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Abstract 

This study was conducted to assess the difference between Model and Non-Model Secondary 

Schools in City Administration of Addis Ababa in terms of a) Perceived transformational-

transactional leadership, b) student school satisfaction, and c) student achievement on Ethiopian 

General Secondary Education Certificate Examination (EGSECE). 68 school personnel and 361 

students took part in the study. Participants selected using stratified random sampling technique 

proportional to total population in Model and Non-Model Secondary Schools. Questionnaires 

(Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5X Short Follower Form) and General Secondary 

Student School Satisfaction Questionnaire (G4SQ)), and EGSECE result analysis were major 

data collecting instruments employed. The data were analyzed using SPSS version 20. From 

statistical tools, Mann-Whitney U-Test was used. The study found statistically significant 

difference between Model and Non-Model secondary schools 1) in perceived transformational 

leadership at α=0.05 level (n1=n2=62, U= 326, p<0.05, r=0.276 (small)). The mean rank of 

Model schools found to be higher than the mean rank of Non-Model schools. 2) In perceived 

transformational-transactional leadership at α=0.05 level (n1=n2=62, U=334, p<0.05, r=0.262 

(small)). 3) In student satisfaction at α=0.05 level (n1=237, n2=124; U=9347.5; p<0.01; r= -

0.084 (small)). The mean rank of Model secondary schools found to be higher than the mean 

rank of Non-Model secondary schools in students’ school satisfaction. 4) On EGSECE at α=0.05 

level (n1=1055, n2=1875, U=893245.5, Z= -4.543, p<0.05, r= -0.084 (small)). The mean rank of 

Non-Model secondary schools found to be higher than Model secondary schools on EGSECE 

result. The study concluded that although there was statistically significant difference found 

between Model and Non-Model secondary schools, the actual difference between these two 

groups of schools seemed to be small. Some of the recommendations include a) student 

achievement on national examinations has to be the central theme of school evaluation and 

ranking criterion; b) Model secondary schools should focus on student achievement; and c) Non-

Model secondary schools should work to improve follower perception on leadership and student 

school satisfaction.  

Key Words: Model and Non-Model Schools; Transformational-Transactional Leadership; 

Student School Satisfaction; Student Achievement 
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Introduction 

Background 

Education is a means to end as well as an end by itself. First, education as a means to end, 

it is used as an instrument to a) eradicate deep-rooted poverty; b) improve health; c) bring 

economic growth; d) advance technology; e) sustain the environment; f) create political stability; 

g) develop cultural identities; h) build democracy and good governance; and i) bring what we 

call development in general. Education is fundamental for just, peaceful, adaptable societies 

without poverty and that none of the international development goals can be achieved without 

education (UNESCO, 2012). Recently, education is becoming a competitive advantage by which 

one nation competes with the other. Concerning this, UNESCO (2012) put that “in our 

knowledge-based world, education is the single best investment countries can make towards 

building prosperous, healthy, and equitable societies. It unleashes the optimal potential in people, 

improving individual livelihoods and those of future generations” (p.4). Education does all this 

by nurturing the unique gifts that every child brings to the world. Second, education is a 

fundamental birthright: like all other human rights, it is universal and inalienable. In developing 

multi-ethnic countries like Ethiