Siew Ban Lee, 1998) and in the need for continuous improvement among principals (Kuah Bee Tin, 1998) as well as continuous improvement among government staff being used as a key performance indicator (Najib, 2004), the findings in this study would be of importance to principals and teachers. Hence this research would have significance among Ministry of Education officials, researchers, principals and teachers.

Context of research

  In viewing the context of this research, a brief outline of the Malaysian education system would offer a reader of this research a better perspective of the research. Malaysian children begin schooling from the age of 5 or 6 in kindergarten. Year One in the primary school begins the year a child turns 7. An exam taken when leaving Primary school, called 'Ujian Penilaian Sekolah Rendah', or UPSR (Primary School Assessment Examination) which is taken by all Year Six students before entering secondary schools. The purpose of this examination is to assess the quality of the primary education. Secondary education lasts five years. At the end of the third year or Form Three, students must sit for the 'Penilaian Menengah Rendah'  or PMR (Lower Secondary Assessment), to guide them on what subjects to take in the following year. The combination of subjects available to Form 4 students vary from one school to another. In the final year (Form 5), students sit for 'Sijil Pelajaran Malaysia', or SPM (Malaysian Certificate of Education; equivalent to the British Ordinary or 'O' levels, now referred to as GCSE). The secondary schools are either public or private. The public schools are funded by the Government and are called national secondary schools. The private secondary schools, excluding international secondary schools, follow the same syllabus with guidelines given by the Ministry of Education.

  In addition there are Independent Chinese secondary schools where most subjects are taught in Mandarin. Here students take  six years to complete their secondary school education. Instead of sitting for PMR or SPM, they sit for UEC in Junior Middle 3 (Form 3) and Senior Middle 3 (Form 6). Some independent high schools however, teach in Malay and  Mandarin, so that the students can sit for PMR, SPM and UEC. Students wishing to enter university must complete a further two years of secondary schooling. They must take up either the school based Form Six and sit for ‘Sijil Tinggi Pelajaran Malaysia', or STPM (Malaysia Higher Certificate of Education; equivalent to the British Advanced or 'A' levels), matriculation (one year duration), or other pre-university courses before they apply for entry into local universities. Independent High School students can enter some of the universities using their UEC result (Wikepedia, 2006).

  This research is focused on national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. In Kuala Lumpur there are 95 national secondary schools, nine private secondary schools and four private Chinese secondary schools (Schoolmalaysia, 2006). As the majority of secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur (88%), let alone Malaysia as a whole are national secondary schools, it is meaningful to carry out the research in national secondary schools. This is the setting of this research. The pilot study however, was carried out in the nine private secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur that follow an identical curriculum with the national secondary schools.

Limitations of study

  Studies on school effectiveness in Malaysia have been undertaken in various settings. While some involved schools nationwide (Sharil, 1997; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 1989), others have focused on schools in two particular states (Heng Hui Tuan, 1998) and still others, schools in one particular state and setting e.g. Sarawak rural secondary schools (Fatimah, 1998). Others however did a case study in a particular school (Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Noran Fauziah et al., 1998). This study is focused on a representative population of national secondary schools from Kuala Lumpur, the capital of Malaysia. Hence the findings of this study can only be generalized as a view from one state- Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur.

  In terms of respondents, as in all School Effectiveness Research undertaken worldwide, studies in Malaysia had focused on the four main stakeholders: Education Department staff, principals, teachers and students. While some studies focused on all four of them (Ministry of Education, 1989; Fatimah, 1998), Noran Fauziah et al. (1998) focused only on teachers and students, in this case only university students. Sam Kit Mun (2004), Lan Poh Chin (1998) and Sharifah (1998) however focused on teachers only while Heng Hui Tuan (1998) on teachers and parents. Among the respondents in this study principals and teachers have a commonality with related studies in Malaysia. However, the distinction of using heads of department in this study adds a unique feature in this study in comparison with other studies done in Malaysia. However, the findings of this study are limited to the views of the three categories of respondents only. The limitation has its benefits in that these three stakeholders are the ones who come into frequent direct contact and communication with the students in a national secondary school in Malaysia, the setting of this study.

  While interpretive and sample limitations exist, this research carries the perceptions of the leading stakeholders of the national secondary school organizational setting in Kuala Lumpur, the capital of Malaysia. This, in itself, reflects the importance in this research.

              CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

         Introduction

  Effectiveness is seen as an idea that schools with certain characteristics perform well and that other schools should adopt these characteristics to become effective. This is based on studies where high performing schools were analyzed and the key characteristics were identified. Effectiveness is based on the input-output model so that improved student outcomes in relation with their prior attainment are the critical measure. Hence the purpose of this chapter is to review the literature to identify the concepts and ideas of effectiveness developed by the international literature and to review the key characteristics from the international literature that are likely to apply in the Malaysian context. It will also review appropriate policy recommendations relevant to school improvement adopted by the Malaysian government and to investigate whether these recommendations are seen as important additional characteristics of school effectiveness in the Malaysian context by principals, heads of department and teachers in the light that these characteristics have been incorporated as part of the key performance indicators of school performance assessment by the Federal Inspectorate of Schools in Malaysia (FIS). A survey by questionnaire triangulated by interviews is used as a means of investigation. This chapter will provide the background and link to the design of the questionnaire used for this investigation. From this investigation, a current perspective on characteristics of school effectiveness in national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia is to be synthesized.

  The literature review will be structured as follows:

· Discussion of definitions of school effectiveness

      Concept of Effectiveness; Concept of school effectiveness; School 

      effectiveness from the Malaysian perspective


· Discussion of school effectiveness research
       Developments in school effectiveness research; Criticism of school 

       effectiveness Research

· Characteristics of effective schools

       An international perspective; the evolution of an effective school    profile in the Malaysian context

· Leadership and school effectiveness

       An international perspective; The Malaysian principal leadership; 

      Focus on qualities of a principal; Comparison of characteristics of school effectiveness between Malaysian and international studies 

· Malaysian government policy issues

      Accountability; Effective co-curricular activities including sports; The effective use of ICT and English in teaching and learning; Availability of effective language resources; Effective counseling

· Linking the theoretical framework with the research questionnaire

· Summary

         Discussion of definitions of school effectiveness 

         Concept of Effectiveness

Effectiveness is generally assumed as the capability of producing a desired effect (American Heritage, 2000) and as the quality of the ability to bring about a desired effect (Princeton, 2003). As the keyword here is ‘desired effect’ it clearly implies that it involves the fulfillment of criteria based on a term of reference.  Schreens (2000) however argues that the literary meaning of effectiveness is goal attainment and hence the criteria used to measure performance reflect important educational objectives. From the economic perspective, a production process is deemed as a turnover of inputs into outputs with inputs in a school system including pupils as well as characteristics such as financial and material aids and outputs including pupil attainment at the end of schooling. Here effectiveness is argued as the extent to which the desired level of output is achieved (Schreens, 2000, pp.20-21). Cheng (1993) further widens the definition of effectiveness incorporating it with technical effectiveness which refers to outputs of those in school or just after schooling like attitude changes, skills obtained learning behaviour etc. and social effectiveness involving life-long effects on individual such as social mobility, earnings etc. Organizational theorists however take the view that organizational effectiveness depends on the organizational theory and specific interests of the group involved as the basis. In the economic rationality model, effectiveness is viewed as the productivity of an organization. In the organic system model, effectiveness involves flexibility and adaptability. Hence organizational effectiveness is one that is susceptible to interpretation (Faerman and Quinn, 1985). The arguments reflect that the definition of effectiveness is not simplistic as in the dictionaries but rather one that involves criteria may it be an input-output perspective or one that is open to interpretation in the context of organizational models used. The complexity of defining effectiveness will invariably result in the difficulty in defining or understanding school effectiveness.

  Effectiveness focuses on the outputs of an organization which in turn depends on its inputs. It can be interpreted according to existing theoretical models. Hence though it may be subject to interpretation (Faerman and Quinn, 1985), from the context of schools, the argument that emerges here is that effectiveness is the extent to which the desired level of output is achieved (Schreens, 2000, pp.20-21) taking into consideration of input variations. 

Concept of School Effectiveness 

One of the primary concerns of School Effectiveness Research is the prime question of what constitutes school effectiveness and relating to it keywords such as school effects and effective schools.

  Researchers generally lack consensus on what constitutes school effectiveness. Cheng (1996) sees it as a vague concept though often used in the literature of school management and improvement and often confused with school efficiency. He links school effectiveness to school functions by defining school effectiveness as the capacity of a school to maximize its functions or the degree to which a school can perform school functions given a fixed amount of school input. This input-output perspective is also used by Lockheed and Hanushek (1988). They state that if the inputs or school processes are non-monetary, then the comparison of the output function to the non-monetary input is termed as school effectiveness. 

  On the other hand as a more specific perspective, accepted by most researchers as a starting point, school effectiveness is viewed from the perspective of schools in which students progress further than might be expected from consideration of its intake (Sammons and Mortimore, 1995, p.1). Related to this but further more focused is the view that growth in student achievement is the most appropriate criterion for assessing school effectiveness (Willms, 1992, p.34). This reflects a perspective of measuring school effectiveness by an improvement in student achievement, which in turn reflects a focus on the classroom factors affecting teaching and learning. Hence it is argued that if two schools have similar intakes e.g. predominantly low socio-economic status, the value a school places on student attainment would determine its effectiveness. Other studies repudiate this stand and state that school effectiveness should not focus on mere academic achievement but other factors such as classroom behaviour, student participation rates, and attitudes towards learning (Rutter, 1983; Sammons et al., 1996). 

  Mc Gaw et al. (1992, p. 4) go even further to argue that a well-rounded personal development of individuals should be the basis for school effectiveness and not just mere academic achievement. This cycle of general and specific views of school effectiveness leads us to the predicament of what exactly constitutes as school effectiveness.  Reynolds et. al. (1996) is of the view that effectiveness is dependent on people and the resources available. They argue that effectiveness is the extent in which an organization fulfills its objectives using its resources and without putting any strain on its members. This view is vulnerable as there is no clarity on the nature of the objectives or the difficulties involved in establishing them. Hence the difficulty in defining school effectiveness is dependent on people who are forced to choose from competing values. However, what educators perceive as important outcomes of schooling may not tally with the view of pupils, parents, governors, the local community, government or the media (Stoll and Fink, 1996).

    HM Inspectorate of Schools in Scotland (Drever, 1991) take the view that effectiveness should be judged by the product, and that the ultimate product of schooling is the 'value added': what pupils have gained from their years in school. Thus they emphasize that pupils should gain other qualities bridging the cognitive and affective areas such as good self-image, good self-discipline, and be good problem-solvers, enterprising, adaptable and employable. The fact that the report noted non-cognitive areas that should be part of the product of schooling indicates a perspective that school effectiveness should not be viewed from the mere measurement of academic achievement alone. In fact some studies have indeed paid attention to social and affective outcomes (e.g. Rutter, 1979; Mortimore et al., 1988a; Teddlie and Springfield, 1993).

    In the 1970’s researchers defined effective schools in a one-dimensional manner. Schools that scored lower or above a national standard or those who produced worse or better outcomes than could be expected on the basis of student intake characteristics, were defined as less or more effective (Brookover et al., 1979; Rutter et al., 1979). Others argued that effective schools were to be seen as those consisting of two dimensions- quality and equity. Quality is viewed as the degree in which schools score better or worse than is expected and the equity output was seen as the influence of schools to interact in the relationship between school input and output (Reynolds et al., 1994, pp.11-12). Goldstein and Myers (1997) in contrast state that the term 'school effectiveness' is a misnomer. They argue that effectiveness, if it is multidimensional in nature. Schools, they argue, differ in their effectiveness by curriculum subject and are differentially effective for different groups of pupils: their effectiveness also changes over time (Gray et al., 1996; Thomas et al., 1997a; Thomas et al., 1997b). They view that the absence of a single continuum of 'effectiveness' raises issues about 'effective schools', and leads to questions about the importance of 'leadership' and the relevance of other school factors such as 'common clear goals'. Hence school effectiveness is neither one-dimensional nor bi-dimensional as viewed in the past but multi-dimensional.

  Ninan (2006) views that a school is effective when it achieves what it sets out to achieve. This he views occurs when school processes result in observable (not always quantifiable) positive outcomes among its students consistently over a period of time (Reynolds, 1985). This implies that the effectiveness of a school is dependent more on its 'processes' and gauged by its 'outcomes' than on its 'intake'. 'Intake', as research indicates, plays only a marginal role in school effectiveness (HMI, 1977). This is contrast with later research that differential effects of schools for different groups of students with different ethnic or socio-economic backgrounds or with different prior levels of attainment plays a role in school effectiveness (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p.15). Hence it can be argued that while school effectiveness is dependent on the schools’ processes and seen in its outcomes, intake plays an important role and not just a marginal role.

  Mortimore’s view was that an effective school adds an extra value to its students’ outcomes in comparison with other schools serving similar intakes (Sammons and Mortimore, 1995). This concept of the ‘value added’ by the school resulted in a need to explicitly focus on student outcomes in all methodologies involving school effectiveness research (McPherson, 1992). This then led to methodological issues such as consistency and stability in effectiveness and the need to exert caution in interpreting any estimates of a particular school’s effects (Goldstein et al, 1993; Creemers, 1994; Mortimore et al, 1995). School effects are the ability of schools to affect the outcomes (usually achievement) of the students that they serve. It is the overall effects of attending school versus not attending school (Good and Brophy, 1986). A somewhat similar definition is put forward by Cuttance (1985) that school effects are those that describe the influence of schools on individual pupil outcomes. A related but more specific definition is that school effects is the difference between the school’s average level of performance and some standard after adjusting statistically for intake characteristics of schools (Willms, 1992, p.39). A rather different view is that school effects are the unadjusted average achievement of all students in a school. While using raw performance scores as indicators of school effectiveness is deemed ridiculous, parents and education critics use them as a performance yardstick (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p.66). Hence a more pragmatic definition synthesized from these perspectives is that school effects are the characteristics or factors in the school that result in improved academic performance of the individual student and the school as a whole. Among many characteristics in the school that have an effect are school leadership and effective teaching.

   School effectiveness is in practice a very much broader concept. There exists a conceptual hierarchy of bivalence where effective and ineffective schools are measured by characteristics (Ball, 1997). Critics dismiss this sort of approach to school effectiveness as positivist and this means/ends construction reduces educational success to factors that can be measured (Morley and Rasool, 1999, p.3). This aligns with Sammons’ (1994) argument that definitions on school effectiveness are dependent on a variety of factors among them sample of schools examined and choice of outcome measured (Sammons et al., 1994). As a result, Yin (1996, p. 15) argues that school effectiveness needs to be sub-classified under five levels-individual, institutional, community, society and international and five components-economic, social, political, cultural and educational. It is argued that this will assist in viewing the component effectiveness that one is interested in. It is acknowledged that the inter relationships between the components and levels is complicated. This multi-faceted view of school effectiveness however, adds a new but distinct perspective

of school effectiveness.

  Hoy and Miskel (2001, p.290) suggest that an organization can be termed effective if it has a high degree of goal attainment. The greater the goals are achieved, the more effective is the organization. In applying this perspective to the school, school effectiveness can be deduced as the ability of a school to achieve its goals. Hence it is argued that a school is deemed as effective if the outcome of its activities meets or exceeds its goals.  

   Relevant here is the view that an effective school is one that promotes high levels of student achievement for all students in the school (Murphy, 1990) where achievement in most studies is focused on the academic attainment of students. It is no surprise, therefore, that up to recent times, academic emphasis and frequent monitoring of student academic progress has been viewed as important correlates of an effective school (Al Waner, 2005). Hence school effectiveness can be deduced as the ability of a school to achieve or exceed its academic goals. An effective school hence is a school that can achieve or exceed its academic goals. A rather different view is that schools are effective if their pupils perform at a higher than average level than an average school (Cuttance, 1985, p.13). The latter view reflects that school effectiveness has an element of comparison using a term of reference as the academic performance of an average school. While Hoy and Miskel’s view seems pragmatic, Cuttance’s view is vulnerable. The question arises as to what constitutes as an average school and an average performance and the criterion of this reference itself is argumentative. They ought to take into account the differential effects for the intake of different groups of students like socio-economic background as discussed earlier in the chapter. Hence in line with the more pragmatic view, school effectiveness is the ability of a school to achieve or exceed its goals. The goals set should be reflective of students’ academic ability. The argument here is that if goals set are too high it will not be achievable and if set too low will result in performance lower than the criterion of reference resulting in it being ineffective. There is a need to take value added scores into consideration of prior achievement of pupils on entry to school (Sammons et al, 1996a in Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p.72). An effective school hence is a school that can achieve or exceed its prior set goals.

  An Australian view that effective schools are those that successfully progress the learning and personal development of all of their students (ACT, 2005) is a stark contrast from the U.K. and USA perspective of an effective school being judged merely by academic performance. This reflects a perspective that school effectiveness should not be focused on mere focus of learning and its product of academic achievement but school as an institution that ought to focus on the personal development of students.

  Morley and Rasool (1999) view school effectiveness as a change being brought about by a greater focus on the school as an entity that is to be managed. School effectiveness is also argued as an example of a new managerialism in education where there is a combination of culture management (the creation of purposes and meaning) with performance management i.e. measuring what really matters (Morley and Rassool, 1999, pp. 59-60). Hence a managerial perspective of school effectiveness is evolved here adding a new dimension to the perspective of school effectiveness.  

  Though studies give various perspectives of what constitutes school effectiveness or what an effective school is, the diversified views lead as to cohere with the conclusion that 

‘……  while all reviews assume that effective schools can be differentiated from ineffective ones, there is no consensus yet on just what constitutes an effective school.’ 

                                                         (Reid, Hopkins and Holly, 1987, p.22)

 Schreerens (2000) in presenting a paper to the International Institute of Educational planning under UNESCO adds that

‘School effectiveness is a difficult concept to define and once defined is of a nature difficult to reason’

He adds further that school effectiveness is a field characterized by many approaches, concepts and models. It is difficult even to have a clear grasp of   the   pros  and  cons of   each  (Schreerens, 2000, pp. 7-9).  Hence the concept of school effectiveness has various approaches and  is a complex issue  and  hence  the  lack  of  consensus  on  what  exactly constitutes as school effectiveness is not a surprise.

  In reviewing early School Effectiveness Research in the USA, Firestone (1991, p.2) noted that ‘Effectiveness is not a neutral term. Defining the effectiveness of a particular school always requires choices among competing values’. Hence he further adds that ‘the criteria of effectiveness will be a subject of political debate’.

  An overall perspective that emerges here is that school effectiveness involves a focus on outcomes and whether it exceeded its desired goals. The outcomes could be purely measures of academic achievement (Sammons and Mortimore, 1995; Willims, 1992; Murphy, 1990; Cuttance, 1985; Hoy and Miskel, 2001) that ought to be consistently positive (Reynolds, 1985). They are argued from an input-output perspective (Cheng, 1996; Lockheed and Hanushek, 1996) and in a broader perspective, the product of ‘value added’ to schooling (Drever, 1991) or the overall personal development of students (Mc.Gaw et al., 1992; ACT, 2005). The arguments of a multi-dimensional facet of school effectiveness (Goldstein and Myers, 1997; Yin, 1996; Morley and Rasool, 1999) reflect the complexity of the concept of school effectiveness. Hence school effectiveness needs to rest on a broad perspective that it is the ability of a school to exceed its desired goals, taking into consideration of differences between students in its intake. It may be in line with Mortimore’s widely accepted view of an effective school (Sammons and Mortimore, 1995) but it differs from the viewpoint that the goals need not be purely academic in nature as broader ‘value-added’ functions of schooling emerge.

   School effectiveness from the Malaysian perspective  

  Researchers in Malaysia too have quite a different perspective of the definition of an effective school. Ramaiah (1992) termed an effective school as one that has a positive influence towards learning by fostering academic excellence. This he adds does not imply that a school that achieves 100% passes in public examinations is an effective school. Here we see an implication that in an effective school fostering a positive school culture of academic excellence need not necessarily be reflected by its outcomes in a public examination. His view is pragmatic as several factors are involved in academic achievement. Hence his perception is that mere examination results alone do not necessarily determine if a school is effective. This implies that if a school improves in its percentage passes in an examination, it need not necessarily be effective. Such a view is in conflict with other researchers who associate effectiveness as increased goal attainment (Hoy and Miskel, 2001).

 On the other hand, Sharifah (1998) defines an effective school as one that has a good performance in public examinations as well as work satisfaction among the staff. There are two dimensions to her definition-public examination results and staff work satisfaction. The first dimension is a stark contradiction to the view of Ramaiah but the second dimension adds a new ingredient to the definition of an effective school. Hussein (1993) defined an effective school as one that has high academic achievement, less discipline problems, has the confidence of the local community and job satisfaction among teachers. While Sharifah speaks of job satisfaction among the entire staff of the school including the administrators, Hussein only looks into aspects of teacher job satisfaction. There is coherence on academic achievement similar to Sharifah but not the means as Ramaiah puts forward. His contention that the definition should include ‘the confidence of the local community’ is questionable. Does the local community gain confidence based on the ends (results in public examinations) or the means? However, the fact that he incorporated the element of ‘local community’ reflects that the stakeholders of an effective school include the general public outside the perimeter of the school.  

  However, others view an effective school in a different perspective. Wan Mohd.Zaid (1993) views that an effective school in Malaysia should have a culture of knowledge which involves interest in reading, desire to search facts online in the net or in a library, carry out researches and offer new ideas in mutual discussion. Besides this they should allow a change in mindset leading to reform this being achieved by collaboration in the organizational bureaucracy of the school. He concluded that an effective school is one that should offer education that is suited to current or futuristic needs. While there is a focus here on student culture here, there is also the need for reform through effective collaboration. This implies that an effective school should be susceptible to change. Cheng (1993) however views that effective schools are ones with good organizational culture. His views were supported by the findings from a comparative research between two national secondary schools one effective and one not effective, the criteria based on academic data (Sharifah, 1998). Mohd.Shah (1996) generalized that an effective school in Malaysia as one that is an institution of quality that is suited to achieve the aspirations of Vision 2020. While on one hand it is argued that effective schools are schools with a good organizational and school culture, Mohd.Shah’s view is rather indigenous in nature. His argument would imply that only some schools (effective) are suited to achieve the Government’s aspirations while others (not effective) are not suited. This is in contradiction with the Government’s aspirations of Vision 2020 in which all national schools are expected to strive to attain the goals of Vision 2020. It however reflects a perspective that definitions unique to a country’s needs are possible in defining effective schools. 

  While the Australian view that focuses on wholesome development of the student was discussed earlier in the chapter, the Malaysian researchers’ views incorporate several non-student factors such as job satisfaction, discipline, organizational culture and the faith of the local community. Hence it can be argued that the definition of an effective school is subjective and varies between countries and even within a country.

  The Ministry of Education (1989) carried out a study on 20 national secondary schools in Peninsular Malaysia to examine the relationship between school climate and effective schools. The perceptions of educators were surveyed in this study. The results indicated that different people understood the concept of school effectiveness differently. 

(i) The State Officers felt that an effective school should fulfill the hopes of the National Philosophy of Education in terms of intellectual, emotional and spiritual development of students. 

(ii) The Local Education Officers viewed that effective schools should have measurable results that can be used to compare between schools especially in terms of academic performance, performance in co-curricular activities and student discipline. 

(iii) The principals viewed that an effective school should have an effective school management and cooperative teachers. 

(iv) The teachers, however, viewed that school effectiveness is reflected by the existence of a satisfactory learning and teaching environment and the availability of facilities for teaching and learning in schools. 

Hence while there is no consensus not only among researchers from various countries in the West on what constitutes school effectiveness or effective schools as discussed earlier in the chapter, in Malaysia even stakeholders and schools, stakeholders and researchers within the country of Malaysia have divergent views. This truly reflects the complexity of school effectiveness and its lack of consensus.

  In synthesizing a possible view of school effectiveness in Malaysia, this section of this literature review emphasizes on good school management (Cheng, 1993; Ministry of Education, 1989) fulfillment of the NPE  (Ministry of Education, 1989), effective teaching and learning (Ministry of Education, 1989) a greater focus on improvement in academic performance (Sharifah, 1998; Ramaiah, 1992; Hussein, 1993; Mohd. Zaid, 1993) staff job satisfaction (Sharifah, 1998; Hussein, 1993) and less disciplinary problems (Hussein, 1993; Ministry of Education, 1989) and fulfillment of aspirations of Vision 2020 (Mohd.Shah, 1996). In line with the argument that Vision 2020 is part of the ideals of the NPE and effective teaching and learning is linked with improved academic performance, school effectiveness in Malaysia is seen by fulfillment of the NPE, effective school management, effective teaching and learning, staff job satisfaction and lesser disciplinary problems. The interesting thing is that school effectiveness is inclusive of the government (policies), principal, staff and students. While academic improvement is seen as an ingredient of school effectiveness it is not seen as the sole ingredient. A broader context emerges here that every stakeholder in the school has a role in ensuring school effectiveness.

  With the new NPE introduced at the start of the new millennium (CDC, 2001a), and the focus on a holistic education (CDC, 2001a; Ambrin, 2005) as well as the rapid changes in the education system subsequently, there is a need to obtain current views of the definition of an effective school. This will be synthesized from keywords in the definition as put forward by the respondents of this research.

Discussion of school effectiveness research
This section will review developments in School Effectiveness Research internationally as well as criticism of this research paradigm to have an overall but balanced perspective of this paradigm.

Developments in School Effectiveness Research

  Much of the early research within the School Effectiveness Research tradition to the late 1970’s studies were focused to dispute the results of Coleman and Jencks that schools made little difference to student achievement. While Coleman (1966) attributed any variations in achievement to home background, Jencks (1972) claimed that it was luck that made the difference. Weber (1971) in his research on four low-SES inner-city schools found that the actual school processes like strong leadership, high expectations, good atmosphere, careful evaluation of pupil progress etc. that resulted in high achievement. Even then, researchers like Hauser et al. (1976) argued that schools accounted for only 1-2 percent of the total variance in student achievement.

  However, the late 70’s saw a new tide in School Effectiveness Research. Two studies conducted by a group of US, English, and Irish researchers (Brimer et al., 1978, Madaus et al., 1979) reflected the extent to which certain school characteristics affected student achievement.

  The late 70’s to the mid-80’s focused on issues of equity. In USA, Edmonds (1979) in focusing on schools in the disadvantaged areas in particular the urban poor, and in noting the findings from others like Lezotte and Bancroft (1985) made a out a powerful case for the creation of ‘effective schools for the urban poor’. The movement originated from an association between schools with specific characteristics and generally good academic outcomes. This period also saw studies in U.K., which emphasized the significance of schools on student achievement. The findings of Rutter et al. (1979) that schools with similar intakes and serving in similar areas achieved different outcomes, the difference being explained by a number of characteristics that they argued were prevalent in all effective schools added a new dimension in School Effectiveness Research. Their findings were supported by other researchers (Mortimore et al., 1988a, Smith and Tomlinson, 1989). The early concerns in UK like in USA of school effectiveness were equity. Reynolds and Creemers (1990) aptly turned the tables around stating schools do make a difference upon children’s development in total contrary to Coleman (1966) and Jenks (1972) that schools made little difference.

   In the period after the mid-80’s, studies in USA were more concerned with school effects and school improvement (Brookover et al., 1984) and in the U.K. on school effects (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, pp.15-16). Similarly, in the Netherlands, there was a focus on school effects that had a relationship with student academic achievement like ‘an orderly atmosphere aimed at stimulation of learning’ (Vermeulen, 1987) and more so on the impact of the supportive functions of school-level and classroom-level characteristics (Schreen and Creemers, 1996). Even here, the focus was on primary than secondary schools and on teacher effectiveness than on student achievement (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p.19) though Dutch school boards’ activity had an impact on school effectiveness (Hofman, 1993). Though the studies indicate effective school supervision and teacher effectiveness as important correlates of school effectiveness, research in the Netherlands was not integrated as an effectiveness paradigm.

   In the Far East in Taiwan as in the Netherlands, School Effectiveness Research was focused on teacher behaviours and student academic outcomes. Unlike the Netherlands there was greater focus on high (secondary) school. As in the Netherlands, teacher effectiveness was significantly related to school effectiveness and more so, student-teacher relationship. Unlike the Netherlands, principal leadership as well as gender, age, type of school, and even histories of school were significantly related to school effectiveness (Wu, 1995). Interestingly an international study in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Taiwan, USA and UK cohered with observers’ rating of teachers being related to school effectiveness in all these countries (Reynolds et al., 1994a; Creemers et al., 1996). The studies reflect that teacher effectiveness is seen as the main component of school effectiveness with principal leadership and effective supervision also seen as essential components too. The relationship between type of school, gender and history of school with school effectiveness seen in Taiwan calls for the need of greater equity between schools there. While most studies focused on school effects in particular teacher effects and their role in school academic achievement, Singapore had a different perspective of school effectiveness. In the 1990’s school effectiveness was redefined to meet its post-industrial demands bringing an argument that school effectiveness research had a link with national needs and changes (Sharpe and Gopinathan, 1996). This would imply that the definition of school effectiveness or effective schools is susceptible to changes-economic in Singapore and in neighbouring Malaysia, educational changes, as will be further discussed in this chapter.

  Recent studies like Gray et al (1999) focused on the characteristics of improving schools since existing studies only focused on the characteristics of schools that have become effective. Current issues involve criticisms of school effectiveness - the fallacy of the notion that poor academic achievement is solely the result of poor schooling rather than the effects of social and economic factors on schools and children. Croxford and Cowie (1996) in their study of 38 secondary schools estimated a difference of one grade between the average leaver in the most effective school and the least effective school after adjusting for social factors. They found the majority (31 schools) were indistinguishable, a view supported by others (Gray and Wilcox, 1995, Sammons et al., 1997). Goldstein and Speigelhalter (1996) caution that such rankings of schools based on mere academic outcomes could be used as screening instruments but not as definite judgments on individual schools. On the other hand, Stoll and Fink (1996) argue that while only 8-14 percent of variance in pupils’ achievement is attributable to school factors, they are indeed crucial between success and failure of a school. Hence the studies indicate that while academic achievement is an important measure of school effectiveness, using academic attainment alone as a criterion for school effectiveness and on top of it adding a judgmental value to it, is viewed as a fallacy.

  The review of the developments in School Effectiveness Research in the international arena clearly reflect that most studies used measures of academic outcomes as the criteria of school effectiveness as argued by Al Waner (2005) with teacher effectiveness, principal leadership and effective supervision emerging as important school effects. While unique perspectives like type of school, gender and school history being linked to school effectiveness emerge in Taiwan, the fact that school effectiveness is linked to national objectives as seen in Singapore reveal that the concept of school effectiveness in the East is viewed differently than in the West. 

Criticism of School effectiveness Research

This section will review recent criticism of School Effectiveness Research and avenues for its improvement. It will assist in the discussion of the findings of this research.

    Luyten et al. (2004) state that the most fundamental criticism of School Effectiveness Research is its political-ideological focus. They state that predicting teaching-learning outcomes and assessing quality of education according to these outcomes is the principal issue that critics raise. Researchers, they argue, seem to be blind to the political and moral aspects of their work. Researchers like Thrupp (2001) however state that the issue can be avoided if the researchers recognize the political implications of their research 

  The assumption that research will generate knowledge through rigorous quantitative data has been argued by several critics (e.g. Ball, 1998; Grace, 1998) as unacceptable because all research is contaminated to some extent by the personal, political and ideological sympathies of the researcher. Others like Slee and Weiner (2001) argue that this empirical- analytical approach   ignores   the   values   and   life   experiences   of   research participants. Goldstein and Myers (1997) while recognizing that adoption of sophisticated statistical techniques may cause difficulties in explanation, caution that using simpler techniques lead to incorrect inferences (O'Donoghue et al., 1997). While difficulties associated with the explanation of complex analyses exist, they should not become an excuse for using inferior or misleading methodologies. 

  Elliot (1996) among others denounces the idea that quality of the teaching-learning process be judged from its results when learning is an unpredictable process. However others argue that if learning is indeed unpredictable, then there is no sense in investing any money in education (Luyten et al., 2004, p.253).

  Coe and Fitz –Gibbon (1998) argue against the perception of consensus on correlates of school effectiveness as they are partly based on self-reports and unstandardized instruments. They argue that the reports of significant correlations between school effectiveness and educational leadership could be through chance alone. Researchers they argue only report significant findings and ignore those that are not significant. Reynolds and Teddlie (2000) argue that School Effectiveness Research has focused more on successful schools and hence the factors that enhance school effectiveness may be different from those that lead to ineffectiveness. Luyten et al (2004) sum up that being effective and becoming effective are two different things and being effective is not the same as staying effective. These arguments indicate a call for improving methodological quality of School Effectiveness Research.

  Hence while it is acknowledged that criticisms of School Effectiveness Research are a highly debated issue, there is a dire need for researchers to overcome them by having a solid justification for the research methodologies used and improving them. There is a need to acknowledge the existence of a political-ideological issue and to ponder on ways to overcome them in School Effectiveness Research. Hence the criticisms provide the basis for tackling related issues of methodology and findings in this research.

Characteristics of effective schools

An international perspective

  The factors that are associated with school effectiveness have been the subject of concern since the inception of School Effectiveness Research in the 1970’s.  The Brookover et al. (1979) study of school effectiveness of 68 low SES schools in Michigan, USA, and attributed negative characteristics prevalent in these schools as the cause of poor academic achievement. These included principals primarily concerned with administration and discipline and seldom visiting classes; a helplessness situation among teachers that they could do little to improve student achievement and negative reinforcement by teachers. Here the focus was in equating ineffective schools as those with poor academic performance and studying the features in the school that caused such a result.

  In contrast in U.K. a study of 50 randomly selected London primary schools involving 2000 children revealed that in addition to a purposeful leadership and effective teaching, maximum communication between teachers and students, effective record keeping and effective parental involvement were among the characteristics of effective schools (Mortimore et al., 1988a). Hence unlike the earlier study, the role of parents as well as school processes of student-teacher communication and monitoring records kept has been emphasized here.

  The findings from the Louisiana school effectiveness studies (Teddlie and Springfield, 1993, p.132) for low SES but effective schools include characteristics of a stable and shared academic leadership with close rapport among administrators with good use of academic staff as pertinent. In addition teachers were warm, friendly, cohesive, cooperative, punctual, and fostered a positive classroom climate. Students had excellent discipline, a consistently high academic achievement and were involved in the running of the school. The study reflected that students played a role in school effectiveness. In addition, intricate processes that needed to be nurtured by the Principal and teachers were essential in school effectiveness.

  In the 1990’s the shift in focus concerned processes within effective schools as demonstrated in two important studies: Levine and Lezotte (1990) in the USA and Sammons et al. (1995) on behalf of the British Schools Inspectorate OFSTED in the U.K. Among the common characteristics in both studies were a participative, firm and purposeful leadership with frequent personal monitoring of school activities; efficient, structured and adaptable teaching fostering a positive learning environment; teachers with shared visions and goals with greater cooperation and collegiality; effective evaluation and monitoring and parental involvement. Hence there is a greater trend towards the focus on the school processes as well as staff harmony in recent studies on school effectiveness.

  Another study of effective schools (Barber et al., 1995) emphasized similar characteristics – that of school leadership, teachers and parents. However, it reiterated positive reinforcement as a further feature of effective schools an ingredient that lacked in the low SES and low-achieving schools studied in the much earlier Brookover et al. study (1979).

  Of recent the Australian State of Victoria, Department of Education and Training (2002), set a policy to achieve the vision of the Blueprint to build an excellent government school system. This was on a policy that all schools achieve the status of   effective schools that are continuously improving. The key characteristic of effective schools was adapted from the work of Sammons et.al. (1995) that include professional leadership, focus on teaching and learning, shared vision and goals, purposeful teaching, high expectations, learning communities, accountability and a stimulating and secure learning environment. Though the characteristics generally are observed in other studies the emphasis on accountability clearly reflects a total commitment to quality in education. More recently, an Australian overview (Greenberg, 2001) reported various criteria that have been identified as being important in the development of an effective school in the Prince George’s and Anne Arundel Counties. Though the criteria reinforce characteristics that have already been identified in several studies, three interesting additional features include available support services like health care and food; adequate facilities with regard to space, classroom dimensions and technology and continuous staff development. These issues of staff development will be reviewed later in this chapter.

  In Canada, studies up to the late 80 are focused on three characteristics of effective schools: school climate, effective leadership and effective teaching. Effective teaching had been linked with effective leadership. In 1990, a study by Coleman and LaRocque in 10 school districts emphasized the role of the community in particular parents being integrated into programs in effective schools districts. Hence school climate, effective leadership and the involvement of parents are the key characteristics of effective schools seen in Canadian studies over the past two decades (Reynolds et al, 1994).

   Most recently the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction, State of Washington, USA introduced a statewide plan of support to schools based on a review of the current characteristics of effective schools. Nine current characteristics were incorporated and termed as “Nine Characteristics of High Performing Schools” (Bergeson, 2002). These include a clear and shared focus (vision), effective leadership, high levels of collaboration and communication, frequent monitoring of teaching and learning and a focused professional development. The study reflects a new dimension in current characteristics of effective schools – a focused professional development. Though staff development has been cited as one of the most important characteristics of school effectiveness (Hallinger and Murphy, 1985; Mortimore et al., 1988) and in the light of the Australian view that it is continuous  (State of Victoria, Department of Education and Training, 2002), the current perspective seen from the USA (Bergeson, 2002) is the need for it to be focused. Hence in providing staff development there is a need of focus-it must be absolutely clear of its purpose, goals and needs. Moreover, school-based staff development is essential for schools to function as a learning organization, this being one of the 11 key characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized from reviews on School Effectiveness Research  (Mortimore et al., 1995).
  The studies reveal an array of characteristics of effective schools emerging from international research. One of the most common characteristics that emerge is the focus on leadership issues that include a shared vision and mission and a strong and purposeful leadership. Another important common characteristic is effective teaching and learning and related to it a positive learning environment. A host of other characteristics having commonality and differences between researchers also emerge. It is pertinent to see which of these characteristics have a commonality with researchers of school effectiveness in Malaysia where this research is focused.

Evolution of an Effective School profile in the Malaysian context

  Early school effectiveness studies in Malaysia in the 1980’s had a similar approach as in the USA and U.K. that academic excellence was the yardstick in defining a school as effective. The characteristics forming a framework for this were analyzed. Abdul Karim (1989) used a conceptual framework called a Dimensional Model to analyze characteristics of effective rural national secondary schools. Among the characteristics that differentiated effective and ineffective schools were the principals’ leadership, role perception student self-discipline and effective use of school resources as well as parental involvement .A much later study concurred that the use of school resources had a positive effect on academic achievement (Loh Pit Sia, 2001). Hence there is an argument here that effective use of school resources should enhance school effectiveness,

  A different approach was that of obtaining feedback from educational administrators, principals and teachers among 20 national secondary schools in Peninsular Malaysia (Ministry of Education, 1989) on the characteristics that should be prevalent in effective schools discussed earlier in the chapter where there was a conflict in views from all four categories of respondents. However, a further observation study by the researchers in selected schools reflected that among others, close rapport between teachers and the principal as well as efficient leadership among principals were additional factors. This was supported by a related view that collegiality among teachers as an important factor to improve school effectiveness (Abdul Halim, 1989). The studies reflect that harmonious principal-teacher and teacher-teacher relationships are a prerequisite for school effectiveness.

  A study of perceptions of effective national secondary schools in Sarawak using education department officers, teachers and students as respondents, found a mutual consensus that the role of principals, among other characteristics, is viewed from their perceptions the most important factor in determining school effectiveness (Fatimah, 1998). This is vulnerable as it is viewed that it is shared leadership that contributes to school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1995, p.8). It is further argued that the role of effective departments and middle management that had improved student learning outcomes also contribute to school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1997). In the context of school effectiveness seen from improved learning outcomes, overemphasis of the role of principals as determining school effectiveness is questionable.  In a further refinement on the role of principals, Lan Poh Chin (1998) in her studies on management characteristics among four effective (defined by their academic performance) national secondary schools in Seremban, Negeri Sembilan found that among others, the role of the principal as a Leader of Instruction was a key management factor. The observation here is that a more precise role of the principal emerging explicitly as an important characteristic of school effectiveness.

  Sharil (1997) used Edmond’s Five Factor Model to find the variables of school effectiveness in Malaysia. In his study on 68 primary schools in Malaysia, the five factors in his model were 

(i) leadership and positive school climate

          (ii) teachers’ expectation of students in mastering basic skills

         (iii) frequency of evaluation

         (iv) the role of the Parent Teacher Association

         (v) physical facilities in a school

         He found that the variables of school effectiveness were

(i)      School climate

         (ii)       Principal Leadership

         (iii)      Teachers’ expectations of student achievement

(iv) Devolution of power

(v) Teachers’ attitudes towards students

(vi) The implementation of the curriculum in teaching and learning

   A new perspective of the role of principal that emerges here is empowerment or devolution of power. As most research reviewed here reiterate the importance of the role of a principal, in particular, their leadership in enhancing school effectiveness research in Malaysia from the 1990’s focuses on issues related to school leadership.

  Culture is another important characteristic of school effectiveness in Malaysia. While Wan Mohd. Zaid (1993) focused on a culture of knowledge acquisition, Cheng (1993) focused on organizational culture including principal leadership. The views of Cheng cohere with Sharifah (1998), who in her study on two national secondary schools in the state of Selangor, found that principal leadership and organizational structure were the two most important characteristics of an effective national secondary school. 

  Nazrol (2000) in his case study in SMK Sains Sultan Haji Ahmad Shah, a national secondary school in Pekan in the state of Pahang on the perceptions of teachers in that school on the characteristics of an effective school, found among characteristics that were rated high: principal leadership; shared vision and mission; conducive learning environment; focus on teaching and learning; motivation; high sense of achievement; and close relationship between school and parents. While teachers acknowledge here the role of parental involvement, others state that such an involvement has a positive effect on student achievement (Fantuzzo, 1995; Kathleen and Howard, 1997; Asmawati, 1993) more so in effective schools (Armor et al., 1976). However there is a contention that such a relationship is not prevalent in effective schools. A recent study on 9,328 teachers in Malaysia, parental and student pressure was the main cause of teacher stress (Loke, 2006a, p.6). Hence parental involvement might be counterproductive to school effectiveness. This however can be reduced or diffused as Loke (2006a) states, through their involvement in PTA’s. Hence PTA’s play an important role in fostering school effectiveness.

  Of recent, Abdullah (2002) in his study on five effective national secondary schools (based on state awards given to the schools) in the state of Kelantan using a Process Model, found that culture and climate of a school followed by effective learning as the top two characteristics of school effectiveness.

   Abdullah’s finding reflects that a positive culture of learning among students enhanced by a positive climate is essential to enhance school effectiveness in Malaysian national secondary schools. It can be argued here that for a positive culture of learning to exist, a positive climate where students can have the joy in learning needs to exist. This leads us to the deduction that a positive learning environment is viewed as one of the important characteristic of school effectiveness. 

  In comparing research undertaken internationally and investigations in Malaysia, common characteristics of school effectiveness are observed. One of the most common characteristics is effective principal leadership that includes a shared vision and mission and the roles of a principal. Effective teaching and learning, a positive learning environment and effective parental involvement are other important common characteristics observed. Differences such as student self-discipline and effective use of school resources are observed. However, greater commonalities than differences emerge between studies by international and Malaysian researchers.

Leadership and School Effectiveness

 This section analyses issues related to leadership and why leadership has become one of the most important issues in School Effectiveness Research. and why greater emphasis is given to this issue in this literature review.

          An international perspective

  Since 1980, leadership has become a newly influential domain of educational management despite knowledge of its vast ambiguity (Bush et al., 1999, p.178). Studies on organizational leadership since then have focused on leaders’ vision, clear goals and ability to create a sense of shared mission. There is still a lack of clarity on how school leaders shape the purposes in an organization to influence school effectiveness. This is seen from different conceptualizations on operationalizing terms such as vision, mission and goals synthesized from several researches (e.g. Scott and Teddlie, 1987, Cheng, 1994, Leithwood, 1994). However, only in a school-based management is there sufficient autonomy and flexibility to facilitate a greater effectiveness. Here contrary to other researchers, schools have a clear vision, strong organizational culture and are able to achieve multiple goals (Yin, 1996, p.63). Hence to facilitate greater school effectiveness, a school-based management is essential.

   In the context of a secondary school where this research is focused, the principal is the administrative head. The school principal is viewed as the most important and influential individual in any school. It is his leadership that determines the tone of the school, the climate for learning, the level of professionalism, the morale of the teacher and the degree of concern for what students’ outcomes would be. In short, the principal’s leadership determines the school’s success (Sergiovani, 1995, p.83). Recent studies clearly indicate that leadership in particular transformational leadership is a catalyst for high performance in schools. Leithwood (2006) highlights the role of principals stating that they are in a position to foster greater collaboration among teachers which in turn improves teaching and enhances student learning (Leithwood, 2006, pp. 4-6). Transformational leadership practices also enable principals to face the challenges for change (Day et. al., 2000; Leithwood et al., 1999). Such a school leadership enables building school vision and developing specific goals as well as promoting high performance (Leithwood and Jantzi, 2000). While decision-making practices are correlates of school leadership (House and Mitchell, 1974), it is problem-solving processes in the decision-making that adds effectiveness to the decision (Ubben et al., 2001, pp.45-46). In the organizational structure of the school, principal leadership is viewed as shaping teachers’ perception of various school characteristics, their commitment to school change and their capacity for professional development (Leithwood, 1994). In the context of school effectiveness, this argument would lead to the view that it is principals’ leadership that determines if a school is effective. Others argue in favour of a reverse direction namely that principals’ support for teachers and a proactive approach to problem-solving differentiated effective schools from typical schools (Weil et al., 1984). It is further argued that it is collaborative decision-making in schools that contributed to higher achievement (Cheng, 1994) and hence the schools being more effective. 

  Transactional leadership on the other hand is often viewed as being complementary with transformational leadership (Liontos, 1992). Sergiovanni (1990) argues that it is transformational leadership is at the first stage transactional leadership is sidelined to a later stage. However, Leithwood (1992) however says transactional leadership doesn't stimulate improvement. Mitchell and Tucker (1992) add that transactional leadership works only when both leaders and followers understand and are in agreement about which tasks are important. Hence transactional leadership alone is insignificant but with transformational leadership enhances school leadership.

  The various views converge at a point that a principal plays a key role in school effectiveness. Their role in facilitating communication and collaboration among staff and teacher participation in decision-making are important variables of leadership in effective schools (Leithwood et al., 1997). More recent studies dispute this and advocate an even broader view that it is distributed leadership in schools that contribute to its effectiveness (Leithwood et al., 1998). Of recent, studies have shown that the leadership provided by heads of department is related to school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1997) and school improvement (Busher and Harris, 2000).  They form part of the distributed leadership in schools that contribute to its effectiveness (Leithwood et al., 1998). In Asian societies, leadership in effective schools needs to accommodate national or community interests too as is seen in a study carried out in Pakistan (Simkins et al., 2003). 

    These discussions clearly reflect that school leadership plays an important role in school effectiveness. Many of the internationally accepted characteristics of school effectiveness such as shared vision, mission and goals with greater cooperation and collaboration from teachers are the product of an effective school leadership. Hence this section of the review reflect that while purposeful and distributed leadership were seen as contributory factors of school effectiveness, it is transformational leadership that yield better academic performance and prepares principal for change. However in Asia, national and community interests too form part of the effective leadership. The rationale of these views in the context of Malaysian principal leadership will be discussed in the next sub-section.

The Malaysian Principal Leadership

Much of the studies in Malaysia on school effectiveness focuses on  the principal. Hence leadership as will be seen in this section is viewed with great importance in the Malaysian educational administration. Hence there is a need to focus in depth on leadership as an important subset of the set of characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia. It also gives an idea how Malaysian Government policies play a role in synthesizing current characteristics of school effectiveness.

   The Committee set up by the Ministry of Education of Malaysia to study the standard of education in Malaysian schools, recommended that the main role of the principal is to be efficient, spend more time to supervise effective learning as well as to be a specialist, advisor and coordinator of teaching and learning programmes in schools. The principal was expected to spend more time in professional development of teachers and students. (Ministry of Education, 1982). This was a stark departure from the conventional role of a principal as an administrative leader to that of a leader of teaching. This led to State and District Education Departments to ensure that schools were effective seen then by its academic excellence. With the formation of Vision 2020, there was a paradigm shift in the education sector, which required a principal to perform a dual function of an administrative leader and as a teaching leader (Shahril, 2002). This necessitated principals to have a vision and a mission to realize the objectives of Vision 2020. In order to ensure that the vision becomes a reality, principals had to be dynamic, creative, innovative, and possess a desire for change (Hussein, 1993, p.163). The principal also needed effective communication skills (Abas, 1999; Ramaiah, 1999, p.115) and motivational skills (Abas,1999; Zaidatul, 1999 

1999, p.108) and carry out evaluation and monitoring based on TQM and ISO 9000 (Abas, 1999). Hence principals are viewed as part of the greater context of Total Quality in Educational Management.

 A study involving five national secondary schools in the Marudu District in the state of Sabah on 175 respondents that included principals, senior assistants, heads of department and teachers, the need for a vision and mission in the context of the National Philosophy of Education, was clearly understood by all respondents and were explicitly laid out by all schools (Jebon, 2002). This reflects that effective principal leadership and a shared vision and mission, are essential characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia, much alike study internationally discussed earlier in the chapter.

  The Malaysian Educational setting is based on the National Philosophy of Education introduced in 2000 with the introduction of the New Malaysian Secondary Schools Integrated Curriculum that emphasizes the wholesome development of an individual integrated to foster a balanced and harmonious human from the intellectual, spiritual, emotional and physical aspects based on belief and obedience to God.  (CDC, 2001a). In the context of intellectual aspects, the curriculum focuses on Multiple Intelligence (Gardner, 1983) where intelligence is viewed in terms of distinct process operations like linguistic, musical, etc. If these are the expectations from schools, then naturally principals and teachers themselves should possess these values. The implication here is that Malaysian schools should produce an all-rounded student with values enshrined in this National Philosophy. This necessitated principals to possess a good health, high IQ and a considerable emotional intelligence determined by an EQ test. An effective principal also needed high morals and good character evolving from good religious values (Shahril, 2002). Supporting this argument Ang Thien See (2002) reiterates that principals should use emotions intelligently and maintains a positive force that pulls followers in a specified direction with enthusiasm and dedication. The competent leadership also requires among others, diplomacy, sensitivity and communication skills. He quotes two internationally renowned people:

‘There is more hunger for love and appreciation in this world than for 

  bread’

                                                                                             Mother Theresa

‘The most successful leaders are those who win the respect, confidence and affection of their subordinates by justice and firmness tempered with 

 kindness’

                                                                                               Jack Welch

He advises Malaysian principals:

‘Germinate the seeds of success with love and care’

The arguments reflect new qualities needed by principals of effective schools in Malaysia and that the leadership be moderated with EQ, love, care, kindness and appreciation. It is also in line with the Government’s policy of a ‘caring and sharing’ society to be created in the journey towards Vision 2020 (CDC, 2001a).

  While the qualities of an effective school principal leadership need in Malaysia need to be in line with the National Philosophy of Education, they also ought to have greater competency infused with affective values to be successful leaders. A rather interesting quality of effective principals is the need of EQ, which as will be discussed later in this chapter, is part of the transformational leadership that enhances school effectiveness. 

  Faisal Sayuti (2001) in his study of effective leadership in a national secondary religious school in Johore Bahru found that effective Principal leadership includes management of finance, teaching and learning, co-curriculum and a leadership style that enhances academic achievement. On the other hand, Norazian (2003) in her study of leadership capacity and school effectiveness on 62 national secondary school teachers from two schools, one with high achievement and the other with low achievement, in the Federal Territory Kuala Lumpur, found that there was no significant differences in the leadership capacity in the two schools. Her finding clearly indicates that high academic achievement need not necessarily be the criteria of an effective school cohering with Ramaiah (1992). It need not be a criterion for an effective leadership in contrast to Faisal Sayuti’s finding that it is effective principal leadership that results in high academic achievement. Hence it can be deduced that while principals can be agents of change to improve academic performance, they are not in absolute control of academic performances. It adds weight to the argument that high academic achievement need not necessarily reflect in it being an effective school.

   In contrast, Parwazalam (2000) in his comparative study in the state of Perak between leadership in nine national secondary schools in Kuala Kangsar and private secondary Chinese schools in Perak found that principal leadership styles in the Chinese schools had a positive correlation with better academic achievement and greater school effectiveness. Hence higher academic achievement is seen as a product of effective leadership styles that in turn enhances school effectiveness in line with Faisal Sayuti’s findings.

  Hence the studies discussed reflect that leadership and the role of the principal as being the most common factor towards school effectiveness a view further supported by Heng Hui Tuan (1998) in his study of 60 national primary and secondary schools in Selangor and the Federal Territory.

  This sub-section of the literature review clearly indicates that leadership issues such as leadership capacity, style and roles have been the focus of Malaysian researchers since the late 1990’s.However there is a shift towards research on qualities of a principal in effective schools with issues such as good character and morals EQ, love, care, kindness and appreciation from 2000.Hence there is a need for principal leadership in Malaysia to have affective variables more so in the context of a caring and sharing society that is to be attained as stipulated in the NPE. Hence it is not surprising that more recent research focused on personal attributes of a principal of an effective school as seen in the next sub-section.

Focus on personal qualities of a principal

Research in the late 1990’s and the early years of the new millennium in Malaysia have increasingly focused on the qualities of a principal in an effective school, including physical, mental and emotional qualities. They are italicized for reference. 

   Azmi (1996) argues that principal of effective schools need personal qualities such as good interpersonal skills and friendly posture to be an effective communicator with teachers and parents and being good-hearted (kind).
  Shahril (2004) in his study on leadership features of effective principals mentions the specific features of principal leadership that should be prevalent in an effective principal. Among them are quality leadership, competency; being creative and innovative and with a vision; possessing communicational and motivational skills; possessing problem-solving skills; physically active; emotionally stable and one who is religious and has high moral values. He further recommends among others that principals should be of age 35-45 years. Shahril’s view of the necessity of principals being physically active adds a new dimension to the characteristics of effective schools in Malaysia, His argument of a younger age of selection is vulnerable, as, on average, secondary school teachers start service only at the age of 24 years. Would principals of age 35 have had enough experience to shoulder the responsibility well? Wouldn’t selecting less experienced teaching staff as principals cause a reverse response of principals being less effective? Shahril’s view is supported by the findings of Sam Kit Mun (2004) from the perceptions of teachers of principals, that age and years of experience have no significance. However, Shahril’s focus on intricate qualities of a principal adds a new dimension in Malaysian studies in school effectiveness.

   In the light of the arguments put forward by Ang Thien Sze (2002) earlier in the chapter that qualities essential for principals in effective schools include EQ, love for subordinates, a charisma that pulls followers (staff) with enthusiasm and dedication and is an effective coach to discover new talents, we observe that intrinsic values in leadership enhance SE much in line with Shahril’s arguments.

   While transformational leadership emphasize emotions, values and sharing a common basic aim of fostering capacity development and higher levels of personal commitment to organizational goals (Leithwood, 2006, p.10), emotional intelligence is part of instructional leadership to improve quality of teaching and learning (Goleman et al., 2002). This intelligence commonly termed EQ, increases enthusiasm and indirectly increases performance (McColl-Kennedy and Anderson, 2002). Hence it is anticipated as Leanne Goh (2006) states that EQ is a better indicator of success than IQ. He further adds that 90% of outstanding leadership is among leaders with a higher EQ. Even in the University of California Berkeley, EQ was four times more powerful than IQ among students in assessing success in their fields. (Leanne Goh, 2006, p.7). This argument put forward in a training session on ‘Effective Leadership Skills’ reflects the importance placed on EQ in current leadership issues. As EQ is as discussed earlier a dimension of transformational leadership as well as instructional leadership, such leadership practices among principals provide effective leadership. Hence the very recent announcement by the Ministry of Education Malaysia that new teacher trainees would be tested on personality, as well as intelligence, emotional and social quotients (IQ, EQ and SQ) reflects the governments’ realization of its role as an important leadership dimension.. In addition to this, online learning and ICT skills will be infused. The schools based on observed models in USA, Australia and New Zealand, are anticipated to ensure better quality of teaching and learning in schools (Wan Mustama, 2006, p.6). It can be argued then that future principals emerging from these new breed of teachers would have greater intellectualism, EQ and better leaders of instruction as they would have then been better quality teachers too. They would also be ready to face challenges of the IT age as ICT skills have now been mandatory for teaching as well as appraisals. These will be discussed at length separately later in this chapter. In relating this to the studies by Ang Thien Sze (2002) and Shahril (2002) there is coherence here between their findings of qualities of effective principals and the Government’s present decision to implement it. Hence there is reason here to postulate that greater effective principal leadership in Malaysia can be envisaged in the future.

  Relevant research involving 90 teachers and 240 Form Four students from six national secondary schools in the state of Malacca on the impact of eleven selected school characteristics on the quality of student school life indicated that effective instructional leadership as well as clear and focused mission were related to the quality of students’ school life (Lam Pow Lien, 1997). As the characteristics are focused on the principal, the argument here is that principals have a role in the quality of student school life. Another argument is that characteristics of effective schools in particular leadership of principal contributes to the quality of student school life. The finding reinforces the role of principals as leaders of instruction as put forward by other local researchers (Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Lan Poh Chin, 1998).

  As studies both in Malaysia and internationally reiterate that principal leadership as an important characteristic of school effectiveness, recent Malaysian studies’ argue that intricate qualities of principal leadership foster school effectiveness is a distinct feature. Lim How (2006, p.1) sums up that an effective leader is more than achieving organizational goals it is how one tried to achieve them and the way one supervised his subordinates. It is the kind of influence that is experienced by the people you lead. Tactfulness, making people feel important and competent and bringing out the best in them should be the qualities of effective leadership. It is in his words ‘the wave that you leave behind’ that counts. In the context of the school, an effective principal in Malaysia should be one who nurtures these values and brings out the best among teachers and students.  

  Hence the tide of research in focusing on personal attributes of a principal reflects the sensitivity of the role of a principal of an effective school in Malaysia. While the earlier section focused among others on general qualities of a principal, the latter section focused on personal qualities. 

         Hence in summary, the qualities of a principal synthesized from the       

       Literature review are:

(i) Strong, purposeful and involved/quality leadership (Shahril, 2004; Lam Pow Lien, 1997)

(ii) Years of experience in the profession (Shahril, 2004)

(iii) Age 35-45 years (Shahril, 2004)

(iv) Has high expectation (Sammons et al, 1995)

(v) Emotionally stable  (Shahril, 2004)

(vi) Has high ethics, morals and character (Shahril, 2002)

(vii) Knowledgeable (Shahril, 2004; Wan Mustama, 2006)

(viii) Has problem-solving skills (Shahril, 2004)

(ix) Is creative and innovative (Hussein, 1993; (Shahril, 2004)

(x) Physically active (Shahril, 2004)

(xi) Positive thinking (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xii) Is an effective communicator and motivator (Azmi, 1996; Ramaiah, 1999; Zaidatul, 1999; Shahril, 2004)

(xiii) Maintains close rapport with teachers (Sammons et al., 1995, CDC, 1989)

(xiv) Always emphasizes on high academic achievement (Sammons et al., 1995; Faisal Sayuti, 2001; Nazrol, 2000)

(xv) Fulfills objectives (Understands needs and actively involved)  (Mortimore et al., 1988; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995)

(xvi) Maintains close supervision (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p.144)

(xvii) Is a competent leader (Shahril, 2004, Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xviii) Creates a positive climate (Abdullah, 2002)

(xix) Diplomacy   (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xx) Sensitivity   (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xxi) Tactfulness (Lim How, 2006)

(xxii) Love (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xxiii) Care  (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xxiv) Dynamic (Hussein, 1993; Shahril, 2002)

(xxv) Enthusiasm (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xxvi) Dedication (Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

(xxvii) Kindness (Azmi, 1996; Ang Thien Sze, 2002)

Many of the qualities mentioned such as diplomacy, sensitivity, tactfulness, dynamic, enthusiasm, dedication and kindness were deemed as part of qualities of a competent leader and were not classified separately in the questionnaire, whereas love and care were sensitive issues among the generally conservative section of the population. Hence the first seventeen qualities were added under ‘Qualities of Principal’ in the research questionnaire.

  Two other issues appeared in local researches relevant to effective principals. They are the principal’s leadership skills including leadership styles (Parwazalam, 2000; Ramaiah, 1999; Zaidatul, 1999; Faisal Sayuti, 2001; Wan Mustama, 2006) and the role of the principal itself (Heng Hui Tuan, 1998; Fatimah, 1998; Lan Poh Chin, 1998; Leanne Goh, 2006). These two factors related to the Malaysian principal were inserted into the research questionnaire to gauge responses on its importance.

  Hence it can be concluded that issues related to effective principal leadership as leaders of instruction and administration is invariably an important characteristic of school effectiveness in Malaysia much as observed in overseas researches.

Comparison of characteristics of school effectiveness between Malaysian and international studies 

  Our discussion here is focused within the parameters of the literature review done locally and internationally. There are similarities and differences between the characteristics chosen in Malaysia and those chosen internationally. Among the characteristics that have a commonality are

(a) A  strong, purposeful and involved principal (Abdullah,  2002; Ang Thien Sze,  2002; Nazrol,  2000; Mortimore  et al., 1998; Levine and Lexzotte, Sammons et al.,  1995)
(b) Shared visions and goals including collegiality and cooperation among teachers (Abdul Halim, 1989; Ministry of Education, 1989; Norazian, 2003; Jebon, 2002; Nazrol, 2000; Sammons et al., 1995; Louisiana School Effectiveness Studies in Teddlie and Springfield, 1993)
(c) Effective teaching and learning (Abdullah, 2002; Rahimah and Zulkifli, 1996; Zelkepli, 1998; Nazrol, 2000, Sammons et al, 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Bergeson, 2002)
(d) Effective evaluation and monitoring (Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Lam Pow Lien, 1997; Abdullah, 2002; Sammons et al., 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Al Waner, 2005)
(e) Positive Learning Environment (Wan Zaid, 1993; Abdullah, 2002; Nazrol, 2000; Sammons et al., 1995; Vermulen, 1987)
(f) Focused professional Development  (Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Lam Pow Lien, 1997; Abdullah, 2002; Siew Ban Lee, 1998; Narimah 1997; Bergeson, 2002; Sammons et al., 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Greenberg, 2001)
(g) Effective parental involvement (Abdul Halim, 1989; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 1996; Nazrol, 2000; Levine and Lezzotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Mortimore et al., 1998; Reynolds  et al., 1994)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
  While seven characteristics that have greater similarity between Malaysian and international studies have been observed, it is to be noted some of the characteristics may vary slightly in form but not the substance. While Nazrol (2000) refers to a conducive learning environment, Abdullah (2002) refers to a positive culture of learning, Vermulen (1987) call for an orderly atmosphere aimed at stimulation of learning. However, all three of these characteristics have been grouped under ‘Positive learning environment’.

   The similarity in characteristics indicates that they are widely accepted across countries. Also observable is the fact that some of the characteristics are stable over years (e.g. effective parental involvement). It is therefore not a surprise that all seven characteristics are part of Mortimore’s 11 characteristics of school effectiveness widely accepted by researchers and Education Departments in various countries including USA and Australia.

  There are several characteristics that were seen in Malaysia not observed internationally within the framework of this chapter. They include teachers’ attitude towards student (Abdul Halim, 1989; Nazrol, 2000), effective use of school resources (Abdul Karim, 1989), teacher job satisfaction (Hussein, 1993) and good organizational culture (Cheng, 1993).

  There are too characteristics that were seen overseas but not in Malaysia. They include positive reinforcement (Barber et al, 1995), classroom dimension and technology; support services like health care and food (Greenberg, 2001), accountability (Dept. of Education and Training, State of Victoria, 2002), excellent student discipline (Louisiana School Effectiveness Studies in Teddlie and Springfield, 1993) effective student-teacher communication (Mortimore et al., 1988) and well-rounded personal development of individuals (Mc Gaw et al., 1992).

  These indicate that characteristics of school effectiveness have similarities and differences across countries indicating a lack of consensus among researchers. Hence the seven characteristics that have a greater consensus were selected among others seen in this literature review in the research questionnaire.

  On the issue of leadership in particular principal leadership, there were similarities and differences between Malaysian and international researchers. While there was similarity on a strong, purposeful and involved principal as well as shared vision and goals (mission), there were distinct differences on the personal attributes of an effective principal. The only similar personal attribute that was found within the theoretical framework of this research was effective communicational skills (Ramaiah, 1993; Shahril, 2004; Leithwood et al., 1997). In Malaysia interestingly from the 1990’s and more so from 2000, researchers have focused on personal qualities of a principal that are not evident in overseas research reviewed in this chapter. They include dynamic, (Hussein, 1993), possess motivational skills (Zaidatul, 1999; Shahril, 2004), competency, physically active, emotionally stable, is religious, has high moral values, should be 35-45 years old, has problem-solving skills (Shahril, 2004), creative and innovative (Hussein, 1993; Shahril, 2004), has good health, high IQ and considerable EQ (Shahril, 2002) has intellectualism, possesses ICT skills (Wan Mustama, 2006), tactfulness (Lim How, 2006), enthusiastic, dedicated, diplomatic, sensitive and has kindness, love, care and appreciation (Ang Thien Sze, 2002).Though EQ is part of the dimension of  transformational leadership (Leithwood, 2006, p.10), the other qualities some of which are vulnerable provide a unique perspective of the qualities of a principal. Hence from this set of qualities of a principal a set of qualities that were non-sensitive in nature (qualities such as love may be viewed negatively by many in Malaysia) were selected to gauge the perceptions of principals, teachers and heads of department.

  Another distinct difference in principal leadership in this review was a focus on leadership styles, changing role of a principal (Faisal Sayuti, 2001) and leadership capacity and school effectiveness (Norazian, 2003). Hence in Malaysia in the recent years effectiveness research has focused more specifically on the principal.

Malaysian Government Policy Issues

  Since the dawn of 2000 when the New National Philosophy of Education was implemented (CDC, 2001a), there were rapid changes in the Malaysian education policies. The following are among issues that have been given prominence in the education sector by the government and are discussed in greater depth.

Accountability

The Government of Malaysia has indicated that it wants to use key performance indicators (KPI) to develop a high performance culture. Among requirements that were outlined by the Deputy Prime Minister, Datuk Seri Najib Tun Razak (2004, p.1) was focus on quality as well as personal and professional accountability. In the context of a national secondary school there is a need for accountability by teachers, administrators and the principal. National secondary schools in Malaysia being supported by public funds are as schools are accountable to the Government of Malaysia (Scott, 1989). Additionally they must be accountable to the profession, the ideals of the National Philosophy of Education, the educational process at schools, parents and discipline in the education service (Awang, 2003 pp.17-19). These views give a new insight into accountability unique to Malaysia.

  Chippendale and Wilkes (1977) in quoting Leon.M.Lessinger, referred to as the ‘father of accountability’ mentions that accountability is the product of a process. One enters a contractual agreement to perform a service according to agreed-upon terms and with stipulated resources and performance standards.  It requires keeping of clear and complete records available for external inspection (Chippendale and Wilkes, 1977, p.122). In the Malaysian school setting, teachers and school administrators are accountable to the State Education Department, parents and the public, in the order of priority.

  Performance in accordance with national priorities is linked with the concept of accountability that has become an important component in educational management. Kogan (1986) defines accountability as a condition in which the individual role holders are liable to review and the application of sanctions if their actions fail to satisfy those to whom they have an accountability relationship. Sockett (1980) states that in schools it is specifically teachers who should be regarded as the unit of account and that they ought to be accountable to all stakeholders of the school. Elliot (1979) however argues that it is the school rather than the individual teacher who is accountable. Scott (1989) refutes this stating that schools are accountable only to the government because it is supported by public funds in what he terms as political accountability.

    The Victoria Department of Education and Training (2002) in their vision for a blueprint for a Government schooling system wish to create effective schools that are continuously improving for which accountability is seen as an important feature. Seen in the current perspective of the Malaysian school system accountability as an essential feature of KPI‘s in The Federal Inspectorate of Schools (FIS) evaluation of school effectiveness. FIS recently outlined the policy of the organization:

‘The FIS is always committed in the management of an efficient and effective inspection. FIS will ensure that the necessesities of the customer and stakeholder is carried out by fulfilling the MS ISO 9001: 2000. FIS will ensure the continuation of additional improvement in the direction of a Quality Management System.’

                                                                                (Alimuddin, 2005, p.12)

Hence schools are accountable to the government and this will be assessed by the FIS to ensure compliance.

Effective Co-curricular activities including sports

        Another important government policy was regarding the issue of sports, societies, uniformed units and clubs i.e. co-curricular activities in schools. In fact the government has come out with a blueprint recently on this issue the details of which will be discussed in this sub-section.

  Student involvement in school clubs, societies as well as student leadership and representations in such movements are prevalent in more effective schools. They allow students to have a stake in the school and such participation increases their chance of them acquiring school values and be committed to school goals It further enhances them to be pro-social (Reynolds and Murgatroyd, 1977; Rutter et.al., 1979). Giving pupils responsibility more so in effective schools, encourages them to work independently of the teacher though for short times (Mortimore et al., 1988).

  Activities such as competitions are organized in schools to expose intellectual skills of students in non-academic areas. The physical aspects are covered by exposure of students to sports and fostering greater sporting achievement. The announcement by the Minister of Education of Malaysia to make Physical Education as an examination subject as well as the need in enhancing professionalism in sports with greater focus commencing in schools reflects current expectations and necessary changes that schools in Malaysia need to foster (Hishamuddin, 2005, p.1). The Cabinet itself endorsed the view. It had recommended that Olympic medal winners be given a life-long pension by the Government (Najib, 2005, p.1).

 This was further supported by the Ministry of Education Malaysia which recently outlined the Blueprint of the Ministry of Education: Educational Development 2001-2010 (Komala Devi, 2005, p.7) where the strategy of implementation of co-curricular activities was announced.  The rationale that extra curricular activities are important in the realization of the NPE (CDC, 2001a) to produce students who have a balance of emotions, physical, mental and intellectual values as well as to foster unity among communities and in school and that co-curriculum helps to develop students’ personality and self-confidence and to prepare them for the National Service Program after form five are acceptable arguments.

  Komala’s statement clearly indicates that for students to be involved, teachers need to be trained and encouragement from all school stakeholders is needed. This view is coherent with other researchers that such involvement ensures that students have a stake in the school which should increase the probability of them acquiring school values and being committed to school goals. The exercise of such responsibility makes them more ‘pro-social’ (Teddlie and Reynolds, 2000, p. 149). 

  Effective principal leadership in Malaysian schools includes management of co-curricular activities (Faisal Sayuti, 1997). This implies that the principal has to be ‘strong, purposeful and involved’ as well as to have a ‘shared vision and mission’ by working with teachers and students to improve their performance in co-curricular activities. In the FIS assessment of school Effectiveness, under Management of Organisation, 15% weightage is given to co-curriculum management and a further 15 % to student development of co-curriculum and personality (FIS, 2004, p.11) implying that co-curriculum achievement is recognized as an important element of effective schools in Malaysia.. As pupils would be in control of work as for example heads of societies or captains of games, they would be in control of work with teachers as advisors. They would hold positions of responsibility and thus there are avenues for raising their self-esteem thus fulfilling the characteristic of ‘Pupil Rights and Expectations’ one of Mortimore’s 11 characteristics of school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1995), ‘Emphasizing student respnsibilities

and rights’ is part of the review of processes in effective schools that Murphy (1990a) mentions. It is also part of the ‘High operationalized expectations and requirements for students’ a characteristic of school effectiveness as well as ‘Personal Development of Students’ a sub-characteristic of school effectiveness put forward by Levine and Lezotte (1990). In the U.K. in the 1970’s, among factors associated with school effectiveness were ‘high levels of pupil involvement in authority positions’ and ‘high level of student involvement in clubs, societies and the like’ (Reynolds et al., 1979) and a similar ‘high levels of pupils in responsibility positions’ seen in data of effective school processes on research done in London (Rutter et al., 1979). This leads us to the view from Australia that school effectiveness is more than maximizing academic achievement. Among others it should foster personal development and self-esteem of students as well as independent thinkers and well-rounded and confident individuals (Mc Gaw et al., 1992). Hence linking these issues to the importance of co-curriculum mentioned in Malaysia, the policy issue has a rightful role as a characteristic of school effectiveness. Hence student involvement in co-curricular activities reflects their role as stakeholders in school effectiveness.  Making them more sociable enhances interpersonal interactions that foster goodwill, understanding and unity in a cosmopolitan society like Malaysia. 

  Ambrin (2005), the Director-General of Education Ministry stated that the current emphasis is in Malaysia is on Quality in Education is a balance between two elements-importance to the stakeholders (teachers, parents and students) and importance to the Ministry. In schools, this is seen by the emergence of students who have good morals, are patriotic, trustworthy, equipped with knowledge, innovative, competitive and versatile. Besides this is the development of sports to evolve future athletes of world-class standards. The Ministry uses holistic education that requires the participation of teachers, parents, students and the general public. Students are not just educated towards academic excellence but are encouraged to participate in extra curricular activities. This holistic concept of schooling is seen in other parts of Asia such as Hong Kong (Yin Cheong Cheng, 1996, p.8). 

  Ambrin’s comments reflect that quality in education in Malaysia is determined by the product-the type of students who graduate from national secondary schools. Effective extra curricular activities are seen as an important component of the holistic education that the Ministry envisages. 

The effective use of ICT and English in teaching and learning

  IT (Information Technology) was first designed to include all matters related to computers and the software used in computers. With the dawn of the internet era, computers were interconnected worldwide. In view of this the term IT transformed itself to Information Community Technology (ICT). Computers were not just communication tools but were aids for teaching, learning and assessment (Fallows and Bhanot, 2002, p.2). While ICT was useful, it is imperative to know how to select technology and use them well. Good practices in using ICT at the university level put forward by Chickering and Gamson (1987) viewed at the school level encourages contact via electronic mail and electronic discussion; encourages cooperation via collaborative assignments using web-based resources; encourages active learning as the Web is a repository of information; obtain prompt feedback via online self-assessments and respects diverse ways of learning using teacher-student and student-student interaction and access resources that best fit their learning styles and allow them to achieve their learning goals. Hence ICT is invariably a means currently to effective teaching and learning in schools. 

    The Ministry of Education Malaysia has stated that a reformation of education is under way in Malaysia with emphasis on improving local standards to match the best around the globe (Hishamuddin, 2006a). Among programmes to be organized nationwide are the consolidation of ICT initiatives and linking up schools with renowned foreign schools.

  The views are in line with the Smart School Project, one of the applications of the Multimedia Super Corridor (MSC), piloted from 1999- 2002. It was introduced in 90 schools and by 2010 The Smart School Integrated Solution (SSIS) is expected to cover all 9000 over Malaysian schools. Among the main components of SSIS include teaching-learning courseware for Malay, English, Science and Mathematics as well as Smart School Management System with software for management and administration (Ministry of Education, 2004). Teaching-Learning processes are to be reinvented with the aid of ICT. Hence knowledge and application of ICT in teaching, and learning is essential. While future principals hence need to be ICT literate to use software in management and administration, teachers need to reform teaching and learning using ICT. 

  For students, the electronic learning environment is a welcome (Fallows and Bhanot, 2002, p.75). There is evidence of pragmatism among students who appreciate the computer in its role as ‘knowledge broker’. As Murray (1995) aptly puts it, ICT is a seat of knowledge and what is important to know is where to find it, able to find it and able to use it.  It  is  in line with this view that the use of  ICT is seen as an opportunity to effective learning by students in Malaysia. This is seen from the findings of a research carried out in a rural national secondary school in Sungai Serai, Hulu Langat in the state of Selangor. Here the academically poor students showed greater interest and value than the smarter students when ICT was applied to teach mathematics. Computer-aided students poor in mathematics showed an improvement in performance (Ahmad, 1998). This, among other reasons, is due to ICT fostering the existence of a learning environment that is challenging and enjoyable (CDC, 2001a, p.2).

   Of recent, proficiency in English and ICT became a requirement for salary appraisals and promotions in the teaching profession in Malaysia (NUTP, 2004, p.15). This is also reflected in the recent views by the FIS in Malaysia that teachers should take their own initiative to improve their knowledge and skills in ICT. This is to enable the Government to convert more schools to ‘smart schools’. This further explains the importance of integration of ICT in teaching to increase the quality of education provided to the children. Besides ICT, is the need to master English, as it was the language of ICT and globalization (Ambrin, 2005, pp.7-10).

‘Quality is not one that is static. It includes increased work efficiency, efficient thinking, creativity and increased knowledge and skills ‘

                                                                                (Ambrin, 2005, p.7).

The implication here is that use of ICT and the need to master English the language of ICT and globalization, reflects that these two elements are linked to the current perspective of quality of education in Malaysia. This is reflected by the decision of the Government to have all schools using ICT for all subjects by 2011 (Hishamuddin, 2006e, p.15).    

  These recent developments in education naturally call for ICT and English mastery to be compulsory components of teaching and learning in Malaysia.

This government policy can be seen from the perspective of a new dimension in teaching and learning as well as a separate entity of an important characteristic to prevail in an effective school in Malaysia. Whether this issue is seen as an additional or an important characteristic of school effectiveness would be gauged from the research questionnaire.

. 
Effective Counselling

  One of the desired outcomes in the National Philosophy of Education of Malaysia (CDC, 2001a) is to produce students who among other features are emotionally stable. The holistic education policy of the Ministry of Education Malaysia necessitates the production of all rounded students. Problem students need guidance, counselling and motivation to enhance emotional stability to be better able to focus on learning. In a study carried out in a national secondary school in Kuala Lumpur, effective counselling was cited additionally as an important feature of school effectiveness by the respondents-principal, head of department and teachers (Mohan, 2004). Though all national secondary schools in Malaysia have counsellors, majority of students have low awareness of its benefits as students’ view counsellors only focus on learning problems (Usha, 2000). Others contradict this stating that usage is highest for emotional, achievement and social problems (Jegathesean, 1990). The argument here is not whether counselling is effective but how to make it more effective in areas such as emotional stability, which in turn facilitates effective learning. 

  Interestingly of recent the Government started a pilot programme called Jati Diri (Integrity) Camps for problem students. This is perceived to assist in tackling problem students. Here they would undergo counseling if necessary from psychologists. The increasing number of shopping complexes, cyber cafes and snooker centers provide avenues for truancy. There is even a suggestion to the Cabinet by the Deputy Minister of Education to make truancy an offence (Noh Omar, 2006). Much said so, he added that schools should not be the solely responsible for disciplinary problems and added that parents and society should also play their roles. This is reflected in the new strategy of the Ministry of Education to organize courses in parenting skills as well as highlighting parenting skills by way of TV commercials, movies and dramas (Hon Choon Kim, 2006, p.8).

  The actions and statements reflect the importance attached to counseling and the commitment to avail specialist counseling to problem students. As Malaysia fast develops, social problems too develop. It is reported that there is a 15% increase in crime rates involving school students in the first half of 2006 in comparison with the same period in 2005 (Malaysia Crime Prevention Foundation, 2006, p.8) Hence envisaging such problems is on the rise, the move is a positive action. Hence effective counseling is of paramount importance in the long-term goal of reducing crime rate, drug abuse as well as social disorders. It is essential to gauge if this policy issue is to be accepted as a characteristic of school effectiveness in Malaysia. It is added to the questionnaire to gauge the perceptions of the respondents.

Linking the theoretical framework with the research questionnaire

The characteristics synthesized from the literature review and policy matter issues were categorized under school, teacher, parental and local community factors:

	Factor
	Characteristics of 

school effectiveness
	Malaysian Government Policy issues

	School
	A school with shared visions and goals
	Accountability

	
	Effective evaluation and monitoring
	Effective counselling

	
	Focused Professional 

Development
	Encouragement and excellence in sports

	
	Positive Learning 

Environment
	Effective

co-curricular activities

	
	Effective and efficient use of school resources (Abdul Karim, 1989;

 Loh  Pit  Sia, 2001)
	


	Factor
	Characteristics of 

school effectiveness
	Malaysian Government Policy issues

	Teacher
	Greater collegiality 

between  principal 

and  teacher and 

among  teachers
	Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as well as knowledge of the 

relevant  IT skills

	
	Greater cooperation 

between   principal 

and teacher and 

among teachers
	

	
	Effective teaching 

and  learning
	

	Parental
	Effective Parental

Involvement
	

	
	Effective Parent-

Teacher Associations (Loke, 2006a; 

Mortimore et al., 1998;

Asmawati, 1993; 

Shahrul, 1997)
	

	Local Community
	Effective involvement of the local community with school (Hussein, 1993)
	


	Student Factors
	Student self-Discipline

 (Hussein, 1993; Abdul Karim, 1989; Drever, 1991; Louisiana 

School Effectiveness studies in Teddlie and Springfield, 1993, p.132))
	

	
	Good behaviour

(Nor Omar, 2006; Loke 2006a)
	


The table above shows the characteristics that were added in the questionnaire. The characteristics in italics were the characteristics synthesized as having a commonality with international studies. Additional characteristics were added, as they were relevant to the Malaysian scenario. For example, while student self-discipline had been seen as a characteristic of school effectiveness in studies in Malaysia and in USA, good behaviour is seen in the light of increased student truancy (Nor Omar, 2006), in increase crime rates involving students (Malaysia Crime Prevention Foundation, 2006) and the pressure of student misbehaviour being a most important cause of teacher stress (Loke, 2006a).

  Malaysian Government’s recent policy issues that have been raised or implemented since 2000 have been added under characteristics of school effectiveness to gauge the perception of the respondents if it was a relevant current characteristic in the light of the Government’s policy changes in education. Moreover the issues have been incorporated into the current assessment of school effectiveness by the FIS (FIS, 2004) and hence their relevance as new additional current characteristics of school effectiveness is apt. Moreover, in a case study on a national secondary school carried out by the researcher as part of the doctoral studies requirements, the respondents that included the principal, a head of department and a teacher, agreed that these issues be incorporated as additional characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia (Mohan, 2004).

  As seen earlier in the chapter, there is lack of consensus on the definition of an effective school within researchers, within the staff in the education sector, in Malaysia and between Malaysia and other countries. Hence there is a need to synthesize a current definition of an effective school more so in the light of recent changes in education policies since 2000. Hence the last open-ended question in the questionnaire is to synthesize the current definition of an effective school from keywords put forward by the respondents of the research.

Summary

  Defining organizational effectiveness represent basic challenges to practice in the context of school administration. While dictionary definitions of a ‘desired effect’ (e.g. Princeton, 2003) were superficial, arguments of organizational outcomes meeting or exceeding its goals (Hoy and Miskel, 2001, p.290) and an input-output perspective where effectiveness is seen from the extent to which the desired level of output is achieved also emerged in the review (Schreens, 2000, pp.20-21). Hence effectiveness can be defined as the degree in which the outcomes or output of an organization’s activities met or exceeded prior defined goals.

  The arguments leading to the definition of effectiveness leads us to a view that school effectiveness is one that involves outcomes of a schools’ activity and whether it exceeded its desired goals. The review reflected that it can be argued from various perspectives such as an input-output perspective (Cheng, 1996; Lockheed and Hanushek, 1996) or as the product of ‘value added’ to schooling (Drever, 1991). While outputs are seen from a purely academic improvement (e.g. Murphy, 1990) in the West, it is broadly seen as the overall personal development of students in Australia (Mc.Gaw et al., 1992; ACT, 2005). The arguments of a multi-dimensional facet of school effectiveness (Goldstein and Myers, 1997; Yin, 1996; Morley and Rasool, 1999) reflect the complexity in understanding the concept of school effectiveness. Though large number of international researchers view school effectiveness in terms of purely academic goal attainment (Al Waner, 2005), the definition that school effectiveness is the added value of the period of schooling or the impact of schooling on student achievement when such achievement is attributed to attending school X rather than school Y is meaningful (Scheerens, 2006 pp.18-19). Hence the arguments lead us to a view that school effectiveness is a paradigm in education that offers schools an avenue to assess achievements its goals of schooling. Hence a more pragmatic definition that emerges from the review is that school effectiveness is the ability of a school to exceed its desired goals, taking into consideration of differences between students in its intake. The goals certainly need not be solely academic in nature.

  In defining effective schools, the focus on mere academic outcomes (e.g.Willms, 1992) and equating it to the result of schooling has been increasingly criticised (e.g. Sammons et al., 1997) and accordingly adding a judgmental value on schools has been deemed as a fallacy (Goldstein and Speigelhater, 1996).

  While in Australia, there is a argument is that an effective school should be one that emphasizes well-rounded personal development of students (Mc.Gaw, et al., 1992), in U.K. the emergence of ‘value-addedness’ of schooling involving cognitive and affective areas, (Drever, 1991) as well as social and affective outcomes (Rutter, 1979; Mortimore et al., 1988a) adds new inputs in defining an effective school. Singapore’s linking of effective schools as those fulfilling national needs (Sharpe and Gopinathan, 1996) and Taiwan’s linking of history of a school to its effectiveness (Wu, 1995) adds further complexity in the definition of an effective school. Though researchers observed that over a period of time, a broader definition of an effective school emerged (Creemers and Reezigit, 1997), most researchers accepted Mortimore’s definition (Sammon et al., 1995), discussed earlier in the chapter. While international school effectiveness lack consensus in the definition of an effective school (Reid, Hopkins and Holly, 1987), the literature review calls for a broader definition based on an extension of Mortimore’s view. Hence an effective school is one where students progress further than might be expected from consideration of its intake in academic domains while enhancing development of students in affective domains and fulfilling national needs. 

  In Malaysia, the review saw various conflicting views on school effectiveness and an effective school. An effective school was equated with academic excellence (Ramaiah, 1993), with additional elements such as lesser disciplinary problems (Hussein, 1993) and staff job satisfaction (Sharifah, 1998) and in terms of Vision 2020 equating to national goals (Mohd.Shah, 1996). These conflicting definitions were even seen from the early days of school effectiveness studies in Malaysia where even within the ranks of education staff there was no consensus in defining an effective school (Ministry of Education, 1989). With the introduction of the NPE in 2000 (CDC, 2001a) wherein all schools had to fall in line with national educational objectives of a holistic education (Ambrin, 2005) and school effectiveness was determined by the FIS based on these objectives (FIS, 2004), the views of an effective school needed a paradigm shift from the generally accepted international perspectives. The views reflect that in Malaysia government policies ought to be taken into consideration and its relevance is more so in the context that the vast majority of schools in Malaysia are public schools (schoolmalaysia, 2006). Hence an effective school in Malaysia can rightfully be termed as one that provides a holistic education in line with the objectives of the National Philosophy of Education.

  The review of developments in school effectiveness research gave a historical perspective of school effectiveness research and the domains that received attention. While research in the 1970’s focused on repudiating the stand by Coleman (1966) and Jenks (1972) that schools made little difference to student academic performances (e.g. Rutter et al., 1979; Brimer et al., 1978), research in the late 70’s till the mid-80’s focused on equity between schools (e.g. Edmonds, 1979; Lezotte and Bancroft, 1985). After the mid-80’s, the focus in the West was on school effects and school improvement (e.g. Brookover et al., 1984). Teacher effectiveness was the focus in Netherlands (e.g. Schreen and Creemers, 1996) and India (Pandey, 2006). Though the paradigm was prevalent in Australia, Canada, Hong Kong, Ireland, Norway and Taiwan, teacher effectiveness was the center of focus (Reynolds et al., 1994a; Creemers et al., 1996). Interestingly, in Singapore School Effectiveness Research was linked with national needs and changes (Sharpe and Gopinathan, 1996). Hence the review reflected that the school effectiveness paradigm was prevalent only in certain countries and though varying in focus or links, school effectiveness had a functional value.

  Critics of School Effectiveness Research called for researchers to justify the research methodologies used and to seek ways of improving them. There is also a need to acknowledge the existence of a political-ideological issues (Luyten et al., 2004), and criticism of a dominant focus on quantitative research (e.g. Ball, 1998; Goldstein and Myers, 1997), judgments on the teaching-learning processes (Elliot, 1996) and the arguments against the perception of consensus on correlates of school effectiveness (Coe and Fitz –Gibbon, 1998). Though they lay constraints on the findings in School Effectiveness Research, they   provide a basis for tackling the related issues of methodology and findings in this research.

  One of the dominant features of School Effectiveness Research that forms the domain of this research was the attributes that were prevalent in schools that they deemed as effective or termed as characteristics of school effectiveness. Though such characteristics have been reviewed at length in this review, Mortimore’s 11 characteristics of school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1995) received greater international attention and were adopted as guidelines for school effectiveness in Australia (Department of Education and Training, State of Victoria, 2002) and USA (Bergeson, 2002) and even in Malaysia (FIS, 2004) in part or as a whole. Though the literature review revealed an array of characteristics of effective schools emerging from international research, one of the most common dominant characteristics that emerged is the focus on school leadership that included a shared vision and mission and a strong and purposeful leadership. Hence school leadership was discussed at greater length and depth in this chapter.

  The review on the evolution of an effective school profile in Malaysia saw principal leadership, leadership styles and their changing roles from an administrative head to a leader of instruction emerging from the onset of research in this paradigm in the early 1980’s to the first years of the new millennium. Similarly parental involvement remains steadfast as a characteristic of school effectiveness from the 1980’s (e.g. Abdul Karim, 1989) to recent times (e.g. Nazrol, 2000). Their role takes a front stage as increased truancy (Nor Omar, 2006) crime rates among students (Malaysia Crime Prevention Foundation, 2006). As the core business of schools invariably lies in teaching and learning (Mortimore et al., 1995, p.13), effective teaching and learning as well as a positive learning environment emerge in several local researchers reviewed in this study. A significant observation among the characteristics is one that mentions the rights and responsibilities of students (Nazrol, 2000). Hence as in studies overseas principal leadership takes the center stage among characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia.

    The discussions clearly reflect that school leadership plays an important role in school effectiveness. Many of the internationally accepted characteristics of school effectiveness such as shared vision, mission and goals with greater cooperation and collaboration between teachers and principal are the product of an effective school leadership. While shared (Sammons et al., 1995, p.8) and distributed leadership (Leithwood et.al., 1998) were seen as contributory factors of school effectiveness, it is transformational leadership that is argued as yielding better academic outcomes and greater readiness on the part of a principal to be prepared for change  (e.g. Day et. al., 2000). However in Asia, with its rich culture and tradition, national and community interests too form an integral part of the effective leadership in schools (Simkins et al., 2003). 

  In analyzing studies focused on Malaysian leadership, issues such as leadership capacity, style and roles have been the focus of Malaysian researchers since the late 1990’s. However there is a tilt towards research on affective qualities of a principal in effective schools. This is understandable in the context of a ‘caring and sharing society’ that is to be attained as stipulated in the government’s ideals of Vision 2020. 

  The more recent tide of research in the past four years in focusing on personal attributes of a principal, reflect the dominance attached to the role of a principal of an effective school in Malaysia. The expectations of parents, students and the general public on principal should also be viewed along racial and religious sensitivities in a plural society like Malaysia. The arguments reflect that certain innate values need to be prevalent among principals in dealing with staff and students so that they be seen as leaders beyond prejudice along racial or religious lines.

  In drawing a comparison between research undertaken internationally and investigations in Malaysia, commonalities and differences in characteristics of school effectiveness emerge. Among the most common characteristic is effective principal leadership that includes a shared vision and mission and the roles of a principal; effective teaching and learning, a positive learning environment and effective parental involvement. The commonalities indicate that these characteristics have a dominant international acceptance. However, differences such as student self-discipline and effective use of school resources are observed. 

As studies in Malaysia and overseas in this chapter clearly indicate that characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized by researchers have similarities and differences in different periods of time, the situation in the light of the introduction of the NPE, and in the emergence of several government policy issues in Malaysia, poses a need to evaluate current characteristics of school effectiveness. This is synthesized from the nations’ capital, Kuala Lumpur where it will be gauged from the perceptions of principals, heads of department and teachers through questionnaire, interview and inspection, the details of which will be discussed in the next chapter.  

CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

  Introduction

    Briggs and Coleman (2007) argue that a researcher having identified the research problems, and having framed the research questions, should plan a research methodology that would link with the conceptual framework of the research (Briggs and Coleman, 2007, p.6). They further argue that in constructing a research design, there must be maximization of the reliability, validity and trustworthiness of the research as well as ensuring a sound ethical basis exists. Gorard (2005) advises points mentioned in the US National Research Council that includes using methods allowing direct investigation of the (research) questions which in turn avails a range of methods that can be selected appropriate to the purpose of the research. Hence a brief review of the aims and objectives of this research would clarify the appropriate methodology that is to be designed to answer the research questions.   

Aims and Objectives of Research

  As discussed in Chapter 1, the aims of this research include a review of the concept of effectiveness, school effectiveness, school effects and an effective school. A review on developments in School Effectiveness Research from 1960’s to date overseas and in Malaysia to synthesize commonalities on characteristics of school effectiveness was done noting recent criticisms of School Effectiveness Research. Malaysian government policy issues that have emerged since the introduction of the NPE in 2000 and how such policy issues were seen as new characteristics of school effectiveness including the findings from the researcher’s own case study carried out earlier has been reviewed. As the role of the principal and more so recently personal attributes of principals of effective schools are the concerns of researchers in Malaysia, these issues were also discussed. The conflicting views of an effective school between researchers in Malaysia and abroad as well as researchers within Malaysia and between staff in the local education sector were reviewed. Hence the necessity to synthesize a current perspective of an effective school emerged. These issues were also reviewed. Using this as the conceptual framework, the research was carried out. 

  The objectives of this research focus on the fulfillment of the conditions for a doctorate programme of the researcher and to synthesize the characteristics of school effectiveness and the definition of an effective school in the context of national secondary schools in Malaysia from the perceptions of principals, heads of department and teachers in Kuala Lumpur based on the findings from

(a) researcher’s earlier case study 

(b) interviews from respondents of two selected national secondary schools 

(c) the findings of this research

Additionally, the objective of the research is to answer research questions. There is hence a need to clarify and link the research questions with the aims and objectives of the research. In addition to this, the findings would provide additional information that would be a source of discussion in Chapter Five. 

Research Epistemology

  Research in social science has been viewed in a two dimensional approach:  the subjectivist versus the objectivist with four sectors: ontology, epistemology, human nature and methodology (Burell and Morgan, 1979). In ontology, the debate of nominalist against realist exists. While the former argues that objects do not have an independent existence, the later argues that they have an independent existence. In the context of human nature, determinism versus voluntarism debate dominates. Human beings are seen as controllers or initiators of their own actions in determinism opposed to the controlled who are merely responding mechanically to the environment in voluntarism. In research epistemology, it is argued that knowledge can be subservient to the methods of natural science where the researcher plays the observer role termed as positivist or alternately where the researcher is involved with the subjects and rejects the methods of natural science termed as anti-positivist. Methodology on one hand is homothetic, characterized by procedures and methods or idiographic, understanding individual behaviour (Cohen and Manion,1998, pp 6-8). This study has an objectivist approach that has realism, positivism, determinism and nomothetism.

.

  The epistemology of this research has a positivistic paradigm. Here it is accepted that facts can be collected, represented and methods can be developed in understanding relations (Briggs and Coleman, 2007, p.20). It uses an empirical scientific approach (Cohen and Manion, 1998, p.13) where the researcher designed a questionnaire to collect data, classify data; quantify data using statistical analysis; attempts to discover relationships and seeks generalization based on the findings. It has scientific functions as mentioned by researchers where answers are seeked to (research) questions including cases where hypotheses are tested. Also in this approach, variables are identified and labelled; items are categorised (Cohen and Manion, 1998, p.15-17).

 It is based on the positivistic scientific model of social research that aims at objectivity by adopting methods and procedures of the natural or physical sciences. Here key assumptions are made

(a) that human behaviour is predictable, caused and subject to external forces

(b) that these aspects can be observed and measured

Two central principles emerge here:

(i) deductive reasoning which involves the movement of general to specific

(ii) falsifiability where the criterion that a statement has scientific status resides in its testability

                                                            (Hitchcock and Hughes, 1995, p.22)

In the social science arena where this study resides, the positivist tradition is collecting data and testing theories about that data using falsification procedures which is likely to be quantitative in orientation. Hence a normative approach is used where the research is conducted ‘from the outside’ where questionnaires are sent to the respondents, generalizing from the specific and explaining responses made by the subjects of the study. Here an objectivist base is used where quantitative analysis is used to answer research questions.

  However one item in the questionnaire uses an interpretive approach where keywords to the definition of an effective school are used by induction to synthesize a general definition. Here a subjectivist base is used where an analysis of keywords is made using frequency of it being stated by the respondents. Hence while the research has predominantly an objective approach, it also has a subjectivist element. Hence the research paradigm acknowledges both approaches in social science research as categorized by Burrel and Morgan (1979).

Clarification of Research Questions

An in depth analysis of each research question is needed to clarify and link it with the aims and objectives of this research. This will enrich the research as comparisons can be made and useful deductions can be made.

Question (a)

 What are the current characteristics of school effectiveness and what are the most important qualities of a principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia synthesized from the responses of the principals, heads of department and teachers in Kuala Lumpur?

  As explained in the literature review, current characteristics of school effectiveness refer to characteristics synthesized from School Effectiveness Research in Malaysia from the 1980’s to date. Some of the characteristics are also part of the 11 characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized by Mortimore (Sammons et al., 1995). The characteristics include those that were synthesized from changes in government policies since 2000 and where they were viewed as essential and important as current characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia in a case study carried out by the researcher (Mohan, 2004). Sports and co-curriculum are classified separately as sports has recently arisen to greater national prominence and the need for schools to produce better sportsmen and sportswomen emerged (Hishamuddin, 2005, p.1; Najib, 2005, p.1) while co-curriculum has been focused on schools as the Blueprint of Educational Development 2001-2010 revealed (Komala Devi, 2005, p.7). 

  In the questionnaire design, the characteristics have been classified under six factors: Principal, School, Teacher, Parental, Local Community and Student for purposes of discussion of findings. Some of the characteristics have sub-categories. For example, positive learning environment has seven sub-categories. These sub-categories have been based on existing local literature as well as circulars regularly sent to schools where the researcher has served for more than 30 years. The details have been discussed in Chapter Two. The score for this characteristic is the mean score of the seven sub-characteristics.

   Greater collegiality and cooperation between principal and teacher and among teachers had been viewed as a separate characteristic of school effectiveness (CDC, 1989; Abdul Halim, 1989). It has also to be seen in the context of teamwork (Ang Thien Sze, 2002) In the Malaysian context where racial, religious and other sensitivities exist, enhancing cooperation and collegiality must be seen in the context of enhancing racial goodwill among staff, and between staff and principal. Hence cooperation and collegiality are characteristic issues listed separately under teacher factors. 

  The answer to this question would give an insight into current characteristics of school effectiveness in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. Five main characteristics selected by each type of respondents and an overall view of five main characteristics of school effectiveness from all the respondents will be synthesized. The mean scores of the ratings of each characteristic will be used as the basis. 

Other aspects that will be evaluated are:

Do the findings have similarities with other researches local and abroad? If so and if not, why? Do they place greater importance to current developments in education in Malaysia and established policies of the Ministry of Education Malaysia?

Here the analysis will be linked to the factors where such characteristics have been classified into the questionnaire. Each factor has items. The items are all characteristics of school effectiveness and where there are sub-items they form the components that make up the items. The commonalities and differences between the selections by the three categories of respondents will be observed and discussed. The factors that scored high will also be reviewed to see the priorities of areas of school effectiveness that are deemed as important. For example if school factors were rated highest an analysis as to why these factors were seen as most important will be analyzed in depth.

  Another aspect that will be discussed is the qualities of the principal of an effective school viewed by each category of respondents and an overall view. 

Recent studies have focused on the qualities of a principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia (Shahril, 2004; Ang Thien Sze, 2002; Leanne Goh, 2006; Wan Mustama, 2006). Shared vision and mission has been viewed as an important characteristic of school effectiveness in Malaysia (e.g.Abdul Halim, 1989; Norazian, 2003; Nazrol, 2000) and there is greater awareness among school staff of the importance of the role of shared vision and mission (Jebon, 2002) more so in the context of Vision 2020. It cannot be denied that the principal has an important role to ensure this. Hence the leadership qualities of the principal emerge relevant in this context and hence an analysis of what is viewed as current important qualities of an effective principal is relevant to be discussed here. Five main characteristics will be synthesized. These will offer an additional perspective to current characteristics of school effectiveness as issues of leadership form an important component of characteristics of school effectiveness reviewed in this research.

   The characteristics synthesized will be compared with the characteristics synthesized in the literature review. These and the five most important qualities of a principal will be discussed in the light of findings local and abroad.

           Question (b) 

What similarities and differences are observed in the selection of the key characteristics of school effectiveness between respondents in this research and in comparison with studies on School Effectiveness Research done in other countries?

  Key characteristics of school effectiveness include common characteristics of school effectiveness between studies abroad and in Malaysia synthesized from the literature review. Eight of the 14 characteristics listed are also part of the 11 characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized by Mortimore (Sammons et al., 1995). Except for collegiality and cooperation, the rationale of which has been discussed earlier in the chapter, the remaining characteristics were issues of government policies that have been incorporated into school evaluation by the Federal Inspectorate of Schools (FIS, 2004)

  From the order of ranking of five key characteristics of school effectiveness from the 14 characteristics listed, the respondents will rank their choices 1 to 5 in the order of priority of importance. From a cross tabulation of the 14 characteristics against the priority of choices, the ranking of choices 1 to 5 in each category of respondents as well as an overall view from all respondents will be synthesized. 

  From the selection of the five key characteristics, a comparison as well as a link can be made with studies done abroad as well as local studies to observe similarities and differences. This will enable us to know if in view of recent changes in education in Malaysia, whether there is a change too in the perceptions of the respondents on characteristics of school effectiveness. If so how are they related to the local educational developments and if not, plausible explanations for such perspectives will be derived within the conceptual framework. By the comparison of views, there will be food for enrichment of data for this and future School Effectiveness Research in Malaysia.

      Question (c)

What are the additional characteristics of school effectiveness that have been suggested by the respondents in this research and how are they relevant to the local needs in Malaysia and why is it so?

The additional characteristics suggested by the respondents would enable us to see among others if they

(i) are related to recent and current changes in education in Malaysia

(ii) are uniquely indigenous 

(iii) are innovative

(iv) are more focused on principals or teachers or students or school factors

(v) are related to existing problems in Malaysian schools

(vi) have a similarity with researches done locally and abroad

(vii) are meaningful  or pragmatic  or emotional

(viii) reflect the dynamics of Vision 2020 

In addition, it will offer an understanding of their line of thinking as well as expectations or frustrations. In evaluating them to relevant local needs, a better idea on how and why they are linked will presumably surface. Whether they are due to the current changes in education or other prevailing issues in local national secondary schools in general or in particular in urban areas like Kuala Lumpur will be seen from the findings from the research. This will enable a synthesis to be made with respect to national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. 

Question (d)

What key words or descriptors do the respondents use to define an effective national secondary school in Malaysia and what is a possible definition of an effective school that can be synthesized from the selected keywords?

Studies have shown that there is no consensus on the definition of an effective school and there have been conflicting views within and between countries. The key words will assist in the synthesis of a definition from the point of view of the three categories of respondents as well as an overall view from the main stakeholders of school effectiveness from the capital, Kuala Lumpur. 

  Among aspects that would be analyzed are as follows:

(i) Is there a commonality in the selection of key words by the three categories of respondents or are they totally different from each other?

(ii) What are the similarities and differences between the definitions synthesized from the research sample with other definitions put forward locally and abroad as discussed in the literature review? 

(iii) Is the definition in line with the National Philosophy of Education and in what way?  

(iv) Do they reflect current changes in education? 

(v) Are they indigenous or universal in nature? 

(vi) What do the definitions reflect upon the category of respondents? 

(vii) How does the overall definition reflect upon each of the category of respondents? 

The answers to these questions will provide interesting insights. This will be evaluated based on the frequencies of each of the key words. The top five keywords based on their frequency will be selected. From this selection, a possible definition of an effective school will be synthesized. The key words having only one response will be evaluated if they are unique, reflect current developments, creative or innovative and their target focus.

Background of Population and sample

The population in this study is the 95 national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. Of the 95 schools, 40 schools were selected for this study. The respondents of the study are the principal, a head of department and a teacher from each of the 40 schools.

                   Table 1: Tabulation of national secondary schools in Kuala 

                                   Lumpur by type of school and zone

	Zone
	FRS
	PRS
	BS
	GS
	CS
	Total

	Bangsar
	   1
	    4
	   2
	   1
	   17
	   25



	Pudu
	   2  
	    2
	   3
	   4
	   14
	   25



	Keramat
	   2
	    2
	   2
	   4
	   13
	   23



	Sentul
	   1
	    2
	   3
	   3
	   13
	   22



	Total
	   6
	    10
	   10
	   12
	   57
	   95




           Key: FRS-Fully residential schools; PRS-Partly residential schools

                     BS- Boys’ School; GS-Girls’ School; CS- Co-educational schools

  The Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur is divided into four zones: Sentul, Keramat, Pudu and Bangsar each located in the North, East, South and West directions in the city of Kuala Lumpur. According to the latest statistics (JPWP, 2005, p.49) there are currently 22 national secondary schools in the Sentul Zone, 23 in Keramat, 25 in Pudu and 25 in Bangsar. Among these are 7 fully residential schools, 12 partly residential schools and four SMART Schools. The schools are predominantly co-educational though a smaller number of schools are boys’ schools and girls’ schools. Their breakdown is as shown in Table 1.

Pilot sample and sampling

The pilot sample consisted of all the nine private secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur where the students followed the same curriculum as the national secondary schools. International and private Chinese secondary schools following a different curriculum were excluded. All the schools were co-educational and non-residential. The respondents were the principals of the schools. Hence in carrying out a census the question of poor sample selection or poorly defined population that some researchers caution does not arise (Smith and Glass, 1989, p.225). The sample size of nine respondents was certainly well manageable as reiterated by some researchers (Wiersma, 2000, p.177). The pilot questionnaires were sent by registered post to ensure that the respondents received the questionnaire. Two subsequent reminders were sent by post followed by personal calls. Despite this the response rate was only 56 % with five of the nine schools’ principal responding. Noting that the likelihood of low response rates exists in postal questionnaires (Denscombe, 1998, pp. 23-24) and that even with cash incentives some researchers report less than 40% response rates (Erwin and Wheelright, 2002), the response rate of 56 % is within expectations.

Selection of Research sample and sampling procedure

The focus of this research is to find the characteristics of school effectiveness in national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur from the perceptions of principals, heads of department and teachers. In selecting the sample, the following criteria were set:

(i) the sample must  include  respondents  from a variety of national secondary  schools – Special  Schools; SMART  Schools; Fully  residential  schools; partly-residential schools; boys’ schools; girls’  schools  and co-education  schools  secondary  schools  in  Kuala Lumpur

(ii) the number of respondents is manageable noting that the research is not funded and the researcher is handling the research single-handedly 

(iii) an equal number of respondents are selected from the four zones set by the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur Education Department

(iv) the sample is representative of the national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur

The rationale of these criteria is to obtain the views from respondents of all types of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. This will offer enrichment to the research, as the views would have included a variety in types as well as locations of the national secondary schools.

  The selection of schools was done by stratified equivalence sampling, selecting an equal number of schools (10 schools) from each zone as shown in Table 2. The stratified sampling design here increases the precision of sample estimates (Smith and Glass, 1989, p.236). On the question representativeness, the sample consisted of 42% of the population of 95 national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, much more than the minimum of 10% suggested by some researchers (Gay, 1981) and more than the minimum of 20% for the selection of a sample from a population less than 500 as mentioned by some researchers (Gay, 1981; Cates, 1985, p.83).

           Table 2 : Tabulation of selected sample of national secondary

                           schools in Kuala Lumpur by type of school and zone

	Zone
	FRS
	PRS
	BS
	GS
	CS
	Total

	Bangsar
	   1
	    2
	   1
	   1
	   5
	   10



	Pudu
	   1  
	    1
	   1
	   2
	   5
	   10



	Keramat
	   1
	    1
	   1
	   2
	   5
	   10



	Sentul
	   1
	    1
	   1
	   1
	   6
	   10



	Total
	   4
	    5
	   4
	   6
	   21
	   40




              Key: FRS-Fully residential schools; PRS-Partly residential schools

                          BS- Boys’ School; GS-Girls’ School; CS- Co-educational schools

  The sample size of 40 schools with a total of 120 respondents was certainly well manageable (Weirsma, 2000, p.177). In selecting samples the selection of a wide variety of schools by their types and selecting an equal number of schools in each of the four zones addressed the concerns of technical, conceptual and statistical grounds of selection were adhered to as emphasized by Maruyama and Deno (1992).

  All schools were coded with three digits 001 to 095. As there was only one special school catering to the handicapped including the blind, deaf and dumb in Kuala Lumpur and it being a fully residential school in the Keramat Zone it was selected automatically as representative of the fully residential schools in the Keramat Zone. The SMART school was selected randomly from other SMART schools by placing the encoded numbers of the school in a box and a number being picked by a teacher. The school selected was a co-educational school from the Pudu Zone. The schools were not informed of the coding but they were informed of the confidentiality of the process and its random selection (Gall et al., 2003).

  The selections of the remaining schools were identified zone by zone. The schools were first categorized as shown in Table 1.The required number of schools in each category as shown in Table 2 were drawn at random similarly as was done in selecting the SMART school by a teacher.

  Hence 40 schools from Kuala Lumpur, 10 from each zone were selected. With each school having three respondents, there were a total of 120 respondents. The selection of 40 schools from a total of 95 schools represented 42% of the total number of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur. The selection of 10 schools in each zone Bangsar, Pudu, Keramat and Sentul represented 40%, 40%, 43% and 45% respectively of the number of national secondary schools in the respective zones in Kuala Lumpur. It can be claimed that the sample selected is representative of each zone based on the issue of representativeness discussed earlier. The selection of a random stratified equal sample from each of the four zones ensured equal zone representation thereby reducing sample bias. Having a representative sample of all types of schools including SMART schools also averted sample bias. By this criterion drawn before sampling, the research findings would have greater validity, as they are not only representative by zone and state but also by the types. This design increased the precision of sample estimates by decreased standard error and confidence interval (Feingold and Jacobs, 2001; Smith and Glass, 1989).

Response to Research Questionnaire

             Table 3: Table of responses from schools by zone

	 Zone
	FRS
	PRS
	BS
	GS
	CS


	Total

	Bangsar
	   0      
	    2 
	   1 
	   1 
	   5 
	     9



	Pudu
	   1
	    1


	   1


	   2
	   4


	     9

	Keramat
	   1 
	    1
	   1
	   2
	   4


	     9

	Sentul
	   1
	    0
	   1


	   1
	   6 


	     9



	Total
	   3
	    4
	   4
	   6
	   19


	   36


           Key: FRS-Fully residential schools; PRS-Partly residential schools

                              BS- Boys’ School; GS-Girls’ School; CS- Co-educational schools

  As in Table 3 a total of 36 out of the 40 schools or 90 % of the schools responded though not all schools returned all three questionnaires. In each zone nine out of the 10 schools or 90% responded. 

                   Table 4: Table of respondents and their response rate 

                                    by zone 

	Zone
	      P
	       H
	T
	Total



	Bungsar
	10  (33.3)
	10  (33.3)
	10  (33.3)
	 30 (100.0)



	Pudu
	10  (33.3) 
	10  (33.3)
	  9  (30.0)
	 29 (96.9)



	Keramat
	  7  (23.3)
	   7  (23.3)
	  7  (23.3)
	21 (69.9)



	Sentul
	  7  (23.3)
	   7  (23.3)
	  7  (23.3)
	21 (69.9)



	Total
	34  (28.3)
	  34  (28.3)
	33  (27.5)
	101(84.2)




                             Key: P-Principal; H-Heads of Department; T-Teachers

  Table 4 indicates that while the response was highest in the Bungsar Zone (100 %) and lowest in the Keramat and Sentul Zone though a response rate of 69.9 % from the latter two zones was good. Overall 101 out of the 120 respondents replied giving a response rate of 84.2% much higher than 70% which is termed as ‘good response rate’. There is also a good response rate by zone of 90% (Babbie, 1973). 

Ethics in research

  Issues of ethics in research need great caution as they may threaten the validity of the research more so if compounded by unforeseen technical or administrative issues (Cohen et al., 2000, p.49). Hence in this research ethical framework was strictly adhered to though time-consuming.

  Informed consent from the highest channel of authority that was empowered to approve researches carried out in Government educational institutions, the Educational Research and Planning Unit (EPRD) of the Ministry of Education, Malaysia. It was contacted in person by the researcher in August 2005 on the procedures to obtain permission for carrying out the research. He was referred to the Economic Planning Unit (EPU) of the Prime Minister’s Department. After filling up the necessary forms, approval was given a month later by the Director-General of the EPU on the 20th of September 2005 by issuing an Educational Pass. Written consent was obtained from the person of legality, power and ability to understand the subject matter (Johnson, 1994; Frankfort-Nachmias and Nacmias, 1992). Following the approval by the EPU, in September 2005 the questionnaire was piloted to all nine private secondary schools. Two reminders were sent and they were followed by personal calls by the researcher. Only five of the nine schools responded finally. The researcher subsequently modified the questionnaire. A letter was written to the Director of Education of the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur seeking permission to carry out the research in national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur in accordance with the ethics that requires a researcher to follow the appropriate channels of authority (Borg and Gall, 1983, p.129). Hence, as put forward by Johnson (1994), informed consent from the powers of authority at national and state levels was obtained in writing (Johnson, 1994, p.79).

  The principal of the selected schools, were informed in writing the aims, purpose and significance of this research, as they were the powers of authority in the school. There is a possibility that this could affect the validity of the research (Borg and Gall, 1983, p.111) but only the principal being informed minimized this. The letter also was written in the spirit of goodwill to avail cooperation of the principals and to reflect the researcher’s trustworthiness in carrying out this research (Cohen et al., 2000, p.54). A copy of written consent obtained from the Director of Education of the Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur was enclosed. Completing the questionnaire and forwarding it back to the researcher in the stamped self-addressed envelopes enclosed was deemed as having consented to be a respondent of the research.

Privacy

  The right to privacy is an important ethical issue in research. There is a need for a balance between the ‘right to know’ and the ‘right to privacy’ (Weiss, 1975, p.13) in particular with dissemination of information that in this research includes some personal information like sex, number of years in service and position held that researchers caution (Diener and Crandhall, 1978). This was maintained by adequate acknowledgement in the covering letter that introduced the researcher and his background as a senior teacher in Kuala Lumpur and his academic purpose in carrying out this research thus enhancing integrity and winning the trust of the respondents in line with caution that researchers like Weiss (1992) mention. In the piloting process one respondent even requested that the researcher furnish certified documents to be convinced of the purpose of the research and this was complied thus winning the trust of the respondent. 

  Another aspect is as Diener and Crandall (1978) have cautioned, is sensitivity of information that was seen when interviewing respondents from the two selected schools where the respondents were reluctant to be interviewed on tape. They were apprehensive that taping would be a means of identification and hence a loss in privacy. The researcher acknowledged this perspective as cautioned by Weiss (1992). But not taping the interview will raise issues of validity in research methodology. Hence there was an ethical dilemma between ‘the right to know’ and ‘the right to privacy’ (Russel, 1993, p.11) and there was a need of balance between the two (Weiss, 1975, p.13). This was handled by negotiation that either the interview was not taped or that strict confidentiality was maintained noting that the researcher was in the same profession. Hence as Weiss (1992) put it, integrity of the researcher won the trust of the respondents. The interview process hence was an ethical dilemma seen in practice in this research.

Anonymity

The essence of anonymity is that the researcher would not be able to identify the respondents from the information provided. This was done by coding the selected schools with numbers from 001 to 040 for ease of data analysis. (Frankfort-Nachiamas and Nachiamas, 1992). In addition, neither names nor address of the respondents were sought. In the piloting process, the schools were coded from 001 to 009.This ensured complete anonymity that researchers emphasize (Sax, 1979, p.259). 

Confidentiality

The need to ensure respondents that under no circumstances would the information sought be made public and hence winning their trust and faith in the researcher (Cohen et al., 2000, p.62) was one by giving the assurance in the covering letter to the respondents in both the piloting and research processes. This credible assurance of confidentiality enhances the reliability of the data (Kimmel, 1988).

Ethics in conducting and reporting research

 In reporting a research misuse of statistics is unethical (Altman, 1981, p.45). Wrong interpretations or misrepresentations would give rise to deceptions. Hence in writing this research report, the truth has been told explicitly as some researchers mention (Bogdan and Biken, 1992). Hence while reporting a response rate of 56% in the piloting process, the fact that only 5 out of 9 participants responded has been mentioned. Similarly wherever there has been non-response to items, it will be mentioned in the presentation of the data in the next chapter.

Research Design and choice of selection

  The research design used in this research is survey by questionnaire and interviews. Surveys have the potential to generate a significant volume of data without direct involvement of the researcher (Mertens, 1998, p.105) though some researchers lament that they are used as an easy way out (Haller, 1980). Their sheer advantage of generation of data is the basis of their selection. They provide ways to describe variables in a population and test relationships between them and with a clearly defined population and sample They are not vulnerable as cautioned by Smith and Glass (1989, p.225).

Instruments

  The instruments used in this research are questionnaires and interviews. The justification for the use of the questionnaire, its design; wording, items and item format, visual appearance; piloting; modifying and the ethics involved in the questionnaire processes. This will be discussed followed by the justification of the use of interviews.

Questionnaire

Justification for the use of questionnaires

Questionnaires provide data that would assist in answering the research questions (Sax, 1979, p.246). Unlike interviews, they do not have the need for substantial time and costs (Gay and Airasian, 2003, p.268) noting that the researcher is self-financed and is carrying out the research single-handedly. More people can be reached one that is not pragmatic for interviews (Sax, 1979, pp.244-245). The researcher also has the opportunity to establish rapport, explain the purpose of study and the meaning of items that may not be clear (Best and Kahn, 1993, p.230). They can also be given to a larger number of respondents simultaneously (Fraenkel and Wallen, 2000, p.142).

  There is however a danger of incomplete or poorly completed answers with the inability to check its truthfulness (Denscombe, 1998, p.106). One of the solutions is to use both interviews and questionnaires in carrying out a survey (Johnson, 1994; Yin, 1994). In this research, this was one of the purposes interviews were used in addition to questionnaires.

  While there may be difficulty in construction (Smith and Glass, 1989, p.245) and making decisions before construction (Dillman, 1978), the researcher overcame this problem under the guidance of his supervisors. While it avails empowerment to the respondent to read, complete and return at leisure within the framework of time, there is as seen in this research, the failure to complete or the danger of non-response (Johnson, 1994, pp.37-38). Another issue is the motivation of the respondent to return the questionnaires is difficult to gauge and hence validity of their responses is difficult to judge (Sax, 1979, p.245). This was handled through precontact by letter and personal contacts by phone by the researcher.

  While some researchers caution on the danger of poor response rate resulting in limited validity of the research exists (Best and Kahn, 1993, p.230), the response rate of 54% for the pilot questionnaire is adequate and 84% for the research questionnaire is very good (Babbie, 1973). This justifies that the choice of using questionnaire in the research design was pragmatic.

Items and Item Format

  The questionnaire consisted of 10 pages. It had a total of nine items. The first six of the items were characteristics of the respondents and their schools. Item 7 focused on the characteristics of an effective school with a score of 5 being very important to a score of 1 being least important. The characteristics were categorized as: qualities of principal; factors related to principal; school factors; teacher factors; parental factors; local community factors and student factors for purposes of categorization, ease of analysis, discussion and interpretation of results. Some of the factors were overlapping-for example, greater collegiality between teachers and principal was categorized as teacher factors though it is a mutual relationship between the principal and the teachers. Under school factors three of the factors had sub-factors. For example, encouragement and excellence in sports had three sub-factors of facility of football field; facilities of basketball, tennis as well as badminton courts and intrinsic/extrinsic rewards as the realization of the objective of excellence in sports necessitated the sub-factors. The score for this factor was the mean score for each of the sub-factors.

  There were two open-ended items. Item 7 allowed respondents to state characteristics not in questionnaire that they perceive should be additional characteristics of effective national secondary schools. Item 9 allowed respondents to state the key words that should be involved in defining an effective school. The analysis of the key words will allow the synthesis of a definition from the perspective of each of the three categories of respondents as well as an overall definition of an effective school from all respondents.

  Item 8 required respondents to pick five most important characteristics of an effective school from 14 characteristics synthesized from literature review. The respondents then had to rank them 1 to 5 from the most important to the least important. Such a selection will allow the synthesis of an overall perception of the respondents and enable the researcher to compare, contrast and interpret the selections made by the three categories of respondents. This will in turn enrich the research. The selections made in item 8 can be compared with the ratings made in Item 7 and hence will avail an avenue to check the reliability of the choices made by the respondents.

Visual Appearance

To enhance user-friendliness, as advised by Denscombe (1994, pp 96-97), the questionnaire was designed with a good layout that included the use of a single-sided paper; adequate space and a light green colored paper; a size of print 12 using a Times Roman font for adequate size and clarity; desktop printing using a Canon BJC-1000SP Ink Jet printer; numbering of pages and having answer column where space on the right-hand contained boxes for the coded answers for easier reading of answers and compiling database. As advised by Weirsma (1995) the layout was designed so that it did not appear crowded. The items and its responses were on the same page. The Head of Art Department of the secondary school where the researcher works chose the color. She also checked the layout of the questionnaire to ensure a non-crowded appearance and items and responses being on the same page (Weirsma, 1995, p.186).

Wording

 Wording is an important aspect of questionnaire designing. The wording was done to ensure that it was not vague, biased or objectionable (Dillman, 1978, pp.97-116); that it was simple and unambiguous (Davidson, 1970, p.93); communicable and comprehensible (Moser and Kalton, 1971, pp.319-320) and to be as short as possible with clear and complete directions (Best and Kahn, 1993, p.237). In addition as the questionnaire was bilingually worded in English and Malay, there is little likelihood of problems of cognition and survey accuracy raised by researchers (Sirken et al., 2000).

Precontact

  Precontact was established by the researcher during piloting and during the research processes by means of letters to the relevant authorities, identifying himself, discussing the purpose of the study, informing them what is to be done with the information provided (Bell, 1991) and requesting cooperation. This ensured a good response rate of 56 % in the piloting process and 84.2 % in the research process (Edwards et al., 2002). Hence the respondents yielded greater cooperation (Gall et al., 2003, p.231). 

Piloting and Modification of Questionnaire

  The purpose of this piloting is to enhance validity and reliability in the research (Rachel and Alison, 1999) and to determine if the items are yielding the kind of information needed (Sax, 1979, p.258). Pilot testing assisted the researcher to gauge for any criticisms and recommendations (Gall et al., 2003, p.230) as well as to study the comments made by the respondents that will enable the researcher to further improve the questionnaire to be used in the research (Borg and Gall, 1983, p.425). To gauge additional and unusual responses from the respondents’ open-ended questions and the ‘Other’ options was used (Gall et al., 2003).

   The questionnaire was first designed to carry out a case study in a particular national secondary school in Kuala Lumpur as part of an assignment for the researchers’ Ed.D. programme. It was piloted to the principal, head of department and a teacher on the 24th of July 2004. In addition, all the three participants were interviewed on the 3rd of July 2004. Based on their suggestions the following changes were made 

(a) grammatical and topographical errors were rectified

(b) additional characteristics of school effectiveness were added :

(i) Proficiency in English and ICT skills among teachers

(ii) Availability of Mandarin and Tamil language facilities for students

(iii) Encouragement and excellence in sports

(iv) Effective co-curricular activities

  The research questionnaire underwent the first modification with revised content of items based on very recent literature review (Gall et al., 2003); reviewing question construction and wording; rewording questions (Parker and Jensen, 2003; Glass and Webb, 1993, p.254-255) with rooms for constructive suggestions and evaluation of wording, layout and color (Johnson, 1977, p.153). The process of designing has already been discussed. The distinct changes seen were an increased content where the five paged original questionnaire was increased to a nine paged research pilot questionnaire and the color of the paper used was changed from the original blue to light apple green. The researchers’ then supervisor from the University of Leicester, U.K, vetted it.

  The first modified questionnaire was piloted to the nine private secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur on the 25th of September 2005. A first reminder was sent on 15th October 2005 followed by a second reminder on the 31st of October 2005. As only two out of the nine schools had responded by then, phone calls were made. Five of the schools claimed that they misplaced the questionnaire while the other two said they would send soon. A fresh set of questionnaires was sent to all the remaining seven schools again by registered post on the 25th of November 2005.By the cut off date of 15th December 2005 another three schools responded. Among the findings based on the responses were: 

(i) 100 % of them agreed that the color of the paper was good

(ii) 100% of them agreed that the language was clear and easily understood and that the layout was good

(iii) 80% stated that the questionnaire was simpler than most questionnaires handled by them.

This reflects that the questionnaire design and layout was good and only changes in additional content as well as a need to increase response rate in the research questionnaire were distinctly reflected in the piloting process.

  Taking into note that several changes in education policies that surfaced in the press and in Government publications in 2006 as well as additional literature review, the second modified questionnaire had additional items. In addition characteristics of school effectiveness in item 7 were regrouped into categories: qualities of principal as well as principal, school, teacher, parental and local community factors. This was for purposes of assisting in answering the research questions and to facilitate interpretation of data. There were a total of 10 pages. A letter of support from the Secretary-General of the National Union of Teaching Profession was received on 3rd April 2006. A written letter of approval from the Director of Education of the Federal Territory Education Department was received on the 3rd of May 2006 signed by the Assistant Registrar of Schools. Upon receipt of this letter the research questionnaires were sent out to the 40 selected schools by registered post on 23rd and 24th of May 2006 to ensure that all schools received three sets of questionnaire. It had a final date for response - 20th of June 2006. 21 of the 40 schools had responded by that date. A first reminder was sent on the 21th of June 2006 by fax to the remaining schools. A second reminder was sent on 7th July 2006 by fax with the cut off date of 15th July 2006. A total of 101 out of the 120 subjects responded. Faxing the reminders dismissed the possibility of letters not being received by post and sending the questionnaires by registered post ensured that the schools had indeed received the questionnaires. 31 schools returned all three questionnaires; two schools returned two out of the three questionnaires and one school returned only one out of the three questionnaires. These schools were contacted by telephone and among the reasons given for not returning all the three questionnaires were it being misplaced and the principal being unavailable to fill the forms. Four schools did not respond even after repeated phone calls to the principal or the senior assistants. Hence duration of about two months was in total adhered for responses from the schools.        .

Interviews

Justification

 While the purpose of survey interviews in this research is to supplement data collected by questionnaires, its role as additional source of an information-gathering tool in providing details and depth of information lends itself to be used as an additional research instrument in this research. Interviews carried out by the researcher in an earlier assignment for his Ed.D. was used to fine tune items and questions that appeared in the thesis questionnaire. It was used as a follow-up to the questionnaire to pursue greater depth and details of information given in the questionnaire by the respondents and as a method of triangulation of information obtained in the responses to the questionnaires (Denscombe, 1998, p.112). Hence it was a confirmation survey interview that included triangulation and enabled probing resulting in a source of additional information (Gall et al., 2003, p.238-240).

Interview sample and sampling

  Two schools were selected from the 36 schools that responded to the research questionnaire at random by placing the coded numbers of the schools in a box. The researchers’ teaching colleague selected the schools by picking at random any two numbers. The number of schools selected was based on the practicality of the situation that includes

(i)     principals who were extremely busy either with the school administrative matters  or  were  attending  meetings,  courses  or  seminars  and  it was extremely  difficult  for  them  even  to  keep up with  appointments after school as sudden chores arise.

(ii)         heads of department and teachers were busy with their teaching, 

              marking or other related school matters.  
Type of interviews

The type of interview undertaken in this research is a semi-structured interview where the main aim was as Johnson (1994) mentions, to get similar information from the interviewees with a more flexible approach adapted to the personality and circumstances involved while interviewing. For example, the principals were busy and had lesser time to be interviewed in comparison with the heads of department or teachers. 

Interview Procedure

The two schools randomly selected for the interview procedure were contacted on 19th July 2006.The researcher personally met the principals of the two schools and the interview schedules were fixed. A day prior to the interview, the researcher contacted the principals by phone as a confirmation of the interview schedules shown in Table 5.

  Table 5: Table of Interview Schedules with respondents from 

                  two selected national secondary schools
	School
	Principals
	Heads of

Department
	Teachers

	A
	3-7-06  

2.30 p.m. 
	7-7-06

12.45 noon
	11-7-06

2.00 p.m.

	B
	14-7-06

2.15 p.m.
	18-7-06

2.00 p.m.
	21-7-06

12.30 p.m


Interview Guides

  An interview guide should specify the questions, the sequence they are to be asked and the guidelines for what the interviewer is to say at the beginning and end of each interview. It should list the option responses and provide space for the interviewer to write down answers to closed-form questions. (Gall et al., 2003, p.242) In this research, as the interviews were semi-structured, open-ended questions were added and room for probe was availed. The interviews were taped with the permission of the respondents. The dates and times were fixed at the convenience of the respondents. There were several times that the appointments had to be re-scheduled as the respondents were busy or unwell or engaged in other chores. The guides were not totally identical but prepared separately for the six school respondents. The guides for the six school respondents were devised after using their responses to the questionnaires as a basis.

  The guides contain questions that are closed-form that requires words or one or two sentences. There are no multiple-choice questions. Open-ended questions offer avenues for additional information. Probes have been used with questions involving how and why. In addition 10 characteristics, five from qualities of principal, five from characteristics of school effectiveness were selected and the respondents were asked to score 1-5 as in the questionnaire. This would assist in the validity of the research by evaluating their correlation between original and interview scores.

Procedure of obtaining FIS Instrument and evaluation results

  A letter as written to the Director-General of the Federal Inspectorate of Schools in Putrajaya on delivered personally by hand on 15th November 2005. Here the researcher identified the aims and objectives of the research and the permission granted to carry out the research by the Prime Ministers’ Department, a certified copy of the letter of permission as well as a certified copy of the permission card A second reminder was sent on 16th January 2006. As no reply was received, the researcher contacted the office in Putrajaya by phone on 17th February 2006. He was asked to deal with its Kuala Lumpur Branch in Kg.Attap. Accordingly a letter was written to its Kuala Lumpur Director by registered post on 5th April 2006. When no reply was received by 16th May 2006, the researcher contacted the office by phone several times and in person on the 29th May 2006. It was then he was referred to a senior officer from whom a copy of the FIS Instrument for evaluation of school effectiveness was obtained. The details were drawn up a selected panel that consisted of FIS National and State officers, principals of national secondary schools, heads of national primary schools, and officials from the Ministry of Education and state education departments. The instrument was formulated in 2001 after amendments to the Education Act were made in 1996. Hence it accommodates recent changes in education policies such as the introduction of English as the medium of instruction for teaching science and mathematics. The instrument is called IPS (Instrumen Pemastian Standard) or Standard Evaluation Instrument.

  In addition, the researcher was given the latest copy of the results of evaluation of school effectiveness done by the FIS on national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur.

FIS Instrument

  The latest edition of the instrument is the 2004 edition. It has 128 pages. 

As seen in Table 6, the IPS has four dimensions – Leadership Directions, Organisational Management, Management of Educational Programmes, and Student outcomes. Each has elements with percentage weightages. There is a total of 12 elements. 40% weightage is given to organizational and leadership issues and 45% to teaching and learning.

                         Table 6: Weightage of Elements and Dimensions

	No.
	                Elements
	Weightage (%)

	DIMENSION I: LEADERSHIP DIRECTIONS  (10%)

	1.
	Vision and Mission
	  3

	2.
	Leadership
	  7

	DIMENSION II: ORGANISATIONAL    

                               MANAGEMENT                       (30%)

	3.
	Organisational   Structure
	  6

	4.
	Planning
	  6

	5.
	Climate
	  6

	6.
	Management and Development of resources
	  6

	7.
	Usage of Data
	  6

	DIMENSION III: MANAGEMENT OF 

                                EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMMES

                                                                                   (45%)

	8.
	Management of Curricular, Co-curricular and  Student Affairs Programmes
	  15

	9.
	Teaching and Learning
	  20

	10.
	Development of Student Personality
	    5

	11.
	Assessment of Student Achievements
	    5

	DIMENSION IV: STUDENT OUTCOMES (15%)

	12.
	Student outcomes in academic, co-curriculum and personality
	     15

	                                Total
	   100


                                                                (Extract: SKPM 2, 2004, p.11)       

                      Table 7: Weightage for Student Outcomes

                                       Dimension 

	No.
	Sub-elements
	Weightage

            (%)

	1.
	Academic Performance from Remove Classes to Form 3
	  3

	2.
	Academic Performance in Form 4 and 5
	  2

	3.
	Academic Performance in Form 6
	  2

	4.
	Student achievement in co-curriculum
	  4

	5.
	Outcomes in personality of student
	  4

	                                       Total
	15


  Table 7 indicates the weightage given to the dimension of student outcomes. For a national secondary school without Form 6, the total weightage is 13% as there are only 4 sub-elements of a total weightage of 13%. This is extrapolated to 15 % using the formula

A    x 15 %  where A is the total score of the evaluated sub-elements.
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   The sub-element of assessment outcomes in personality of students is based on cognitive development, psychomotor development, socio-emotional development as well as creative and aesthetic forces each with a weightage of 1 % and determined by the mean score of a set of items on a Likert scale. The percentage score is evaluated by the formula

A     x 1   % where A is the mean score of the set of items.
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                                Table 8: Guidance to Determination of Score 

	Score
	  Description (Level of Implementation)

	0
	None (0%)

	1
	Very little (1-24%)

	2
	Little (25-49%)

	3
	Majority (50-74%)

	4
	Large majority (75-100 %)


All elements have scores on a Likert scale of  0 to 4.The description of the scores is as stated in Table 8. All dimensions have elements and some elements have sub-elements. Where sub-elements are present the mean score is computed. For example, the element for Vision and Mission in evaluating the Leadership Direction has six sub-elements:

(a) based on National Philosophy of Education

(b) based on National Vision

(c) based on current educational developments

(d) based on analysis of strength, weaknesses, opportunities and threats

(e) based by collective decision

(f) is reviewed base on necessities

The percentage score is computed by using the formula     A      x 100 %       

                                                                                              B

where A is the score obtained and B is the full score.

                         Table 9:  Key Performance Indicators of Schools

	Percentage 

Achievement
	Level
	Level achieved 

	90-100
	  7
	School of Excellence

	80-89
	  6
	School of Excellence

	70-79
	  5
	School of Hope

	50-69
	  4
	Average School

	35-49
	  3
	Very Weak School

	25-34
	  2
	

	0-24
	  1
	


  Hence the FIS Evaluation is based on KPI’s determined by a stringent evaluation of dimensions, sub-dimensions with sub-items. If a school has a KPI of 6 and 7 it is a highly effective school that is continuously improving towards a greater quality in education. A KPI of 5 indicates an effective school that can be anticipated to further improve. Those below a KPI of 5 are deemed ineffective with a score of 5 indicating a move towards effectiveness. The use of KPI indicates a performance-based assessment (Brualdi, 1998) involving knowledge and skills (Hibbard et al., 1996, p.5). Using rubrics adds reliability and validity in such an evaluation (Moskal and Leydens, 2000).

The table indicates that quality performance indicators based on an evaluation that uses rubrics can serve as an effective monitoring system for evaluation of school effectiveness (Bush and West-Burnham, 1994, p.158) pinpoint remedial action to be taken (Bush and Bell, 2003, p.182) is used by the FIS reflective of ISO 9001: 2000 standards (Alimuddin, 2005, p.12).

Issues of reliability and validity

Reliability, validity and triangulation are a means of assessing the authenticity in research. While they are complex terms that depend on the stance of the researcher, it is argued that were developed for use in positivist or quantitative research only (Briggs and Colemen, 2007, p.91). Easterby-Smith et al. (1994) support this view while stating that the application of these terms in non-quantitative researches might give rise to the acceptance of the positivism paradigm. Hammersley (1987) counter argues that researchers in both positivist and interpretive paradigms use the concepts of reliability and validity. Brock-Utne (1996) supports the latter’s assertion that reliability and validity are equally important in both traditions. Hence the argument that issues of reliability, validity and triangulations are only for positivist or quantitative approach both of which form the epistemology of this research is a false premise.

Reliability

Despite the claim that there is no widely accepted definition of reliability (Hammersley, 1987), there is wide acceptance to the view that reliability is the probability that repeating a research procedure or method would produce identical or similar results giving the confidence that there is a consistency in replicating the process (Briggs and Coleman, 2007). Yin (1994) argues that reliability demonstrates that issues such as data collection procedures can be repeated with the same results. Scott and Morrison (2006) state that if a measure or series of measures when repeated give the same result, they have high reliability.

  In survey research, instruments such as questionnaires and structured interviews, reliability is assessed by a test-retest procedure. Such instruments should give the same results when it is used with the same person or group after a period of time (Bernard, 2000). Structured interviews are regarded as those within the positivist tradition (Briggs and Colemen, 2007, p.94). Youngman (1994) argues that one of the ways of checking reliability is by interviewing a sample of those surveyed by questionnaire and repeating certain questions. Fowler (1993) emphasizes that interviewees be asked the same questions in the same way if the procedure is to be reliable. In single-handed research where the interviewer and researcher are the same person there is a danger that reliability may be compromised if the researcher modifies his instruments to probe using a semi-structured approach (Briggs and Coleman, 2007). Other researchers like Cohen and Manion (1994) caution that over-emphasis on reliability for interviews can have implications on its validity. Hence for reliability to be enhanced, validity needs to be compromised.

Validity

Briggs and Colemen (2007) define validity as a concept used to judge whether the research accurately describes the phenomenon that it is intended to describe. Like reliability it is associated with positivist research, a view shared by other researchers like Denzin and Lincoln (1998). Bell (1999) describes validity as one where an item measures or describes what it is supposed to measure or describe while cautioning that while an unreliable item lacks validity, a reliable item need not necessarily be valid.

Types of validity

Internal validity is the degree to which findings correctly map the phenomenon in question (Denzin and Lincoln, 1998). It is viewed as the accuracy or authenticity of the description being made (Scott and Morrison, 2006). Cohen and Manion (1994) suggest that in survey research, methodological triangulation by interviewing respondents who completed questionnaires can enhance internal validity.

  External validity relates the extent in which findings may be generalized to the wider population and usually applied in positivist research (Brock-Utne, 1996). Scott and Morrison (2006) define it plainly as a measure of generalizabilty. Yin (1994) argues that the problem of generalizability can be resolved by replicating the study in another similar setting leading to wider acceptance of external validity.

Issues of instrument validity and reliability

  Researchers have always cautioned on the need for questionnaires to be valid and reliable (Gall et al., 2003, p.223; Cohen and Manion, 1994). The questionnaire was vetted by the Head of the English Department where the researcher is a senior teacher and the Malay translations were vetted by the Head of the Malay Department.The contents of the questionnaire were vetted by the researchers’ then supervisor from the University of Leicester and the supervisor from the Stamford College in Petaling Jaya, Malaysia to ensure that the contents of the questionnaire reflected the purpose of the study and would be able to effectively answer the research questions. These steps enhanced validity in content, language and wording. As experts vetted the contents we can assume that the questionnaire has content and face validity (Uma, 2003, p.208). The Head of the Art Department vetted the color of the questionnaire paper including its suitability and attractiveness to enhance the user friendliness of the questionnaire (Denscombe, 1994, pp 96-97).

  As the researcher is a senior teacher in Kuala Lumpur, having taught there for more than 25 years, he is known to many principals in Kuala Lumpur some of whom were his ex-colleagues. Such a precontact would have assisted in reduced anxiety and foster greater motivation to cooperate (Gall et al., 2003). In addition the covering letter had clearly spelt out that the research had a mutual benefit and its findings would help the principals themselves. These actions enhanced validity (Borg and Gall, 1983, p.111).

  There is a possibility of what researchers term as the ‘guinea pig effect’ where the respondents could react differently knowing that they are part of a research and the issue of ‘role selection ‘ that they are aware that they play a role in the research, for example their responses would be part of the research whose findings would be sent to the Federal Territory Education Department and the Ministry of Education of Malaysia. Webb et al. (1996) cautioned that these as obstructive to the research and could affect the reliability of the responses. This was tackled by a covering letter sent to the respondents where the researcher explained that he was a senior teacher Kuala Lumpur too and stating his credentials and explaining the purpose of the research as suggested by Bell (1991). This was to ensure effective cooperation (Gall et al., 2003, p.231).

Process of Data Analysis

The purpose of analysis of data is to answer research questions as well as a source of enrichment of data that it could generate and a offers an avenue of discussion within the scope of the conceptual framework of this research. SPSS 12.0 is to be used for the data analysis.

  The following processes will be used:

(a)          the score of the sectors grouped as explained earlier in the chapter will be calculated by the mean score of the component items.  The overall mean score for each of these sectors will be calculated. This will enable us to know the sectors that were viewed as important and their priorities

(b)         to  find out  which of  the qualities of  the principal were viewed as most important, the  total  score  for  each  of  the  qualities  is to be calculated.  From the total score the top five qualities will be synthesized giving a perspective of the choice made

(c)         the total score of each of the characteristics of school   effectiveness irregardless of the sector will be calculated. From this the top ten characteristics will be synthesized. Some of the characteristics have sub-characteristics. For example a positive learning environment has seven characteristics. The score for this 

              characteristic will be the mean score: Total score

                                                                                     7 

(d)         the other characteristics based on the response to an open-ended item will be categorized. It will be evaluated if it has a link with the conceptual framework. If not, whether it is indigenous in nature, innovative or just irrelevant.

(e)         In item 8, each of the 14 characteristics will be evaluated on how many 1’s they scored (1 indicating that it was chosen as the most important choice) to decide the overall top choice. A similar calculation would be done to determine the remaining four choices.

(f)          In item 9 the open-ended question, all key words will be written down. The frequency of each key word will be calculated. The key words will be numbered and a frequency table of key words against those who chose it- principals, heads of department and teachers will be made. A cut off total score of 10 will be made to group the key words most commonly chosen. If the key words have a similarity for example ‘fair’ and non-discriminatory’ will be grouped as fair. From these key words the top five key words will be synthesized for each group of the three respondents as well as an overall entity. This will enable us to come up with four simple definitions. The commonalities in choice of the three groups as well as the differences will be evaluated. The key words will be grouped under the four sectors- principal, teacher, student and others. Noting that some key words involve an overlap of two or more sectors, e.g. efficient, the sectors will only serve as a guide to group the key words. From this simple deductions will be made.

              In addition to this t-score comparisons will be made if there was a significant difference (p < 0.05) in the total frequency of key words suggested between each pair of the three groups. In addition correlation between each of the three groups will be evaluated using Pearsonian coefficient to see if there was a significant correlation (p < 0.05) between the groups on the choice of key words.

(g)         Pearsonian coefficient will be used to evaluate correlation between the total score of the sectors in item 7 on the characteristics of school effectiveness with 

              (i)   years in service

              (ii)  type of school

              (iii) category of school

              (iv) sex

              and if they are significant (p< 0.05). This is purely for generating data that would give a better insight into this research.

(h)         Cross-tabulation of variables will be done wherever it will assist   

              in presentation of data with frequencies and percentages

(i)         Interview data will be grouped to check for triangulation with responses of questionnaire by comparison

(j)         the criteria for school effectiveness from the analysis of the FIS   Instrument would reveal the sectors where greater scores are given and these will be compared with the scores evaluated from 

              the research sample for the sectors concerned.

With this analysis the research questions will be answered and it is anticipated that there will be useful additional information as enrichment that would be food for future researches.

Summary

  Unlike most quantitative researches where a variety of statistical (descriptive, comparative and inferential) and statistical techniques such as ANOVA, and ACOVA are used, this research will utilize mainly descriptive and comparative statistics and one or two statistical techniques that would generate data which will assist in discussion of findings. This research rests predominantly on a positivist paradigm with quantitative methods used in answering research questions. However, the answer to open-ended questions rests on an anti-positivist interpretive paradigm with a subjective base. The findings offer an in depth picture of the issues involved and it is hoped to avail data reflective of the current developments in education in Malaysia. This will be presented in the next Chapter.

        CHAPTER FOUR: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

Introduction

While the research methodology and research instruments used in this research were discussed in Chapter Three, this chapter focuses on the analysis of data collected. The analysis serves the purpose of 

(a) answering the research questions

(b) providing additional related information that will enrich this research

(c) providing information  that  will  allow suggestions and recommenda-

      tions for future researches in other areas of  school effectiveness

(d) providing information on the limitations and problems seen in the research design/instruments that would assist to better research methodologies in future School Effectiveness Research  in Malaysia

Data in research serves as a basis for drawing conclusions. While acquiring data is the fundamentals of research, determining what conclusions are justified based on the data is critically important. This process commonly called data analysis, is simplified using a computer a program as it will reduce the possibility of error and time required. SPSS 12.0 used in this research can perform many types of statistical analysis and data management tasks that will assists in the fulfillment of the purpose of data analysis (Norusis, 1988, pp.2-3).

  A detailed analysis of the sample will provide a clear perspective of the sample including its frequency. The respondents will be analyzed by their positions, seniority, sex, type and category of school. 

Analysis of data regarding respondents

                      Table 10:  Position of respondents

	Respondents
	No. of 

respondents
	Percentage

	Principal
	34
	33.7

	Heads of 

Department
	34
	33.7

	Teachers
	33
	32.6

	Total
	101
	100.0


The number of principals, heads of department and teachers are almost the same reflecting that there is equal sampling proportions that facilitate comparison of data between the three groups of respondents. Hence it allows the findings in this study to have a meaningful perspective.

             Table 11: Respondents and their years of service

	Years of 

service
	No. of 

respondents
	Percentage

	1-7 
	13
	12.9

	8-15
	28
	27.7

	16-25
	28
	27.7

	> 25
	32
	31.7

	Total
	101
	100.0


Table 11 indicates that 59.4% of the sample had 16 or more years of experience in the profession. Only 12.9% of the respondents had less than eight years of service. This indicates that the majority of the respondents were experienced staff. This adds reliability in item responses in this research.

          Table 12: Cross-tabulation of position of respondents by 

                           Years of service

	Position
	            Years of service
	Total

	
	1-7
	8-15
	16-25
	>25
	

	Principal
	1
	2
	9
	22
	34

	Heads of

Department
	4
	14
	10
	6
	34

	Teachers
	8
	12
	9
	4
	33

	Total
	13
	28
	28
	32
	101


 Table 12 indicates that 31 (91.2%) principals, 16 heads of department (47.1%) and 13 (39.4%) of teachers had 16 or more years of service. It indicates while the principals were overwhelmingly senior, the heads of department and teachers were less senior. However, 88.2% of heads of department and 75.8% of teachers in the sample of respondents had at least eight years of service.

                                Table 13: Sex of respondents

	Sex
	  No. of 

  respondents
	Percentage

	Male
	20
	19.8

	Female
	81
	80.2

	Total
	101
	100.0


Table 13  indicates  that  there is a sex bias with 80.2% of the respondents 

being female. Only the schools were selected at random by the researcher. The principals themselves respondents selected the other respondents. Hence the biasedness with sex is beyond the jurisdiction of the researcher. As sex is not an issue in this research, this biasedness does not affect the validity of the research.

                  Table 14: No. of respondents by type of school

	Type of school
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Boys
	18
	17.8

	Girls
	25
	24.8

	Co-educational
	58
	57.4

	Total
	101
	100.0


Table 14 indicates that the majority of respondents were from co-educational schools. As it was in line with the basis of the selection of the sample, is not an issue. However, it reflects a good blend of respondents from the three types of schools.

              Table 15: No. of respondents by category of schools

	Category of

school
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Smart school
	    3
	  3.0

	Day
	  75
	74.3

	Semi-residential
	  17
	16.8

	Fully residential
	    6
	  5.9

	Total
	101
	100


Table 15 reflects the frequency of respondents from of schools that were selected by category. As the number of schools in each category was fixed equally according to their zones, having respondents from all four types of schools add greater reliability to the sample selected.

 Answers to Research Questions

Question (a)

What do principals, heads of departments and teachers in Kuala Lumpur perceive to be the current characteristics of school effectiveness, and the most important qualities of the principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia?

The current perceived characteristics of school effectiveness in Malaysia were synthesized from the responses given in item 7 of the questionnaire. They are divided into 

(i) qualities of principal and 

(ii) characteristics of school effectiveness

While the role of a principal has been viewed as an important characteristic of school effectiveness in Malaysia (Fatimah, 1998; Lan Poh Chin, 1998; Shahril, 1997; Shahril, 2002; Nazrol, 2000) and abroad (Leithwood, 1994; Weil et al., 1984; Leithwood et al., 1997; Sergiovani, 1995), the qualities needed for the principal of an effective school has been the subject of several recent researches (Shahril, 2002; Ang Thien Sze, 2004; Shahril, 2004; Sam Kit Mun, 2004). Hence the qualities form an important sub-characteristic of an effective principal. It is listed separately.

Current perceived characteristics of school effectiveness

The score of each characteristic is computed from the rating scored from 1 (least important) to 5 (most important). From this, the total scores for each of the characteristics is computed by adding the scores rated by each respondent. From this the mean score is computed where 

mean score =              total score______

                            number of respondents 

For example in evaluating choices of principal, 

        mean score =       T    where T   = total score and 

                                    P

                                                      P   = number of principals who                                                   

                                                               responded to the questionnaire

For evaluating the overall perspective, 

        mean score =    total score from all respondents of the questionnaire
                                 total number of respondents to the questionnaire

Where a characteristic has sub-characteristics the mean score for the characteristic is calculated for each of the respondents. From this the overall mean is calculated and computed as mean of this characteristic. For example, the characteristic ‘a positive learning environment’ has 7 

sub-characteristics. The mean score = total score
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This mean score is listed as the score for the said characteristic. As many of the scores were extremely close in value, the scores are presented correct to three decimal places.  

There was a total of 17 qualities of a principal are listed in page 3 and 4 of the questionnaire (refer Appendix). Each quality had a five point score from a score of 1 for the least important to 5 for the most important. The mean scores for each of the qualities were computed from the total score. The calculation is as explained above for computation of characteristics of school effectiveness. None of the listed qualities had any sub-categories.  

(a)     From the perspective of the principals of national secondary      

         schools in Kuala Lumpur

                      Table 16: Current characteristics of school effectiveness 

                                       from the perceptions of principals

	Choice
	Current characteristics of 

school effectiveness
	Mean score

	1
	Effective teaching and learning
	4.941

	2
	Good behavior among students
	4.912

	3
	Student self-discipline
	4.882

	4
	Accountability
	4.881

	5
	Principals’ leadership skills
	4.853


The results indicate that effective teaching and learning is rated highest (mean score of 4.941) and principals’ leadership skills the lowest among the top five (mean score of 4.853). An interesting feature here is the two student factors are rated second and third highest indicating that the principals as very important stakeholders view students after teachers sidelining themselves to the fifth place. The inclusion of accountability indicates that the perceptions take into account current expectations from the government (Najib, 2004; Awang, 2003) and are in line with international trends in characteristics of school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1995; Department of Education and Training, State of Victoria, 2002).

         (b)    From the perspective of the heads of departments of national 

              secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur

                      Table 17: Current characteristics of school effectiveness 

                                       from the perceptions of heads of department
	Choice
	Current characteristics of school effectiveness
	Mean Score

	1
	Greater cooperation between principal and teachers and among teachers
	4.824

	2
	Effective teaching and learning
	4.823

	3
	Principals’ leadership skills
	4.794

	4
	School with shared vision and mission
	4.766

	5
	Greater collegiality between principal and teachers and among teachers
	4.765


The choice of the heads of department reflect that while sharing commonalities with principals on choice 2 and 3, they focus on aspects that require teamwork with effective cooperation as the most highly rated characteristic (mean of 4.824) and collegiality (mean of 4.765) as the lowest among the five. Issues of cooperation (Ministry of Education, 1989) and collegiality (Abdul Halim, 1989) emerged as important characteristics of school effectiveness in early School Effectiveness Research in Malaysia and in studies overseas (Mortimore et al., 1988; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Barber et al., 1995).

(c)     From the perceptions of the teachers of national secondary    

         schools in Kuala Lumpur

                      Table 18: Current characteristics of school effectiveness 

                                       from the perceptions of teachers
	Choice
	Current characteristics of school effectiveness
	Mean score

	1
	Principals’ leadership skills
	4.788

	2
	Good behavior among students
	4.758

	3
	Student self-discipline
	4.757

	4
	Effective teaching and learning
	4.727

	5
	Greater collegiality between principal and teachers and among teachers
	4.697


The teachers’ perceptions indicate commonality with principals on the first four choices though they differ in ranks. The highest rating (mean score of  4.788) for  the  principals’ leadership reflects their acknowledge-

ment of the principal as the most important stakeholder of school effectiveness (e.g. Shahril, 2002; Nazrol, 2000; Leithwood et al., 1997; Sergiovani, 1995). Interestingly they too cohere on the role played by students and their own role too in teaching. They also agree that collegiality (mean score 4.697) as part of teamwork with principals as an important characteristic among three that cohere with heads of department too. Their choices further acknowledge issues of students in relation with school effectiveness (Teddlie and Springfield, 1993; Hussein, 1993; Drever, 1991).

       (d)      From the perspective of the principals, heads of department 

       and teachers  of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur

                      Table 19: Current characteristics of school effectiveness 

                                        from the overall perceptions of principals, 

                                        heads of department and teachers
	Choice
	Current characteristics of school effectiveness
	Mean scores

	1
	Effective teaching and learning
	4.832

	2
	Principals’ leadership skills 
	4.812

	3
	Student self-discipline
	4.782

	4
	Good behavior among students
	4.782

	5
	Greater cooperation between principal and teachers and among teachers
	4.763


The overall picture seen here is that the respondents in this research acknowledge that the highest rated choice (mean of 4.832) is still the standard choice of effective teaching and learning. The interesting feature here is that while acknowledging the core business in schools they agree that principals  (choice 2), students (choice 3 and 4) and teachers (choice 1) play a role in school effectiveness, they understand that it can only be effected by greater cooperation (choice 5) as part of a teamwork in schools. The top two choices have been selected by all the three categories of respondents in their top five choices indicating a coherence of view. As principals have a dual role as leaders of instruction and administrators (Abbas, 1999; Shahril, 2002) and heads of department too play a similar role in enhancing school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1997) they automatically fall in line of the cooperation as part of collaborative decision-making (Cheng, 1994; Leithwood et al., 1998) needed to bring about effective teaching and learning.

  The characteristics have been selected from principal, teacher and student sectors only. Characteristics from school, parental and local community sectors have not been selected among the top five choices by neither each category of respondents nor from a combined overall view.

         Qualities of Principal

     (i) Perceptions of Principals

             Table 20: Qualities of principals of effective schools

                               from the perception of principals
	Choice
	Qualities of the principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia
	Mean score

	1
	Strong, purposeful and involved
	5.000

	2
	Is a competent leader
	4.942

	3
	Is an effective communicator and motivator
	4.941

	4
	Positive thinking
	4.912

	5
	Has high ethics, morals and character
	4.911


The results indicate that ‘a strong, purposeful and involved principal’ (Mortimore et al., 1988; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995) is rated highest by the principals (mean score of 5.0) indicating that all principals unanimously ranked it as very important. The lowest among the five (mean score of 4.911), the quality ‘Has high ethics, morals and character’ (Shahril, 2002; Shahril, 2004) is in line with the ideals enshrined in the National Philosophy of Education (CDC, 2001). The low range in scores of 0.089 indicates that all these five qualities as almost equally rated as very important.

(ii)   Perceptions of heads of department

              Table 21: Qualities of principals of effective 

                               schools from the perception of heads 

                               of departments

	Choice
	Qualities of the principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia
	Mean scores

	1
	Strong, purposeful and involved
	4.912

	2
	Has high ethics, morals and character
	4.853

	3
	Is an effective communicator and motivator
	4.796

	4
	Has problem-solving skills
	4.795

	5
	Emotionally stable
	4.794


There is a distinct similarity between the rating made by heads of department (mean score 4.912) and principals in that they both rated the same quality, ‘strong, purposeful and involved ‘as highest. In addition the qualities rated in choice 2, ‘has high ethics, morals and character’ (Shahril, 2002; Shahril, 2004) and choice 3,’ is an effective communicator and motivator’ (Ramaiah, 1999; Zaidatul, 1999) are also among the top five rated by principals. Choice 5 of emotional stability (mean score of 4.794) (Shahril, 2002; Shahril, 2004; Ang Thien Sze, 2002; Wan Mustama, 2006) indicates its relevance in the light of the National Philosophy of Education (CDC, 2001a) and is in line with the findings of recent researches.

(iii)   Perception of teachers

                Table 22: Qualities of principals of effective

                                 schools from the perception of teachers

	Choice
	Qualities of the principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia
	Mean scores

	1
	Has high ethics, morals and character
	4.909

	2
	Has problem-solving skills
	4.818

	3
	Is a competent leader
	4.788

	4
	Emotionally stable
	4.787

	5
	Strong, purposeful and involved
	4.758


Choices 1 and 5 have commonality with the rankings made by principals and heads of department while choices 2 and 4 have commonality with the top five choices of the heads of department. The fact that choice 1 has commonality as among the top five choices among all the respondents indicates that the quality ‘have high ethics, morals and character’ (Shahril, 2002; Shahril, 2004) is deemed as highly relevant in the current Malaysian scenario.

         (iv)     Overall perception of all respondents

                         Table 23: Qualities of principals of effective 

                                            schools from the perception of 

                                            principals, heads of department and

                                            teachers
	Choice
	Qualities of the principal of an effective national secondary school in Malaysia
	Mean score

	1
	Has high ethics, morals and character
	4.891

	2
	Strong, purposeful and involved
	4.890

	3
	Has problem-solving skills
	4.832

	4
	Is an effective communicator and motivator
	4.803

	5
	Is a competent leader
	4.802


In an overall view, choices 1 and 2 were among the top five choices chosen by all three categories of respondents. Choice 3 was a common choice of teachers and heads of department. Both principals and heads of department chose choice 4 while choice 5 was a common choice between teachers and principals. The first choice had a mean score of 4.891 while the fifth choice 4.802 with a minor range of 0.089 indicates that the choices were valued as almost equally important. Hence issues of ethics, moral and character as have seen in local researches (Shahril, 2002; Shahril, 2004) override other leadership qualities.

Analysis by Classified Factors

The mean scores of the factors classified in the questionnaire-qualities of principal, principal, school, teacher, parental, local community and student factors offer an overview of the priority or importance given to the various stakeholders of school effectiveness.

                  Table 24: Analysis of mean score by factors

	Factors
	Mean score
	Rank

	Qualities of principal
	4.621
	4

	Principal
	4.698
	3

	School
	4.466
	5

	Teacher
	4.719
	2

	Parental
	4.436
	6

	Local

Community
	4.050
	7

	Student
	4.743
	1


The results indicate that the top factor is students followed by teachers, principal, qualities of principal, school, parental and lastly local community factors. It indicates that the respondents prioritized in a reverse lineage of a school’s administrative structure from students down line to teachers and principals. More importance is given to the principal’s role than his/her qualities. This reflects the findings of local researches that place the principals’ role as the prime determinant of school effectiveness however vulnerable it may be (e.g. Heng Hui Tuan, 1998).

         Question (b) 

What similarities and differences are observed in the selection of the key characteristics of school effectiveness between respondents in this research and in comparison with studies on School Effectiveness Research done in other countries?

The key characteristics of school effectiveness listed in the questionnaire item 8 are synthesized from literature review local and abroad. They have commonalites and differences among them. Of the 14 characteristics listed in item 8 of the questionnaire, nine of them had commonality between local and international researchers; five of them were characteristics that emerged in Malaysian government policy issues. Though ‘accountability’ emerged in international researches (Sammons et al., 1995; Greenberg, 2001), it emerged only recently as a Malaysian policy issue (Awang, 2003; Najib, 2004). This and other policy issues are listed in items 9-13 in item 8 of the questionnaire. Their rationale in listing has been discussed in Chapter Two. They are a useful means to compare the priority of views on characteristics of school effectiveness abroad and locally. Here the respondents make a choice of selection. Here the respondents rate the priority of importance of characteristics listed on a Likert scale. A cross-tabulation of the 14 characteristics against the priority of choices 1 to 5 will be used to determine the characteristic that was rated highest in each priority of the choices 1 to 5. This will be computed in percentages and tabulated. The choices made by the respondents will be reviewed 

         Choice of Principals 

                    Table 25: Table of choices of key characteristics of  

                                      school effectiveness from the perception of 

                                      principals 

	Choice
	Key characteristics of school effectiveness
	Percentage

	1
	A Principal who is strong,

 purposeful and involved
	38.1

	2
	Effective teaching and learning
	28.6

	3
	A school with shared visions and goals
	19.1

	4
	Effective evaluation and monitoring
	23.9

	5
	Effective parental involvement
	28.6


The principals’ top choices indicate their reiteration of the importance of their roles. This characteristic of a strong, purposeful and involved principal has emerged as an important characteristic of school effectiveness in several researches local and abroad (Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Barber et al., 1995; Abdullah, 2002; Ang Thien Sze, 2002; Nazrol, 2000). Their choices indicate that while acknowledging their role and the need of collaborative leadership, they also acknowledge the role of teachers and parents.

        Choice of heads of department

                  Table 26:  Table of choices of key characteristics of school 

                                    effectiveness from the perception of heads 

                                    of department

	Choice
	Key characteristics of school effectiveness
	Percentage

	1
	A principal who is strong, 

purposeful and involved
	52.6

	2
	Greater cooperation between

principal and  teacher and

among  teachers
	42.1

	3
	Effective teaching and learning
	36.8

	4
	Greater collegiality between

principal and teachers and

among teachers
	21.1

	5
	Effective co-curricular activities
	15.8


The top choice made by the heads of department is similar to those made by the principals. Their second and fourth choices indicate their recognition of the need of greater cooperation and collegiality between principal and teacher and among teachers in issues of school leadership (Mohd.Zaid, 1993; Abdul Halim, 1989; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995). Their fifth choice of ‘effective co-curricular activities’ indicate their recognition of the importance attached to this government policy issue and the need for it to be a key characteristic of school effectiveness.

        Choice of teachers

                      Table 27:   Table of choices of key characteristics of 

                                         school effectiveness from the perception of 

                                         teachers 

	Choice
	Key characteristics of school 

effectiveness
	Percentage

	1
	A school with shared visions and goals
	33.3

	2
	Effective teaching and learning
	33.3

	3
	Greater cooperation between principal

and teacher and among teachers
	73.3

	4
	Positive Learning Environment
	20.0

	5
	Effective evaluation and monitoring
	20.0


The choices made by the teachers indicates that while acknowledging shared leadership as the top choice (e.g. Nazrol, 2000; Leithwood et al., 1997) and greater cooperation as a means to achieve this (e.g. Ministry of Education, 1989; Sammon s et al., 1995) they give priorities to the dynamics of teaching and learning as seen in their other choices. However, none of their choices were from government policy issues in contrast to heads of department. It reflects their commitment to teaching and learning as the core business of schools (Sammons et al., 1995) and as acknowledged by local researchers (Nazrol, 2000; Wan Mohd.Zaid, 1993; Abdullah, 2002).

      Choices of all respondents

                  Table 28: Table of choices of key characteristics of school 

                                    effectiveness from the perception of 

                                    principals, heads of department and teachers 

	Choice
	Key characteristics of   school effectiveness
	Percentage

	1
	A principal who is strong, purposeful and involved
	40.0

	2
	Effective teaching and learning
	23.6

	3
	Greater cooperation between

Principal and teacher and among 

teachers
	25.5

	4
	Greater collegiality between principal and teachers and among teachers
	16.4

	5
	Effective parental involvement
	18.2


All the five key characteristics selected by the research sample were among Mortimore’s 11 key characteristics of school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1995). Three of the five characteristics have also been identified among processes in effective schools (Murphy, 1990) and as characteristics of effective schools (Levine and Lezotte, 1990).

To evaluate the hypothesis that position, no. of years of service, sex and type of school had a relation to the top choice of selection of key characteristics of school effectiveness, chi-square statistics was used as follows:

H0 (Null Hypothesis):          There is a significant relationship (p < 0.05)

H1 (Alternate Hypothesis):  There is no significant relationship (p < 0.05)

                Table 29: Table of Chi-Square values and 

                                   their significance

	Variable
	χ2
	df
	Asymp.Sig.

	Position
	6.152
	10
	0.802

	Years of 

service
	11.799
	15
	0.694

	Sex
	4.944
	5
	0.423

	Type of 

school
	6.679
	10
	0.755

	Category of school
	18.531
	15
	0.236


The results indicate that none of the variables have a significant relationship (p < 0.05) rejecting the Null Hypothesis. This indicates that there was total coherence in the selection of the top key characteristic of school effectiveness by the respondents. Position, seniority, sex, school types and school categories did not affect the choice made by the respondents in the selection of key characteristics of school effectiveness.

     Question (c)

What are the characteristics of school effectiveness in addition to those that have been synthesized from the findings of this research, that have been suggested by the respondents in this research and how and why are they relevant to the local needs in Malaysia?

The additional characteristics suggested can be broadly categorized as principal, school, teacher, student and other factors. The additional characteristics of school effectiveness that were suggested in the research sample are as follows:

Principal Factors:

1. A principal who does not talk behind the back

2. Does not practice any form of discrimination

3. Values teachers’ contributions

4.  Able to accept constructive criticism from teachers

5. Able to know the strengths and weaknesses of staff and hence make a fair judgment in appraisals

School Factors:

1. Competent Human resource Management

2. Networking between schools

3. Respect and understanding among staff of all categories

4. Having a school canteen that is tidy, hygienic and with food sold at 

        affordable prices

5. Efficient financial clerks

6. An administration that has concern for the welfare of teachers

7. Having a sufficient number of experienced teachers

8. Having effective Senior Assistants and Heads of Department

Teacher Factors:

1. Provision of financial aid in ICT for teachers and students

2. Serving as good role models for students

3. Teachers focusing on life-long and self-directed learning

4. Possessing a good personality and self-respect.

5. A focus on enrichment activities in teaching and learning

6. Intellectualism among teachers

7. Should be agents of change by being creative and innovative

Student Factors:

   1.  Have a vision, clear ambition and purpose to acquire knowledge

Others:

1. Involvement of other Government agencies and NGO’s.

A total of 22 other characteristics of school effectiveness were put forward by the respondents – 23% Principal factors; 36% School factors; 32% Teacher factors; 4.5% each to Student and Other factors.

There is greater focus on school and teacher factors (a total of 68%). Although some of these characteristics may overlap in categorization by factors, the findings indicate that the suggestions predominantly fall into the school, teacher and principal factors in numerical ascending order.

Question (d)

What key words or descriptors do the respondents use to define an effective national secondary school in Malaysia and what is a possible definition of an effective school that can be synthesized from the selected keywords?

The respondents used a total of 34 words or descriptors. Some words or descriptors had a similar meaning. 

           (i)  ‘All-rounded students’ and ‘excellence in all fields among 

                  students’

          (ii)  ‘fair administration’ and ‘fair principal leadership’

These words were categorized under one descriptor

      (i)   Effective and fair principal leadership

      (ii)  Excellence in all fields

                 Table 30: Descriptors with a single response only

	Descriptors
	P
	H
	T
	Total

	Students with high IQ and EQ
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Effective Tactical and

Operational Planning
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Lesser Teacher Workload
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Focus on strength of teachers
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Creative and innovative 
	1
	0
	0
	1

	95% mastery in all basic skills
	1
	0
	0
	1

	considerate
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Visibility
	1
	0
	0
	1

	Progressive
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Integrity
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Teachers equipped with ICT
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Total
	5
	2
	4
	11


There were 13 descriptors that had nine or more responses, eight descriptors that had between two and eight responses while 11 descriptors had only one response. Table 30 indicates that a total of 11 responses were received from individuals with the majority (45.5%) from principals. 

            Table 31: Descriptors having two to eight responses

	Descriptors
	P
	H
	T
	Total

	Parental involvement
	2
	2
	2
	6

	Effective co-curriculum
	0
	1
	4
	5

	Effective evaluation 

and monitoring
	2
	0
	1
	3

	Satisfaction and 

motivation
	1
	1
	1
	3

	Focused
	1
	1
	0
	2

	Efficient
	1
	0
	2
	3

	Community support
	1
	0
	1
	2

	Total
	8
	5
	11
	24


Table 31 indicates that a total of seven descriptors had two to eight responses each from the respondents with teachers (46 %) followed by principals (33.3%) having higher responses.

  Table 32:   Frequency Table of  descriptors with nine or more  

                     responses

	Descriptors
	P
	H


	T
	Total

	Effective and fair Principal
	8
	13
	10
	31

	Conducive and safe learning environment
	10
	10
	7
	27

	Excellence in all fields
	10
	8
	7
	25

	Shared vision and mission
	9
	5
	7
	21

	Effective cooperation and collaboration
	7
	8
	4 
	19

	Disciplined Students and Teachers
	5
	4
	8
	17

	Quality in teaching and learning
	5
	8
	5
	18

	Collegiality
	4
	7
	3
	14

	Emphasis in achievement
	5
	5
	3
	13

	Dedicated, committed and knowledgeable

staff
	3
	4
	5
	12

	Charismatic 
	8
	0
	3
	11

	Effective counseling, love and care
	2
	3
	5
	10

	Accountability
	3
	3
	3
	9

	Total 
	79
	78
	70
	218


                       Key: P-Principal; H-Head of department; T-Teacher

A total of 11 respondents did not offer any responses to this item. They left it blank. Hence the analysis above is based on 90 out of the 101 respondents in this study. There is likelihood that they apparently did not understand the question in particular the term ‘key words’.

  Table 32 indicates that a total of 13 descriptors had nine or more responses from the respondents with interestingly almost an equal number of responses from principals ((36.2%), heads of department (35.8%) and teachers (32.1%). 

  The definition of an effective school will be synthesized using the top five descriptors.

Principals

The key words selected by them are:

(a) Conducive and safe learning environment

(b) Excellence in all fields

(c) Effective and fair principal

(d) Shared vision and mission

(e) Charismatic 

A possible definition synthesized from these key words is:

An effective school is one that is charismatic, strives for excellence in all fields, has an effective and fair principal with a shared vision and mission and has a conducive and safe learning environment

Heads of Department

The top five key words or descriptors selected by the heads of department are:

(a) Conducive and safe learning environment

(b) Excellence in all fields

(c) Quality in teaching and learning

(d) Effective and fair principal

(e) Effective cooperation and collaboration

A possible definition synthesized from these five keywords is

An effective school is one that has an effective and fair principal; where there is effective cooperation and collaboration among the staff; a strive for excellence in all fields and has a conducive and safe learning environment 

Teachers

The top five keywords selected by teachers are:

(a) Conducive and safe learning environment

(b) Excellence in all fields

(c) Shared vision and mission

(d) Effective and fair principal

(e) Disciplined Students and Teachers 

A possible definition synthesized from these five keywords is

An effective school is one with an effective and fair principal with a shared vision and mission and having disciplined students and teachers, possessing a conducive and safe environment and continuously striving for excellence in all fields.

Overall perception

The top five key words selected by the entire respondents are: 

(a) Conducive and safe learning environment

(b) Excellence in all fields

(c) Effective and fair principal

(d) Shared vision and mission

(e) Effective cooperation and collaboration

A possible definition synthesized from the key words is:

An effective school is one with an effective and fair principal with a shared vision and mission, striving for excellence in all fields, has effective cooperation and collaboration among its staff and a conducive and safe learning environment

There are several commonalities and differences in the definitions of an effective school among the groups involved in this research. In addition these definitions have commonalities and differences with overseas research as well as other local researches. These will be analyzed in detail in the next chapter. 

Data from the FIS Office in Kuala Lumpur

 Key Performance Indicators (KPI) used by the FIS (FIS, 2004) is the current basis of determining the degree of school effectiveness in Malaysia. Among the data obtained from the FIS office was the latest KPI among national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur at the time of this research as indicated in Table 33.

          Table 33: Key Performance Indicators of school effectiveness

                            of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur for  

                            the period Jan-Jul.2006

	
	  Key Performance Indicators

  of school effectiveness
	 Total

	
	  7
	6
	5
	4
	3
	

	No. of schools
	5
	15
	25
	4
	0
	49

	Percentage
	10.2
	30.6
	51.0
	8.2
	0
	100.0


Table 33 indicates that 41.8% of the schools were schools of excellence (highly effective), 51.0 % were Schools of Hope (effective) and only 8.2% were average schools (ineffective). Hence the majority of national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur (91.8%) are effective schools. This augurs well for school improvement leading to greater quality in education in Malaysia.

         Interviews

  All interviews were conducted after written permission was obtained from the head of the institutions as well as the respondents themselves. The time and location were put forward by the respondents themselves by phone. An interview guideline was drawn out specifically for all the seven respondents. They were more focused on issues they responded in the questionnaire as well as additional probes. The data obtained from the interviews are listed in this chapter.

         Interview with respondents from School A and B

Interviews were held with respondents from two selected schools for two purposes (i) triangulation of findings (ii) probes to obtain new additional data (Gall et al., 2003, pp.238-240; Denscombe, 1998, p.112).

(i) Triangulation
(a)         Table 34: Correlation between Questionnaire Scores 

                                and Interview Scores

	              School   A
	               School  B



	   P
	   H
	   T
	   P
	   H
	   T

	0.773*
	0.921**
	0.764*
	0.816**
	0.667*
	0.802**




                           Note:  P-Principal; H-Head of Department; T-Teacher 

                     Level of significance: * p <0.05; ** p < 0.01

A comparison of scores in questionnaire and in interview was done to see if there was consistency in the scores given by the respondents. There was a time frame of more than a month between the time of administration of the questionnaire and the interview. The scores were correlated and the results were as indicated in Table 34. The results indicate that there is a significant correlation (p < 0.05) between the scores. As the scores seen in the questionnaire and the interview on 10 identical items are highly correlated, convergent validity is established.

(b) 

            Table 35: Table of responses to item on years in service

	Instrument
	 School A
	 School B

	
	P
	H
	T
	P
	H
	T

	Questionnaire
	16-25
	8-15
	1-7
	>25
	16-25
	8-15

	Interview
	24
	14
	6
	26
	20
	12


  On the question of years in service all six respondents gave replies in coherence to what was stated by them in the questionnaire as indicated in Table 35.This indicates that was integrity and honesty in the responses given. The ability of a measure to remain the same over time (interval of more than one month) despite uncontrollable testing conditions indicates a stability of measures in this case the scores given to the characteristics of school effectiveness. The strong correlation between the responses to the same items on two different occasions indicates the presence of test-retest reliability and parallel-form reliability. These attest to the ‘goodness’ of the data in this research (Uma, 2003, pp.203-204).

             Table 36: Table of number of keywords in defining an

                               effective school

	Instrument
	 School A
	 School B

	
	P
	H
	T
	P
	H
	T

	Questionnaire
	3
	4
	5
	9
	4
	3

	Interview
	3
	3
	4
	3
	2
	2


A Chi-square test was done using the hypothesis:

Null Hypothesis:              There is a significant (p < 0.05) difference      

                                         between the keywords used in the two  

                                         instruments

Alternative Hypothesis:    There is no significant (p < 0.05) difference  

                                          between the keywords used in the two 

                                          instruments

The value of χ2 = 5.78 with df = 5 indicated a rejection of the Null hypothesis. Hence that there is no significant difference (p < 0.05) between the keywords used in the two instruments. This indicates a greater consistency in the keywords used in defining an effective school. This in turn implies that their views are reliable. 

(ii) Results of Probe

(a)       The heads of department and teachers are not aware of the details of the FIS Instrument for evaluation of school effectiveness.

(b)      On qualities of  a  principal, the  interviews  reflect the  need for a principal to  be  knowledgeable, have self-confidence, strong  personality, ability to communicate and convince, goodwill, tactfulness,  non-discriminatory attitude, good character,  positive attitude, ability to empower positively and  avoid  destructive  criticism. While one respondent agreed on the pragmatic need for of a physically active principal to be able to walk up and down staircases and to reflect a better personality, another disputed this comparing with Sir Winston Churchill that obesity is not an impediment to effective leadership. While one respondent agrees that a younger principal being more vibrant can achieve better, other states that while experience is an asset, other essential qualities should be prevalent.

(c)      Generosity in praises is a means to assist in collegiality and 

           cooperation between principal and teachers.

(c)      The principal is an authority for the subordinates to be accountable to.

(d)      While ICT makes teaching more interesting, having a good command of ICT alone does not determine a good teacher.

(e)      While one respondent agrees that parents can offer services to schools and sponsor medals, another respondent says they can donate air- conditioners and books too. A third respondent feels that they should be best outside the perimeter of the school as they are a potential source of stress. A good home is viewed by a respondent as a determinant of good schools rather than mere good principals. Hence, parents are certainly viewed by the respondents of the interviews as important stakeholders.

(f)       The local community can help to check truancy, run seminars and offer their talents to the school and organize programmes like adventure camps. However one respondent feels that the school bureaucracy will put them off. Even NGO’s are viewed as complimentary to school effectiveness e.g. Malaysian Aid Council as they can assist in better development of a student more so in facing the challenges in the outside world once leaving school.

(g)      While one respondent states that effective teaching and learning is the most important characteristic of school effectiveness he adds that collegiality and cooperation reduce teacher stress. Interestingly he adds that for a school to be effective, it must extend to clerks and general workers in the school too. No study has been known to mention clerks and general workers in the school too as stakeholders of school effectiveness.

(h)      While one respondent sideline principals only second to teachers, another argues that the principal is the family head and without his presence other members of the family will be in disarray.

(i)      There is recognition of the role of heads of department in effective supervision and monitoring.

The data indicate that the interviews in the two schools served their dual purposes of triangulation and probe with new or additional information and insights. These and other findings analyzed in this chapter will be discussed at length in the next chapter. 

                     CHAPTER FIVE: SYNTHESIS AND DISCUSSION

  This research focused on the characteristics of school effectiveness in national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. The respondents were the principal, head of department and teacher from 40 randomly selected national secondary schools. 36 out of the 40 schools and a total of 101 out of the 120 subjects responded to the questionnaire. The research sample was representative of the population.

   Sample

The majority of the respondents in the research (87.1%) had eight or more years of experience in the teaching profession with 80.2 % of them being females. While the imbalance or bias in sex is a consequence of the profession being predominated by females, it does not affect the findings of this study. The same argument holds with respect to the type of school. However, the fact that the majority were senior in the profession (87.1% with more than seven years experience) adds reliability to the responses and hence the findings. Similarly, having respondents from all four categories of schools adds greater reliability to the sample selected, the responses, and the findings.

Current characteristics of school effectiveness

  The choices made by the respondents in this research indicate that commonalities exist between each category of respondents and all respondents as a whole. While effective teaching and learning and principals’ leadership skills emerge as common characteristics between principals and heads of department, the common characteristics between principals and teachers are student self-discipline, good behaviour among students and principals’ leadership skills. In comparing with the choices of heads of departments and teachers in the sample, effective teaching and learning as well as greater collegiality between principal and teachers and among teachers are common characteristics. The results indicate that there is one common characteristic of school effectiveness selected by all the respondents - effective teaching and learning. 

  Effective teaching and learning has emerged as a common current characteristic of school effectiveness from one perspective or another in several studies done internationally (e.g. Mortimore et al., 1988; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Reynolds et al., 1994; Greenburg, 2001; Bergeson, 2002; State of Victoria, Department of Education and Training, 2002) and in Malaysia (e.g. Ministry of Education, 1989; Nazrol, 2000). School effectiveness is dependent on effective teaching and learning (Schreens, 1992; Mortimore, 1993; Creemers, 1994). In Malaysia effective teaching and learning is an important determinant of KPI in schools (FIS, 2004) used in determining school effectiveness. It is viewed as a source of accountability in the teaching service (Awang, 2003) and viewed as a professional accountability in the civil service as a KPI that the Government reiterates (Najib, 2004, p.2). Quality teaching where students should enjoy learning in an exciting environment is most recent dynamics in teaching and learning in Malaysia (Wan Mustama, 2006, p.6). The emergence of effective teaching and learning as a current key characteristic of school effectiveness among all respondents is line with the current developments in education in Malaysia and reflects the emphasis given to this characteristic reinforcing an already established view that teaching and learning is the core business in schools (e.g. Mortimore et al., 1995, p.13).  

  The respondents in the research sample view principals’ leadership skills as the second most important current characteristic of school effectiveness. Leadership has long been an influential domain in educational management (Bush et al., 1999, p.178) more so the role of principal’s leadership is viewed as the determinant of a school’s success (Serigovani, 1995, p.83). A principal’s skills in problem solving (Weil et al., 1984), ensuring a collaborative decision-making (Cheng, 1994; Leithwood et al., 1997) and even accommodating national and community interests (Simkins et al., 2003) have been well researched. In Malaysia, since the role of a principal was transformed from a mere administrative head to a leader of teaching (Ministry of Education, 1982) and more so with the formulation of Vision 2020, there was a paradigm shift towards a dual function of a principal as an administrative and as an instructional leader (Sharil, 2002). To realize this objective principals had to be creative, innovative and work towards a change (Hussein, 1993, p.193), possess effective communication (Ramaiah, 1999,p.115; Shahril, 2004) and motivational skills (Zaidatul, 1999, p.108); high IQ and EQ (Shahril, 2002; Ang Thien See, 2002; Leanne Goh, 2006, p.7); ability to manage finance, curriculum and co-curriculum (Faisal Sayuati, 2001); possess leadership styles that can contribute to better academic achievement (Parwazalam, 2000); love for subordinates and serve as an effective coach (Ang Thien See, 2002); ability to ensure quality of students’ school life (Low Pow Lien, 1997); using tactfulness and making the subordinates feel important (Lim How, 2006, p.1) and of recent mastery of English and ICT skills (Ambrin, 2005, p.7) more so with the Governments’ intention of converting all national schools to smart schools (Ministry of Education, 2004) by 2010. As greater focus is seen towards principals’ leadership skills in most studies on school leadership since the mid 1990’s in Malaysia, the due recognition given to this role by the respondents is understandable.

  Interestingly the third and fourth current characteristics of school effectiveness by the respondents focused on students-student self-discipline and good behaviour among students. The type of students a school produces is the product of schooling. While international studies from the 1970’s focused on student academic achievement and related to it equity between schools, students had been the main focus with student discipline specifically targeted as seen in the Louisiana School Effectiveness Research (Teddlie and Springfield, 1993, p.132), in U.K. School Effectiveness Research literature (Sammons et al., 1995, p.8) and other School Effectiveness Research (e.g. Armor et al., 1976; Weber, 1971). Student behavior has been used as a basis of measurement of school effectiveness (Mortimore et al., 1988). In Malaysia, student self-discipline was seen as a key characteristic of school effectiveness either directly (Abdul Karim, 1989: Ministry of Education, 1989) or as part of a conducive learning environment (Nazrol, 2000; Hussein, 1993). The fact that management of student discipline is incorporated as a sub-element of management of student related programmes in schools (FIS, 2004, p.72) reflects the importance attached to student discipline in determining school effectiveness. Pressure from students has been a predominant cause of teacher stress in Malaysia (Loke Yim Pheng, 2006a) and with the increasing involvement of secondary school students in crime (Hishamuddin, 2006f) resulting in the need for discipline camps to provide counselling for problem kids (Noh Omar, 2006) it is understandable that student self-discipline and student behaviour be valued as highly important characteristics of school effectiveness by the respondents.

  Greater cooperation between principal and teachers and among teachers emerged as the fifth most important current characteristic of school effectiveness. Shared vision and mission has emerged as a key characteristic of school effectiveness in studies done in Malaysia and overseas (e.g.Sammons et al., 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Barber et al., 1995; Nazrol, 2000; Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 1989). A shared vision and mission requires among others, close rapport, cooperation and collaboration between principal and teachers and among teachers (Sammons et al., 1995). The Louisiana School Effectiveness Research clearly revealed that cooperation was an important characteristic of school effectiveness as an ingredient of close rapport between principal and teachers and among teachers essential for a school to be effective. Rutter et al. (1979) stressed that the atmosphere of a school “will be greatly influenced by the degree to which it functions as a coherent whole” while Lee, Bryk and Smith (1993) in reviewing literature on effective secondary schools state that effective schools require a sense of community ‘Such elements of community as cooperative work, effective communication and shared goals have been identified as crucial for all types of successful organizations, not only schools’ (p. 227). Mortimore et al. (1995) sums values such as cooperation under what they term as ‘Unity of purpose’. It is this unity of purpose coupled with a positive attitude towards learning and towards pupils that is what they call as a powerful mechanism for school effectiveness (Mortimore et al., 1995, p.11). The data analysis indicates a mean score of 4.76 with 99% of the respondents scoring 4 (21.8%) or 5 (77.2%) indicating that almost all respondents rated this as high. Almost all the six respondents who were interviewed mentioned the importance of cooperation explicitly or as part of a teamwork or part of a family spirit. Hence the fifth choice of current characteristics of school effectiveness reflects its importance as seen in local and foreign researches and by respondents in this research as well as the interview.

  The findings indicate that the current characteristics of school effectiveness have not changed despite current changes in education policies in Malaysia. The five characteristics are similar to characteristics of school effectiveness seen in studies in Malaysia and overseas since the 1970’s when School Effectiveness Research bloomed. The fact that two of the characteristics are student based indicates that students are perceived as important stakeholders of school effectiveness. The fact that the other three characteristics evolve around the teacher and principal indicates that teachers, students, and principals are acknowledged as the more important stakeholders of school effectiveness. 

  Similar findings are also seen from the analysis of listed factors under which the respective characteristics of school effectiveness were categorized.  All groups interestingly omitted characteristics of school effectiveness listed under ‘parental’ and ‘other factors’ indicating that their choices focused on principal, teacher and student factors as an acknowledgement that they were the main stakeholders of school effectiveness.

Qualities of Principal

The research indicated that common qualities selected between the three categories of respondents

(a) principals and heads of department : Strong, purposeful and involved; 

      Is an effective communicator and motivator; has high ethics, morals 

      and character

(b) principals and teachers : Strong, purposeful and involved; has high 

       ethics, morals and character; Is a competent leader

(c) heads of department and teachers: Strong, purposeful and involved; 

       emotionally stable; Has problem-solving skills
(d) principals, heads of department and teachers: Strong, purposeful and 

       involved

The commonalities seen here reveal that there is greater coherence in views between the respondents on what constitutes as important qualities of a principal. The five important qualities of principals synthesized from the mean score of the respective qualities based from an overall perspective of all respondents, reveal that all five qualities are among the common qualities between the three categories of respondents. Interestingly the analysis indicates that all five qualities were almost equally rated as extremely important or very important this being reflected by the very low range of 0.089.This indicates close coherence in selection and hence adds greater validity to the findings.

  High ethics, morals and character have emerged as the most important quality of a principal in Malaysia. While such qualities are line with Shahril’s (2004) findings, these values are also in line with the NPE (CDC, 2001a). More important is the implication anticipated from a principal with high ethics, morals and character- sensitivity (Ang Thien See, 2002), effective management of finance (Faisal Sayuati, 2001), having a better approach to problem-solving (Weil et al., 1984), better able to accommodate national or community interests (Simkins et al., 2003) and assist in pupils gaining qualities that bridge cognitive and affective areas including self-image and good self-discipline (Drever, 1991). These end-products are very important more so in a cosmopolitan society like Malaysia where racial and religious sensitivities need to be handled with care, love, kindness, diplomacy and good communication skills. Moreover it can be anticipated to result in a fair principal a keyword with the highest frequency chosen by the respondents from the research sample in defining an effective school.

  Strong, purposeful and involved principal has been a common characteristic of school effectiveness over decades (Mortimore et al., 1988; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995; Barber et al., 1995). Effective principal leadership has been reported as an important characteristic of school effectiveness in Malaysian researches too over the past two decades (Cheng, 1993; Shahril, 1997; Lam Pow Lien, 1997; Noran et al., 1998; Sharifah, 1998; Nazrol, 2000; Abdullah, 2002; Ang Thien Sze, 2002). A strong leadership can effect better academic achievement (Narimah, 1997), better organizational culture (Cheng, 1993), better leaders of instruction (Sam Kit Mun, 2004), a positive learning environment and effective teaching (Abdullah, 2002) and a better quality of student life in schools (Lam Pow Lien, 1997). The selection of this quality indicates a greater awareness in the role of strong leadership in schools.

  Having problem-solving skills attributes to school effectiveness as it assists a principal in drawing greater cooperation between teachers and principal (Sammons et al., 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Nazrol, 2000; Sam Kit Mun, 2004; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 1989) fostering an effective discipline (Hussein, 1993; Ministry of Education Malaysia, 1989) seen also in the Louisiana School Effectiveness Research as a need for better management of the school. Problem solving skills among principals has been attributed to school effectiveness in Malaysia (Shahril, 2004) and this is further strengthened by the view that principal’s proactive approach in problem solving differentiated an effective school from typical schools (Weil et al., 1984). In fact problem-solving skills are deemed as one of the value-added products of schooling that a student gains by HM inspectorate of Schools in Scotland (Drever, 1991).

  Being an effective communicator and motivator is an important quality of a principal in several areas that govern established characteristics of school effectiveness. Among them is motivation (Zaidatul 1999; Nazrol, 2000; Shahril, 2002). Principals need effective communication skills (Ramaiah, 1999, p.115). Their role in facilitating communication and hence greater collaboration among staff are important features of school effectiveness (Leithwood et al., 1997; Ministry of Education, 1989). Collaboration in decision-making in turn contributes to better achievement (Cheng, 1994). Effective communication skills are an important feature of management of effective schools (Lan Poh Chin, 1998) and essential in the role of a principal as an instructional leader (Al Waner, 2005). Effective communication if coupled with love, care, diplomacy, kindness, appreciation and equipped with EQ skills lead to greater principal effectiveness more so in the Malaysian society where the policy of a ‘caring and sharing’ society prevails (Ang Thien See, 2002). 

  Being a competent leader is undeniably an important feature of   professional leadership. A school principal is considered as an effective instructional leader if he is competent (Ubben et al., 2001, p.15). Hence if professional leadership is an important characteristic of school effectiveness then arguably competence is an essential quality in the principal of an effective school. Almost every single study of school effectiveness has shown that leadership is a key factor and professional leadership has been found to be an important characteristic of school effectiveness (e.g. Edmonds, 1979; Sammons et al., 1995; Mortimore et al., 1995 p.8; Greenberg, 2000; Victoria, Australia, Department of Education, 2002). This would imply that principals of all effective schools should be competent leaders.

  The five qualities selected by the respondents reflect qualities relevant to principals of effective schools. The emphasis on high ethics, morals and character clearly reflect qualities enshrined in the Rukunnegara or national pillars of Malaysia that have in turn been incorporated into the NPE (CDC, 2001a). The fact that this quality shines above others implies that the respondents regardless of race, religion or sex have placed national interests above others in responding to this questionnaire. Hence there is an element of patriotism shown here. It can also be argued that the respondents value good religious and moral values and hence realized the nobility of this value more than the others. However all the five selections are equally important qualities of effective principals as explained earlier in the chapter. They are highly relevant in a multi-cultural nation like Malaysia with competency as an essential ingredient in the drive of principals to help to achieve the objectives of Vision 2020.

Analysis by classified factors

  The analysis indicates that the top five choices of characteristics of school effectiveness are student, teacher, principal, qualities of principal, and school factors. This indicates that the respondents place those in school as the main stakeholders. The top priority of student factor is reflected in both characteristics in the student factors being chosen among the five most important current characteristics of school effectiveness. Viewed in the context of the NPE, the top choice of student factors is in line with the focus on students seen in the NPE. Teachers, in the second choice, are the means to the realization of the end product of schooling as envisaged in the NPE. Principals and their qualities that are their positive forces see to it and further assist in the production of the end product. Schools, the last of the top five choices, provide the facilities and the arena where the process of schooling and the production of its end products are carried out. On the line of these arguments, the choices made by the respondents are reflective of national objectives. 

Key characteristics of school effectiveness
Choices of Principals

  The choices of the principals reflect that none of the choices had more than 40% response reflecting a lack of consensus on priority of choices of the key characteristics of school effectiveness. While the first three choices have similarity with the selection of current characteristics of school effectiveness, 23.9% chose effective evaluation and monitoring as the fourth choice.

  Any evaluation needs monitoring (Bush and West-Burnham, 1994, p.158). Whilst evaluation may identify issues to be addressed, it is monitoring that can effectively pinpoint any remedial action to be taken (Bush and Bell, 2003, p.177). Evaluation serves the purpose of accountability and school improvement too (Bush and Bell, 2003, p.158). The implication here is a link between evaluation and accountability. Evaluation is linked with school improvement and itself is linked to QEA (Teddlie, T. and Reynolds, D., 2000, pp.219-222). In this perspective the selection of evaluation and monitoring as the fourth choice of key characteristics of school effectiveness reflects a possible understanding of its link to quality in education.

   The selection of ‘Effective Parental Involvement’ as the fifth choice reflects the acknowledgement of parents as important stakeholders of school effectiveness. This is also reflected as a common characteristic of school effectiveness in School Effectiveness Research done in USA (Levine and Lezotte, 1990), U.K. (Sammons et al., 1995), Australia (Greenberg, 2001) and in Malaysia (Abdul Karim, 1989; Nazrol, 2000; Mohd.Sani and Zaharah, 2001). It can also have a positive effect on student achievement (Fantuzzo, 1995; Kathleen and Howard, 1997). Interestingly none of the respondents in the research sample selected effective parental involvement as a current characteristic of school effectiveness.

Choices of heads of department

  On the choice made by heads of department, three of the five characteristics had a commonality with the choices made either by teachers or principals with effective teaching and learning emerging as the only common characteristic selected by principals, heads of department and teachers. The first choice made by the heads were the first choice of the principals – A principal who is strong, purposeful and involved with a good majority of 52.6% of the heads selecting it as the first choice. This indicates a greater conviction on the part of the departmental heads on the importance of the role of the principal. There is also a greater focus on relationships –collegiality and cooperation. They are the only category of respondents in the research sample to select effective co-curricular activities as a characteristic of school effectiveness.

Choices of teachers

  The teachers too focus on shared values in their first choice and shared relationship of cooperation as the third choice. The importance paid to effective teaching and learning, as the second choice is understandable. Three of the five choices had commonality with the choices of principals indicating a coherence of perceptions between them. The fourth choice of ‘a positive learning environment’ has also been viewed as an important characteristic of school effectiveness by researchers (Sammons et al., 1995; Greenburg, 2001). The selection of effective evaluation and monitoring as the fifth choice indicates a realization of its importance to teaching and learning, better academic effectiveness, accountability and school improvement as discussed earlier in the chapter.

Overall choices from all respondents

  The overall choices from all the respondents reflect a broad perspective but the characteristics have similarities with researches on key characteristics of school effectiveness abroad. All five characteristics were part of the 11 key characteristics of school effectiveness put forward by Mortimore et al. (1995). One or more of the five key characteristics were similar characteristics synthesized in researchers overseas. While parental involvement in itself was seen in the study by Brookover and Lezotte (1979), it was also seen with other characteristics: with purposeful leadership (Mortimore et al., 1988; Reynolds et al, 1994); with purposeful leadership, cooperation, collegiality (Sammons et al., 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Barber et al., 1995) and effective teaching and learning in Australia (Greenberg, 2001; Department of Education and Training, State of Victoria, 2002). Purposeful leadership and collaboration was seen recently in the USA among nine key characteristics of school effectiveness (Bergeson, 2002). The results lead us to an argument that Mortimore’s 11 key characteristics remain as pillars of school effectiveness even after a decade in distant Malaysia. The fact that cooperation and collegiality emerged as two of the five characteristics indicates a conviction that teamwork is the answer to greater school effectiveness. The fact that effective parental involvement emerged as the fifth characteristic indicates an acknowledgement that parents cannot be divorced from the school processes and their involvement enhances school effectiveness.

  The fact that the chi-square tests revealed that the choices made by the respondents did not have a significant relationship with position, years of service, sex, type of school, and category of school add reliability to the findings and reflect lack of bias in the findings. It also reflects that the questionnaire had stability and consistency of measurement of concept, in this case the key characteristics of school effectiveness. (Uma, 2003, p.203)  

Additional Characteristics of School Effectiveness

  While 23% were focused on principal factors, the majority of views (68%) were focused on school and teacher factors. The principal factors focus only on the qualities of the principal-being fair, non-discriminatory and valuing contributions of and criticisms from teachers. These suggestions are important in a multi-racial nation like Malaysia in promoting goodwill and harmony as well as winning the respect of subordinates (Ang Thien See, 2002) that in turn can assist in collegiality (Abdul Halim, 1988), cooperation and collaboration (Ministry of Education, 1989). These will assist effective teamwork that will be necessary if schools are to achieve the aspirations of Vision 2020 in line with the findings of Hussein (1993), Shahril (2002) and the view of an effective school by Mohd.Shah (1996). Valuing contributions and criticisms are as Lim How (2006) postulates, qualities of competency in effective leadership.

  Among the school factors, issues of staffing, having sufficient senior teachers as well as effective senior assistants, heads of department and clerks have been raised. As discussed in Chapter One, leadership at the department level in schools is also related to school effectiveness (Sammons et al., 1997) and in school improvement (Busher and Harris, 2000). Senior assistants in Malaysia act as principals in their absence and assists principals in their duties. Hence for a principal to be effective, his assistants too ought to be effective. Senior assistants fully understand the need for a vision and mission under the NPE (Jebon, 2002) and as discussed earlier form part of the effective teamwork in the school. Very few researches have focused on the role of clerks in school effectiveness and the suggestion is certainly food for future School Effectiveness Research in Malaysia and overseas. Clerks form part of the broader spectrum of school administration and an effective administration should have an effective clerical staff. To ensure this is the case, principals need to evaluate and monitor clerical staff as with teachers and students.

  The issue of cleanliness canteen and food sold to students has been seen as part of characteristics of school effectiveness (Greenberg, 2001; Rutter, 1979). Cleanliness at the school canteen can also be categorized under a safe and orderly environment (Lee Poh Eng, 1986; Lam Pow Lien, 1997) as cleanliness of canteen is imperative to safety of students from infection and disease. The issue of a reasonable price of food sold in the canteen has not been discussed in School Effectiveness Research studies reviewed but it is an essential part of the NPE and the Government’s policy of a ‘caring and sharing society’ (CDC, 2001a). The suggestion of networking between schools as a characteristic of school effectiveness is in line with the Government’s policy of fostering ICT in teaching and learning as well as in administration and in appraisals (CDC, 2001b; IAB, 2004; NUTP, 2005; Ambrin, 2005, p.7; Hishamuddin, 2006e, p.15) and in the Government’s policy to convert all schools to ‘smart schools’ (Ministry of Education Malaysia, 2004).

  Among teacher factors suggested include qualities to be prevalent among teachers in effective schools that include life-long self-directed learning, good personality, intellectualism and being creative and innovative. This is line with the call for teachers to strive for excellence (Mohd.Ali, 2006, p.2), to work towards a better quality in education (Kuah Bee Tin, 1998; Wan Mustama, 2006, p.6), to be creative and possess increased knowledge and skills (Ambrin, 2005, pp. 7-10; Siew Ban Lee, 1998) and a commitment to continuous improvement (Najib, 2004, p.2). The Government in providing loans for teachers to purchase computers and allowing parents to withdraw from their EPF savings to purchase computers has already addressed the provision of financial aid in ICT. The focus on enrichment activities in teaching and learning can be addressed under effective teaching and learning a characteristic discussed in Chapter Two.

  The student factor of vision, clear ambition and purpose in acquiring knowledge can be categorized under effective counseling discussed in Chapter Two which includes effective parenting too (Hon Choon Kim, 2006, p.8). It can be categorized under recognition of students’ rights and responsibilities a characteristic of school effectiveness suggested by Abdullah (2002) and the need for a wholesome development of a student enshrined in the NPE (CDC, 2001a).

  Under other factors, involvement of other Government Agencies and NGO’s in co-curricular activities has been clearly encouraged by the Government (Komala Devi, 2005, p.7), in the realization of the NPE (CDC, 2001a) and in the need for a holistic concept in Malaysian schooling (Ambrin, 2005) and also seen in other parts of Asia like Hong Kong (Yin Cheong Cheng, 1996, p.8). It can be categorized under effective co-curricular activities or effective involvement of the local community, characteristics already mentioned in Chapter Two.

  Hence the study saw the emergence of a few characteristics of school effectiveness unique to Malaysia and not seen in studies reviewed in this study. These include 

(i) effective senior assistants (deputy principals)

(ii) effective (financial) clerks

(iii) effective networking between schools

(iv) Increased concern for welfare of teachers

Descriptors leading to definition of an effective school
  One of the distinctly new keywords seen from the perception of the principals is ‘charismatic’. It has a relationship with the history of the school in line with the findings by Wu (1995) but in itself is unique in definitions of an effective school seen in Malaysia and overseas. Another distinct keyword chosen by principals, heads of department and teachers is ‘excellence in all fields’. While academic excellence has long been reiterated in definitions and characteristics of effective schools (e.g. Brookover et al., 1979; Abdul Karim, 1989; Ramaiah, 1992; Hussein, 1993; Sammons et al., 1995), ‘excellence in all fields’ reiterates a wholesome development of a student. Though it has an element of similarity with the views of McGaw et al. (1992) and ACT (2005), it is in line with the NPE (CDC, 2001a) and the holistic concept of education that Malaysia envisages currently (Ambrin, 2005) and the need for effective co-curricular activities (Hishamuddin, 2005; Najib, 2005; Komala Devi, 2005).

  All other keywords selected by the respondents reflect existing literature on characteristics of school effectiveness. There were three common descriptors out of the five main descriptors –conducive and safe earning environment and excellence in all fields, effective and fair principal chosen by all the respondents. This reflects coherence in the perceptions of all the respondents in defining an effective school. This reflects a greater reliability without bias of the category of respondents. It has external validity as it provides a strong generalizability in defining an effective school in Malaysia. (Uma, 2003, pp. 203-206).

  One of the most interesting features of this research is descriptor with a single response only. They contain very important descriptors that are reflective of current needs in Malaysia – EQ (Ang Thien Sze, 2006; Shahril, 2004; Wan Mustama, 2006; Leanne Goh, 2006), creative and innovative (Shahril, 2004), lesser teacher workload (Loke, 2006a), teachers equipped with ICT (Ministry of Education, 2004; Wan Mustama, 2006; Ambrin, 2005; Hishamuddin, 2006e) and focus on strength of teachers (Ang Thien See, 2002). Integrity, visibility, progressive and considerate are among qualities of principals discussed earlier in the chapter. But these qualities are part of community expectations in Malaysia seen in the findings of Shahril (2004) and national interests seen in the NPE (CDC, 2001a). It is also in line with qualities seen in studies in the Muslim nation of Pakistan (Simkins et al., 2003).

  One last but least keyword is ‘effective tactical and operational planning’. Tactical and operational planning together with strategic planning are part of the integrated planning processes that have been incorporated into the accountability framework as well as school leadership and management (Davies and West-Burnham, 2003, pp.82-91), current characteristics of school effectiveness seen in this research.

  Among the category of two to eight responses, efficient is the only descriptor not mentioned in any study reviewed. Ruin (2006) draws an analogy between effectiveness and efficiency to working hard and working smart. He quotes:

Efficiency is doing things right; effectiveness is doing the right thing.

                                                                                        Peter Drucker 

His argument is that once you are effective, you can be efficient. In line with this argument is that once you work hard and reach a level, then you should work smart. This he perceives will help to manage change while keeping up ones motivation and interest. Hence effectiveness can also be viewed as a means to efficiency.

  All respondents except heads of department chose shared vision and mission. Hence the definition of an effective school from the perceptions of the research sample is as argued earlier reliable and valid and generalizable. It reflects that the ideals of the NPE are well taken into account in their definition.

Interviews with respondents in School A and School B

  The significant ( p < 0.05) and strong correlation between questionnaire and research scores on ten selected items reflects a test-retest reliability that over a period of  more than a month, the responses to items were stable. Convergent validity is also established, as the instruments used were different. The respondents’ answers to number of years of service were identical to their responses to the same item in the questionnaire. Hence there is inter-item reliability. It also reflects the integrity and honesty of the respondents in their responses to items in this research.

  There was no significant difference (p < 0.05) in the number of keywords used to define an effective school in the two instruments used. Hence this adds greater reliability of the keywords used in defining an effective school in this research.  Hence the definitions of an effective school synthesized in this research are reliable.

 Information from probes

  One of the most interesting information obtained is that generosity of praises assists in collegiality and cooperation between principal and teachers a new quality that is suggested as a need for effective principals. Another respondent states that collegiality and cooperation reduces teacher stress, suffered by at least 69% of teachers in Malaysia (Loke, 2006a). The argument here is that if praises enhance collegiality and cooperation, then they should reduce teacher stress. If teacher stress is reduced, then more effective teaching and learning should result. The implication here is that principals of effective schools in Malaysia should be benevolent with praises if effective teaching and learning, an important characteristic of selected by all categories of respondents, is to be prevalent.

   Another interesting information is the role of the local community assisting in combating truancy. The argument here is that if truancy can be reduced, then their likelihood of involvement in crime can be reduced noting an increase in crime among secondary school students in Malaysia (Malaysia Crime Prevention Foundation, 2006). In addition, indiscipline in schools can be arrested. Hence this implies that the local community can assist in effective discipline a characteristic of school effectiveness (e.g. Abdul Karim, 1989; Sammons et al., 1995)

  Third information is that school clerks and general workers are also important stakeholders of school effectiveness. It will be discussed in the next chapter as new avenues for further research.

  There is a unanimous acceptance by the heads of department and teachers that they are not aware of the details of the FIS evaluation of school effectiveness. The argument here is even without teachers and departmental heads knowing the details of the FIS evaluation, more than 90% of the secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur are effective. Hence if they are made aware there is likelihood that almost all secondary schools would be effective. This could lead to a better improvement in KPI scores leading to a greater quality in education. If that is so, the objectives of Vision 2020 in as far as secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur can be ideally achieved.

   On the qualities of a principal, most of the qualities have been mentioned in researches reviewed in this study. The interesting aspect is a comparison to Sir Winston Churchill that obesity is not an impediment to effective leadership in contrast to Shahril’s (2004) arguments. There is support for younger principals in line with the findings of Shahril (2004) and Sam Kit Mun (2004). 

  Hence the interviews established their purposes of triangulation (Denscombe, 1998, p.112) and generation of new information (Gall et al., 2003, pp.238-240). They also added validity and reliability to the findings.

  Hence the research availed answers to the research questions, a broader perspective of school effectiveness in Malaysia, how NPE, Vision 2020 and the concept of a ‘caring and sharing’ society played a role in the evolution of characteristics of school effectiveness and how qualities of a principal in Malaysia need to serve national and communal interests in the plural society in Malaysia. It offered new insights, generated interesting information and clarified the status of quality in education in the quest to attain the ideals of Vision 2020. It offered avenues for additional School Effectiveness Research in Malaysia that shall be discussed in the next chapter along with the summary of the research and its findings.

                        CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION

  School Effectiveness Research has been ongoing since the 1960’s. Early studies focused purely on academic achievement with the argument of that of Coleman (1966) and Jenkins (1972) that schools made little difference in pupils’ academic achievement. Weber (1971) argued that it was school processes that made the difference and even this was repudiated (Hauser et al., 1976). The late 70’s focused on a single dimension, effective schools being schools having achieved higher than a national standard (Brookover et al., 1979; Rutter et al., 1979). Later studies focused on a two-dimensional perspective of quality and equity as the basis of school effectiveness. While the former compared achievements to a fixed standard, the latter stressed that performances should not differ on basis of SES (Reynolds et al., 1994, pp.11-12). As factors outside school too could affect student academic outcomes, the arguments of school effectiveness on basis of factors within a school were vulnerable. Hence the criteria of school effectiveness are the subject of a political debate (Firestone, 1991, p.2). These discussions collectively pose the question: What is an effective school?

   While an effective school is argued as one that promotes high student academic achievement (Murphy, 1990), there is a further refined view that an effective school is where students perform higher than average level of an average school (Cuttance, 1985, p.13). Another related view is that an effective school is one that can achieve or exceed its pre-set goals (Hoy and Miskel, 2001, p.290). The argument that arises here is if the goals set are very low, then the likelihood of the school being effective is low. The question then follows is how to set a goal to ensure that a school becomes effective. This leads us to a counter view with a caution that using academic outcomes alone as the sole criteria of determining school effectiveness is a fallacy (Goldstein and Speigelhalter, 1996). In Malaysia too, early School Effectiveness Research studies in the 1980’s used performances in public examinations as the criteria of an effective school (e.g. Abdul Karim, 1989). Later researchers termed a school as effective in different views. While Ramaiah (1992) termed it as one that has a positive influence towards learning by fostering academic excellence he cautioned that examination results alone do not determine if a school is effective. However Sharifah (1998) stated that in addition to good examination results, staffs work satisfaction exists in an effective school. Hussein (1993) adds lesser discipline problems and confidence of the local community to Sharifah’s definition. Mohd. Zaid (1993) however equates an effective school as one with a culture of knowledge. Mohd. Shah (1996) however, differs from all researchers then to state that a school is effective if it has a quality to achieve the aspirations of Vision 2020. Hence there is a change in tide of the definition of an effective school from a mere academic perspective to a communal and a national perspective. In Australia, effective schools were defined as schools producing well rounded individuals (Mc Gaw et al., 1992, p.174) while a decade later, effective schools were viewed as those who successfully progress the learning and development of all their students (ACT, 2005). Overall this research leads us to conclude that the definition of an effective school varies between researchers within a country and between countries; within a fixed time frame and between time frames and as seen in the Ministry of Education’s (1989) study, it differs even between categories of respondents. This reinforces the view that while studies differentiate effective and ineffective schools there is no consensus on just what constitutes an effective school (Reids and Holly, 1987, p.22).

  Researchers generally accepted Mortimore’s definition of an effective school as that in which students progress further than expected from an initial consideration of intake (Sammons and Mortimore, 1995). This ‘value-added’ concept led to methodological issues as consistency and stability of school effects (Goldstein et al., 1993; Creemers, 1994; Mortimore et al., 1995).

  School effects were the prevalent characteristics of academically improving schools. This was the focus of several studies (Gray et al., 1996; Heng Hui Tuan, 1998; Fatimah Abdullah, 1994) and here too was the view of several factors other than schooling that affected academic outcomes (Croxford and Cowie, 1996; Gray and Wilcox, 1995; Sammons et al., 1997). The factors in the school that contributed to school effectiveness were termed as characteristics or correlates of school effectiveness. 

  Central to the characteristics was the principal leadership in schools. The focus was on visions, clear goals and their ability to create a sense of shared mission (e.g. Scott and Teddlie, 1987; Cheng, 1994; Leithwood, 1994). An autonomous school-based management facilitated school effectiveness (Yin, 1996, p.63). Principal leadership determined the school’s success (Sergiovani, 1995, p.83) and shaped their commitment to school change and their capacity for professional development (Leithwood, 1994). Others disputed this and argued that collaborative decision-making contributed to school effectiveness (Cheng, 1994). It was even further argued that it was a distributed leadership in schools that indeed attributed to greater school effectiveness (Leithwood et al., 1998). Principals’ role in facilitating communication and staff collaboration in decision-making was seen as characteristics of effective schools (Leithwood et al., 1997). 

  The characteristics of school effectiveness of which this research was focused, are the school effects that includes features and processes in school that contribute to school effectiveness. While leadership emerged as a predominant characteristic in the 1990’s (e.g. Sammons et al., 1995; Reynolds et al., 1994), shared visions and goals (mission), effective evaluation and monitoring, effective teaching fostering a positive learning environment, collegiality and cooperation among teachers and parental involvement emerged as common characteristics in two studies carried out in USA and UK (Levine and Lezotte, 1990; Sammons et al., 1995). Other characteristics that emerged included positive reinforcement (Barber et al., 1995), accountability (Victoria, Department of Education and Training, 2002), continuous staff development (Greenberg, 2001) and more recently focused professional development (Bergeson, 2002). Eight key characteristics of school effectiveness were synthesized from the literature review of overseas research.

  In Malaysia, School Effectiveness Research in the 1980’s focused on perceptions of effective schools (CDC, 1989) and characteristics of school effectiveness. Effective leadership and effective parental involvement (Abdul Karim, 1989), collegiality among teachers as well as close rapport between principal and teachers (Abdul Halim, 1989) emerged among other factors in initial researches. Later other factors emerged. These include a culture of knowledge acquisition (Wan Mohd.Zaid, 1993); a strong and purposeful leadership (Shahril, 1997); shared vision and mission, effective teaching and learning as well as a positive learning environment (Nazrol, 2000).

  Research on leadership just before 2000 reflected a view that principals played the most important role in school effectiveness (Fatimah, 1998). A more refined role of the principal as leader of instruction emerged (Lan Poh Chin, 1998). With the introduction of the NPE in 2000 (CDC, 2001a), the focus was the production of an all-rounded student in schools. Principals, heads of department and teachers were fully aware of this and the need of a shared vision and mission to achieve the objectives of the NPE and the realization of the goals envisaged in Vision 2020 (Jebon, 2002). This saw a paradigm shift of the dual function of a principal as an administrative leader and a leader of instruction (Shahril, 2002). Studies since 1990’s and more so after 2000 focused on the principal’s intricate qualities that include being dynamic; creative and innovative (Hussein, 1993, p.163); possessing effective communicational (Ramaiah, 1999, p.115) and motivational skills (Zaidatul, 1999, p.108); diplomacy, sensitivity, love, care, affection, charisma, dedication and enthusiasm (Ang Thien See, 2002); emotionally stable, physically active, religious and has high moral values  (Shahril, 2004); tactfulness, bringing out the best among the staff (Lim How, 2006) and having a high EQ (Ang Thien Sze,  2002;  Leanne Goh, 2006).

   Leadership styles were also an important area of researchers since 2000. While Faisal Sayuti found effective principal leadership includes management of finance than merely enhancing teaching, learning and academic achievement, Norazian (2003) disputed this arguing that high academic achievement need not necessarily reflect effective principal leadership. However leadership styles were correlated with better academic achievement and greater school effectiveness (Pawazalam, 2000). While Sam Kit Mun (2004) reinforced the role of principals as leaders of instruction much alike Lan Poh Chin (1998), Lam Pow Lien’s  (1997) earlier findings that this role of principals resulted in a better quality student life reflects the paramount status attached to principals in Malaysia. The studies reinforce the argument put forward by Gray (1990) that ‘the importance of the head teacher’s leadership is one of the clearest of the messages from School Effectiveness Research’

   Since the introduction of the NPE, the Malaysian education system had undergone a metamorphosis. In line with the NPE to produce all rounded students, greater focus is placed on co-curricular activities (Komala Devi, 2005, p.7) in particular sports (Hishamuddin, 2005; Najib, 2005). It also includes the reintroduction of English as the medium of instruction for science and mathematics and the availability of Mandarin and Tamil language resources along with the national language of Malay (Hishamuddin, 2006a, p.12). ICT is being introduced in teaching and learning for all schools (Hishamuddin, 2006e, p.15) in line with the Smart School policy (Ministry of Education, 2004) and the endeavour to foster quality in education (Ambrin, 2005, p.7). While on one hand recent researches reiterate the conventional need of effective parental involvement in schools (Mohd. Sani and Zaharah, 2001), on the other hand the FIS’s commitment to MS ISO 9001: 2000 standards in effective evaluation and monitoring (Alimuddin, 2005, p.12) and evaluation of school effectiveness using KPI (FIS, 2004) adds new input into conventional characteristics of school effectiveness. The rapid educational changes since the new millennium, reiterates the need for a review of current characteristics of school effectiveness. Four additional factors unique to current changes in education in Malaysia further emerged in the literature review. They are effective counseling; effective co-curricular activities; use of ICT in teaching, learning and administration and a good command of Malay and English. 
  The fact there was a common characteristic-effective teaching and learning among all categories of respondents in the selection of current characteristics of school effectiveness indicated a greater coherence in view that as Mortimore puts it, that teaching and learning are the core business of schools (Sammons et al., 1995, p.13). The fact that the views of respondents in the research sample were not significantly (p < 0.05) related to their sex, type of school, category of school or their positions added reliability and validity to the findings. The selected characteristics reflected greater importance to the role of students while acknowledging the role of teacher, principal and the important relationship of cooperation. While many studies mention of student rights and responsibilities as a characteristic of school effectiveness, the focus here is discipline and related to it, good behavior of students. This indicates that if students have high self-discipline and good behavior, then effective teaching and learning can be achieved and this being enhanced by principals’ leadership skills and cooperation with and among teachers. The findings lead to an argument that the respondents of the research sample acknowledge that student indiscipline is their main problem and it is indeed to the extent of the necessity for discipline camps (Hishamuddin, 2006f; Noh Omar, 2006) and as Loke acknowledges is a major cause of teacher stress (Loke, 2006a).

Summary of Findings and research data in drawing general conclusions    

  The current characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized from the research sample are 

1 Effective teaching and learning

2 Principals’ leadership skills

3 Student self-discipline

4 Good behavior among students

5 Greater cooperation between principal and teachers and among

      teachers

The fact that student factors received the highest priority by the respondents in the research sample clearly indicates the importance attached to issues related to students. This is clearly reflected in them selecting both the two current characteristics of school effectiveness listed under student factors.

   In the selection of qualities of a principal, the top two qualities had similar ranking among all respondents. The low range in scores between the five qualities that were ranked indicated that though the ranks were different in order, their scores were almost equal indicating that the respondents valued all qualities as almost equally important. The quality of possession of problem-solving skills ranked third by the respondents stressed its importance in the decision-making process by a principal. However, while problem-solving process results in decision- making, it is how a principal arrives at this act that adds effectiveness to the decision (Ubben et al., 2001, pp.45-46). The implication here is that problem-solving skills contributes to greater principal effectiveness, a view confirmed by House and Mitchell (1974) that effective decision-making practices are correlates of leadership in effective schools and are part of House’s Path-Goal Theory of Leadership postulated earlier. Hence the choice of having problem-solving skills as a quality of a principal of an effective school is in line with established theories of leadership in effective schools. The fourth quality of being an effective communicator and motivator is vital as communication and motivation enhance collaboration between principal and teachers enhancing leadership in effective schools (Leithwood et al., 1997). The fifth choice of being competent leaders should be seen in the background of transformational leadership among principals of effective schools that has been a subject of argument by local researchers in the recent past (Ang Thien Sze, 2002). While being competent assists in effecting positive changes to the school environment, the more important issue is how leadership can be developed for facilitating the paradigm shifts in education, more so in the light of globalisation (Bush and Bell, 2003, p.66)

  The qualities of principals of an effective school synthesized in the order of choice are

1 Has high ethics, morals and character

2 Strong, purposeful and involved

3 Has problem-solving skills

4 Is an effective communicator and motivator

5 Is a competent leader

  The key characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized in this study are as follows:

1  A principal who is strong, purposeful and involved

2 Effective teaching and learning

3 Greater cooperation between principal and teacher and among teachers

4 Greater collegiality between principal and teacher and among teachers

5 Effective parental involvement

  The choices of key characteristics of school effectiveness revealed one common characteristic between the respondents-effective teaching and learning. Either than the first choice of a strong, purposeful and involved principal, the selection of other choices reflects dispersion in selection or lack of coherence between the respondents. The implication here is that the choices other than the first choice were divergent in nature. The fact that collegiality and cooperation were the third and fourth choices reflects the perception of teamwork as a key to success in effective schools. While the choice of effective teaching and learning as rank 2 is understandable as argued earlier in the chapter, the choice of effective parental involvement as a characteristic of school effectiveness reflects a perception that parents cannot be divorced from school if it is to be effective. The fact that the selections of the characteristics were independent of position, seniority, sex, school types and categories added reliability and validity to the findings. 

   The finding that the choices are among the characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized by Mortimore (Sammons et al., 1995) reflect that the correlates are stable over more than a decade. This is contrary to the Creemers and Reezigt’s view that the correlates of school effectiveness are not stable and the argument that

“…They often do not hold over time, subjects, grades, groups of students, departments within schools, districts, countries and so on.”

                                                           (Creemers and Reezigit, 1997, p.411)

Hence this research repudiates Creemers and Reezigt’s assertion and the same characteristics have been selected as the key characteristics. Though the order of ranking may differ the fact that they are almost equally rated, reliable and valid reflect that characteristics of school effectiveness can hold over time in countries even as far away as Malaysia. 

   The additional characteristics of school effectiveness had 22 suggestions. Though 68% of these suggestions focused on school and teacher factors, few unique factors were synthesized. They are as follows:

(a) Networking between schools

(b) Having a school canteen that is tidy, hygienic and with food sold at 

      affordable prices

(c) Efficient financial clerks

(d) An administration that has concern for the welfare of teachers

Among suggested qualities of principals, the unique features suggested are

(a) sympathy and empathy for staff and utilizes the potential of teachers   

      towards school improvement

(b) values teachers’ contributions

  Though these new suggestions offer avenues for future School Effectiveness Research in Malaysia and abroad, it clearly indicates a perception that principals of effective schools in Malaysia should take heed- the need to value the potentials of teachers and utilize them effectively while valuing their services and being empathetic. The suggestions concerning teachers emerging from heads of departments and teachers clearly indicate a perception that principals in Malaysia should work on a win-win situation with teachers using emotions effectively as suggested by several researchers too (Ang Thien Sze, 2002; Shahril, 2004; Wan Mustama, 2006: Lim How, 2006). 

The definition of an effective school synthesized from the research sample is:

‘An effective school is one with an effective and fair principal with a shared vision and mission, striving for excellence in all fields, has effective cooperation and collaboration among its staff and a conducive and safe learning environment.’

The definition synthesized from the keywords put forward by all respondents in the research, indicated that there is only one distinct keyword: excellence in all fields not seen in international researches reviewed in this study. This indicates that the definition falls in line with the aspirations of the NPE (CDC, 2001a) but fails to take into account more recently mentioned qualities of principals like EQ nor the need for valuing teachers’ contributions mentioned by the respondents in the questionnaire and in the interviews. The other keywords in the definition clearly reflect a view that characteristics of school effectiveness have been stable and fall in line with Mortimore’s 11 characteristics of school effectiveness discussed earlier. However, the emergence of new descriptors was seen. Among them were effective tactical and operational planning, lesser teacher workload, visibility, has creative and innovative programmes, focus on the strength of teachers and students, EQ, and efficient. Hence these descriptors offer new dimensions in defining an effective school and could steer future definitions from the conventional descriptors to new innovative descriptors. 

   The FIS Instrument was the criteria of determining school effectiveness and it was of ISO 9001: 2000 standards and reflective of the NPE. It was clearly spelt out in rubrics and explicitly clear to all schools in Malaysia. The fact that from their report that more than 90% of the secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur were effective with 41.8% of them schools of excellence, reflect that national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur are conscientiously working towards further improvement. Hence a better quality in education is on the cards and can be anticipated in the near future.

  The interviews held in two selected national secondary schools clearly established convergent validity. The responses to one item were identical to that reported in the questionnaire indicating the likelihood that the respondents had honesty and integrity in item responses. Even in the keywords used to define an effective school, there was no significant difference (p < 0.05) in responses between questionnaire and interview. This indicated a test-retest reliability and parallel-form reliability attesting to the ‘goodness of the data’ in the research (Uma, 2003, pp.203-204).

  The probes offered several additional information discussed in Chapter Five. Among the most interesting data obtained from the probes include

(a)  the mention of two new stakeholders of school effectiveness – 

       clerks and general workers

(b)  generosity of praise as a means to assist collegiality and cooperation 

                between principal and teachers

These statements will also offer information not seen in researches reviewed. They reflect that the respondents are creative and innovative indeed.

  While researchers have raised alarm over the question of labeling a school as ‘good’ or ‘bad’ based on its effectiveness (Morley and Rasool, 1999, p.52), the OFSTED 1992 inspection reports of good practices even in ineffective schools (OFSTED, 1993). However, a more pragmatic view is that an effective school needs to be monitored over a period of several years before it can be deemed as effective indeed (Gray et al., 1999). It is in this thought that the FIS encourages schools to do self-evaluation of their school effectiveness based on rubrics clearly defined (FIS, 2004) and seek self-improvement in line with the Zero Defect Concept (Wan Mohammad Zahid, 1993). Hence effective schools in Malaysia can work towards sustaining and further improving while ineffective schools can improve on areas where they score low. This leads us to the conviction that school effectiveness is not static. There is also a need to pay heed to warnings on over valuing characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized in school effectiveness studies including this research. Among them is that the characteristics have not looked at the influence of schools’ external context on their effectiveness (Davies and West-Burnham, 2003, p.554). For example, some students may perform better because of tuition classes outside school than quality teaching in school. These lead us to a conclusion that while characteristics of school effectiveness are a means to an end, it is not the end itself.

Recommendations and suggestions for further research

(a)      As  most  studies  on  school  effectiveness  focus  on  the  principal, teacher  and student, and educational authorities, there is a need for future studies  to  consider the views of characteristics of effective  schools from the perceptions of other stakeholders – parents, local community leaders and NGO heads as well as two new stakeholders that emerged in this research- school clerks and school general  workers.
(b)         Another interesting comparative study would be to   gauge   the view of the characteristics of school effectiveness from principals, heads of department, teachers and students in private schools in comparison to public schools; rural school with urban school; a boys’ school with a girls’ school and primary with secondary schools.

(c)         This research has indicated that the five key characteristics of school effectiveness are among Mortiomore’s 11 key characteristics (Sammons et al., 1995). A longitudinal study over an interval of every two or three years over a period of say six to nine years on the same respondents in metropolitan Kuala Lumpur in Malaysia or any other place in Malaysia or overseas can be carried out to see if the key characteristics selected are stable. If so are they among Mortimore’s 11 synthesized characteristics or do they vary between the years and why?

(e)         Another interesting perspective is obtaining the characteristic of school effectiveness from the perceptions of senior assistants or deputy principals. Mortimore et al. (1988) had noted the importance of the deputy head teacher as they term in taking of decisions in school administration. Their views can be compared with principals and heads of department to see if the views are coherent more so in the light of shared vision and mission and teamwork seen as pertinent in fostering greater school effectiveness in this research.

(f)         This study reveals that despite recent changes in education since 2000, the choice of current characteristics of school effectiveness none of the additional factors synthesized from the literature review like  ‘Effective co-curricular activities’, ‘Effective use of ICT and English in teaching and learning’ etc have emerged as top five choices. An  interesting study as to whether this situation is seen in other settings e.g. other states or rural national secondary schools or nationwide can be carried out. In addition why these are viewed less important as seen in this research or otherwise can be studied.

(g)         A comparative study between Malaysia and other ASEAN nations or between Malaysia and other international studies of the five characteristics of school effectiveness selected can be done more so in testing if Mortimore’s 11 key characteristics still stand as seen in this research. 

(h)         One of the characteristics evaluated in this study is the qualities of a principal in an effective school. An interesting study would be a study of the qualities of an effective teacher from the perceptions of students or principals or heads of department or parents or other stakeholders of school effectiveness.

(i)         In this research, the definition of an effective school was synthesized from the keywords chosen by the respondents. An interesting feature was commonalities in keywords that were seen. A similar study can be carried out involving either same category of respondents from other states; other categories of respondents in the education service like district department, state department and Education Ministry officials; other settings e.g. national primary schools; private Chinese high (secondary) schools; different types of schools (boys’, girls’ and co-educational) or different categories of school (fully, partially or non-residential). If financial aid is available, a study at national level should be carried out to synthesize a current definition of an effective school in Malaysia

Conclusion

While the characteristics of school effectiveness synthesized in this research are a guide to areas schools need to focus in order to be effective, it is as this research reveals, a shared and firm commitment by three stakeholders in the school – principal, teachers and students that offer the path to greater school effectiveness. The more effective is the teamwork that includes collegiality and cooperation in principal-teacher and teacher-teacher relationships, the greater is the likelihood of the school being effective. In Malaysian national secondary schools, such teamwork enhances goodwill and understanding that transcends racial and religious barriers while fostering greater patriotism in working hand in hand with the Government to achieve the goals of Vision 2020. Hence it is imperative that all national secondary schools in Malaysia work towards greater school effectiveness. The fact that a great majority of the national secondary schools in Kuala Lumpur are effective indicates that Malaysia is on the path to quality in education including QEM. Will this pattern continue in all national secondary as well as national primary schools in Malaysia? Will the schools that are effective sustain their KPI levels? Where there is a will, there will certainly be a way. 
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                                                  APPENDIX   A

        GUIDELINE FOR INTERVIEW WITH PRINCIPAL OF SCHOOL A

1. How long have you been in the education service?

2. As a principal, how do you maintain collaboration and cooperation with teachers and heads of department?

3. Do you praise when it is deserved?

4. In your opinion, what is an effective school?

5. Are you aware of the IPS Instrument from the FIS? If so, are you aware of the elements and their weightage? Are your teachers and heads of department aware of this? Do you self-evaluate your school? How?

6.    I will mention here 5 qualities of a principal and five selected    

       characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score 

       you  will give 5 extremely important to 1  as least important.

(a) Years of experience in profession

(b) Has problem-solving skills

(c) Physically active

(d) Creates a positive climate

(e) Maintains close supervision

(f) Accountability

(g) Teachers with a good command of English and Malay

         as well as knowledge of relevant ICT skills

(h) Effective parental involvement

(i) Effective involvement of local community

(j) Student self-discipline

6. Among the 14 key characteristics listed you chose the characteristic of 

       a  strong, purposeful and involved principal as the first choice. Why?

8. In defining an effective school you mentioned strategic, operational and tactical planning as key words. Can you elaborate this?

GUIDELINE FOR INTERVIEW WITH HEAD OF DEPARTMENT OF SCHOOL A

1.  How long have you been in the education service?

2.  When someone tells you your school is an effective school what do you   

             understand by that statement?

3.  I will mention here 5 qualities of a principal and five selected characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score you will give 5 extremely important to 1 for least important. I will mention here five qualities of a principal and five selected characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score you will give 5 extremely important to as least important.

(a) Years of experience in profession

(b) Has problem-solving skills

(c)  Physically active

(d) Creates a positive climate

(e) Maintains close supervision

(f) Accountability

(g) Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as well as knowledge of relevant ICT skills.

(h) Effective parental involvement

(i) Effective involvement of local community

(j) Student self-discipline 

4. You scored 4.5 for effective co-curricular activities compared with a score of 5 for many others. Why?

5. You scored only 4 for Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as well as knowledge of relevant ICT skills. Why?

6.  Do you want to state any additional quality of a principal not       mentioned in the questionnaire? Why do you feel it should be   added?

7. Some quarters feel effective parental involvement works negatively against school effectiveness. What is your view noting that you scored 5 for this characteristic?

8. Are you aware of the IPS Instrument devised by the FIS? Kindly explain.

      GUIDELINES FOR INTERVIEW WITH TEACHER IN

                 SCHOOL A

1. How many years of teaching experience do you have?

2. I will mention here 5 qualities of a principal and five selected characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score you will give 5 extremely important to as least important.

(a) Years of experience in profession

(b) Has problem-solving skills

(c) Physically active

(d) Creates a positive climate

(e) Maintains close supervision

(f) Accountability

(g) Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as 

        well as knowledge of relevant ICT skills.

(h) Effective parental involvement

(i) Effective involvement of local community

(j) Student self-discipline

3. You scored 4 in your original questionnaire for a strong, purposeful and involved as well as years of experience among qualities of a principal. Can you explain why?

4. For sports and co-curriculum too you scored 4. Aren’t these important characteristics more so in view of recent developments (to explain) in Malaysia?

5. You scored 4 for factors related to principal and local community compared with 5 for teacher, 4.5 for parental, 4.55 for school and 5 for student factors. Can you explain?

6. In selecting the five key factors, you selected teacher and parental factors in preference to principal leadership factors that you totally omitted. Why have you sidelined the role of the principal?

7. In your opinion, how would you define an effective school?

8. Are you aware of the IPS devised by the FIS? Kindly clarify.

GUIDELINES FOR INTERVIEW WITH PRINCIPAL OF SCHOOL B

(a) How long have you been in the education service?

(b) Among qualities of a principal you scored 4 for knowledgeable, physically active and emphasis on academic achievement among others. Can you further explain?

(c) I will mention here 5 qualities of a principal and five selected characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score you will give 5 extremely important to 1 as least important.

(i) Years of experience in profession

(ii) Has problem-solving skills

(iii) Physically active

(iv) Creates a positive climate

(v) Maintains close supervision

(vi) Accountability

(vii) Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as well as 

                knowledge of relevant ICT skills

(viii) Effective parental involvement

(ix) Effective involvement of local community

(x) Student self-discipline

(d) You scored only 4.5 for principal factors in comparison with 5 for student and parental factors and 4.75 for teacher factors. Why have you sidelined the role of the principal being a principal yourself?

(e) You scored 4 for local community factors. Aren’t they important too?

(f) You mentioned under Other Characteristics, the role of senior    assistants and heads of department. Kindly elaborate this.

(g) Among key characteristics of school effectiveness you have placed the role of the principal as No.3 and effective teaching and learning as No.1 and interestingly parental involvement as No.5. Kindly elaborate on this.

(h) In your opinion, how would you define an effective school?

GUIDELINE FOR INTERVIEW WITH HEAD OF DEPARTMENT OF SCHOOL B

(a) How many years have you been in the education service? 

(b) I will mention here 5 qualities of a principal and five selected characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score you will give 5 extremely important to as least important.

(i) Years of experience in profession 

(ii) Has problem-solving skills 

(iii) Physically active

(iv) Creates a positive climate

(v) Maintains close supervision

(vi) Accountability

(vii) Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as well as knowledge of relevant ICT skills

(viii) Effective parental involvement

(ix) Effective involvement of local community

(x) Student self-discipline

(c) In scoring for qualities of principal, you scored 4 for years of 

              experience, 3 for high expectations, 4 for emphasis on high 

              academic achievement and close supervision and 5 for the rest. 

              Why?

(d) Do you think you have any other suggestions for additional 

              qualities of a principal?

(e) While you scored an average of 5 for student and teacher factors,

               you scored only 4.45 for school and  4 for parental and local 

               community factors. Why?

(f) In your choices of key characteristics of school effectiveness you   

              have chosen leadership and accountability as the top two. Why?

(g) In your opinion, how would you define an effective school?

           GUIDELINE FOR INTERVIEW WITH TEACHER IN SCHOOL B

(a) How many years have you been in the education service? 

(b) You scored a 4 for the quality of  ‘strong, purposeful and involved’   and  ‘physically active’ among principals. Kindly explain.

(c) I will mention here 5 qualities of a principal and five selected characteristics of an effective school. Just let me know what score you will give 5 extremely important to 1 as least important.

(i) Years of experience in profession

(ii) Has problem-solving skills

(iii) Physically active

(iv) Creates a positive climate

(v) Maintains close supervision

(vi) Accountability

(vii) Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as 

                         well as knowledge of relevant ICT skills.

(viii) Effective parental involvement

(ix) Effective involvement of local community

(x) Student self-discipline

(d) You scored 5 for student factors and your priority was student, 

       teacher, school,  principal,  parental  and  local  community factors. 

       Kindly elaborate.

(e) Among other characteristics you suggested that effective contributions 

       from NGO’s should be listed. Kindly explain this.

(f) Among the 14 characteristics, you did not prioritise the five key characteristics. Why? Kindly select and arrange the five key characteristics.

(g) In your opinion, how would you define an effective school?

                        APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE  (SOAL-SELIDIK)

1    Reference :…………..

      (Rujukan)

2    Position    :       Principal                                     

    (Jawatan)           (Pengetua)  

                                Head of Department
                               (Ketua Panitia)

                                Teacher

                                (Guru)

3  Number of years  in service:

    (Bil tahun berkhidmat  )


1- 7                               8- 15                    16-25               > 25

4  Sex:            Male                                Female

(Jantina)       (Lelaki)                           (Perempuan)

5  Type of School:   Boys’ School                        Girls’ School             

    (Jenis sekolah)     (Sekolah Lelaki)             (Sekolah Perempuan)  

                                Co-educational school

                                (Sekolah Campuran)

6 Tick the category or categories that match your school

   (Tandakan kategori atau kategori-kategori yang berkaitan dengan sekolah anda)

   Smart School                                  Day  School (Non-residential)

  ( Sekolah  Bestari)                            ( Sekolah  tanpa asrama )

   Semi-residential school                   Fully residential school

   (Sekolah  separuh asrama )            (Sekolah asrama penuh)

7. Characteristics of an effective school

For the following characteristics of an effective school, give a score ranking based

on your own opinion on the degree of their importance.

Example: If you rate ‘Effective teaching and learning’ as a ‘very important’

                characteristic, then tick (√) under column 5 as shown below:-

(Untuk ciri-ciri sekolah yang berkesan yang  berikut berikan skor yang sepadanmengikut pendapat anda tentang tahap kepentingan setiap ciri-ciri)

 Contoh: Sekiranya anda menilaikan ciri ‘Pengajaran dan pembelajaran yang 

               berkesan’ sebagai satu ciri yang’ amat penting’, maka tandakan  (√) 

              dalam ruang 5 seperti  ditunjuk di bawah:-

	                      Characteristic (Ciri)


	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Effective teaching and learning

(Pengajaran dan pembelajaran yang berkesan)

	√
	
	
	
	


Score (Skor)

5  Very Important( Sangat Penting)

4  Important(Penting)

3  Not Sure (Tidak pasti)

2  Not so important (Tidak berapa penting)

1 Least important (Amat kurang penting)

	
	5
	4
	3
	2
	1

	Qualities of Principal (Ciri-ciri seorang Pengetua)

Strong, purposeful and involved

(Berteguh, bertujuan dan terlibat)

Years of experience in the profession

(Bil.tahun berpengalaman dalam profesion)

Has high expectations

(Mempunyai harapan yang tinggi )

Emotionally stable

(Stabil secara emosi)

Has high ethics, morals and character

(Mempunyai etika, moral dan kelakuan yang terbaik)

Knowledgeable

(Mempunyai pengetahuan )

Has problem-solving skills

(Mempunyai kemahiran penyelesaian masalah)

Is creative and innovative

(Adalah kreatif dan inovatif)

Physically active

(Aktif secara fizikal)

Positive thinking

(Sentiasa memikir secara positif)

Is an effective communicator and motivator

(Adalah seorang yang mempunyai kemahiran berkomunikasi dan bermotivasi yang berkesan)

Maintains close rapport with teachers

(Mempunyai hubungan yang erat dengan guru-guru)

Always emphasizes on high academic achievement

(Sentiasa mementingkan pencapaian akademik yang tinggi)

Creates a positive climate

(Memastikan kewujudan  iklim yang positif)

Fulfills objectives

(Memenuhi objektif-objektif)

Maintains close supervision

(Memastikan penyeliaan yang rapat)

Is a competent leader
(Berkemahiran dan berketrampilan)


Factors related to Principal 

(Faktor-faktor berkaitan dengan Pengetua)

Principals’ Leadership skills

(Kemahiran memimpin oleh Pengetua)

Principals’ role perception

(Persepsi rol oleh Pengetua)


	
	
	
	
	

	 School Factors 

(Faktor-faktor berkaitan dengan sekolah)

A school with shared visions and goals

(Sebuah sekolah yang mempunyai wawasan dan tujuan yang bersama)

Accountability (Akauntabiliti)

Effective Evaluation and Monitoring

(Penilaian dan pengawasan yang berkesan)

Focus on Professional Development

(Perkembangan profesionalisme  yang tertumpu)

Effective counselling 

(Kaunseling yang berkesan)

Encouragement and excellence in sports

(Galakan bagi peningkatan mutu dalam sukan)

(i) Facilities of  football field

(Kemudahan padang bola sepak)

(ii) Facilities of Basketball/Tennis

            /Badminton Courts

(Kemudahan gelanggang Bola 

keranjang/Tenis/Badminton)

(iii) Intrinsic/extrinsic rewards

(Pemberian ganjaran/kepujian)

Effective co-curricular activities

(Kegiatan kokurrikulum yang berkesan)

(i) Availability of a variety of 

            uniformed units

(Persediaan pasukan beruniform 

yang pelbagai)

(ii) Availability of a variety of societies

            and clubs

(Persediaan persatuan dan kelab 

yang pelbagai)

(iii) Encouragement of participation by

            teachers/principal

(Galakan untuk penyertaan oleh

 guru/Pengetua)

(iv) Having a system of rewards for excellence 

           (Mempunyai sistem ganjaran untuk 

            pencapaian terbaik)

A positive learning environment that consists of 

(Suasana pembelajaran yang positif yang merangkumi)

(a) Physical beauty of school/class

(Keceriaan sekolah/kelas)

(b) Effective Discipline

(Disiplin yang berkesan)

(c) Harmonious relationship between teachers and students

(Hubungan yang harmonis antara guru dan pelajar)

(d) Effective reinforcement

(Pengukuhan yang berkesan)

(e) Class facilities like fans, comfortable chairs, tables and curtains

(Kemudahan kelas seperti kipas, kerusi yang selesa, meja dan tirai)

 (f) Well-equipped laboratories and Library

            (Makmal dan Perpustakaan yang lengkap)

(g) Good school security

           (Keselamatan sekolah yang baik)

Effective and efficient use of school resources

(Pengunaan  sumber-sumber sekolah yang efektif)


	
	
	
	
	

	Teacher Factors 

(Faktor-Faktor berkaitan dengan guru)

Greater collegiality between principal and teachers and among teachers

(Hubungan harmonis antara pengetua dan guru-guru dan antara guru-guru)

Greater cooperation between principal and teacher and among teachers

(Kerjasama yang baik antara pengetua dan guru dan antara guru)

Effective teaching and learning

(Pengajaran dan pembelajaran yang berkesan)

Teachers with a good command of English and Malay as well as knowledge of the relevant ICT skills

(Guru-guru yang mempunyai penguasaan Bahasa Inggeris dan Bahasa Melayu  yang baik dan mempunyai pengetahuan yang relevan dalam kemahiran ICT)


Parental Factors (Faktor-faktor Ibu bapa)

Effective Parental Involvement

(Penglibatan Ibu bapa yang berkesan)

Effective Parent-Teacher Associations (PTA’s)

Persatuan Ibu Bapa dan Guru yang berkesan

Local Community Factors 

(Faktor-faktor masyarakat tempatan 

Effectiveinvolvement of the local community with school

(Penglibatan masyarakat tempatan dengan sekolah secara berkesan)

Student Factors (Faktor-faktor pelajar)
Student self-discipline

(Disiplin kendiri pelajar)

Good behaviour

(Kelakuan yang baik)


	
	
	
	
	

	Any other characteristics (Please specify)

Lain-lain ciri-ciri (Sila nyatakan)

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………




8.  For example, if you  choose  ‘a school with shared visions and goals’ as the 

     most  important characteristic  write 1 in the column listed as ‘Choice’.

   (Pada pendapat anda, pilih lima ciri-ciri yang amat penting bagi sebuah sekolah  yang berkesan dan berikan skor 1 untuk ciri yang amat penting  dan 5 untuk  ciri yang amat kurang penting.)

Misalan, jika anda memilih ciri ‘Sebuah sekolah yang mempunyai visi  dan misi yang  terbahagi’ sebagai ciri yang terpenting tuliskan 1 pada ruang yang tercatit ‘Pilihan’.

	No.(Bil)
	Characteristics (Ciri-ciri)


	Choice

(Pilihan)

	1
	A principal who is strong, purposeful and involved

(Seorang Pengetua yang teguh,bertujuan dan terlibat)
	

	2
	A school with shared visions and goals

(Sebuah sekolah yang mempunyai visi  dan misi yang terkongsi)
	

	3
	Greater collegiality between principal and teachers  and among teachers

(Kesejawatanan yang kukuh diantara pengetua dan guru dan antara  guru-guru)
	

	4
	Greater cooperation between principal and teacher and among teachers

(Kerjasama yang rapat antara pengetua dan guru dan  antara Guru-guru)
	

	5
	Effective teaching and learning

(Pengajaran dan pembelajaran yang berkesan)
	

	6
	Positive Learning Environment:

(Persekitaran yang positif untuk pembelajaran)


	

	7
	Effective Evaluation and Monitoring

(Penilaian dan pemantauan yang berkesan)


	

	8
	Effective Parental Involvement

(Penglibatan Ibu bapa yang berkesan)


	

	9
	Teachers with good command of English, Malay and ICT

(Guru-guru yang mempunyai penguasaan Bahasa Inggeris, Bahasa Meilayu  dan ICT yang baik)


	

	10
	Effective counselling 

(Kaunseling yang berkesan)


	

	11
	Encouragement and excellence in sports

(Galakan bagi peningkatan mutu dalam sukan)


	

	12


13


14
	Effective co-curricular activities

(Kegiatan kokurrikulum yang berkesan)

Accountability

(Sedia menjawab bagi sebarang masalah yang berpunca dari tugasan yang ditanggung jawab)

Focused professional development

(Perkembangan Profesionalisme  yang tertumpu)


	


9. In your opinion, state what are the key words that should be involved in the definition an effective school?

  (Pada pendapat anda nyatakan kunci-kunci  kata yang harus   

   diambilkira untuk  menakrifkan sebuah sekolah  yang berkesan ?)

………………………………………………………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………….

………………………………………………………………………………….

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………….

Thank you for your kind cooperation. (Terima kasih atas kerjasama anda )
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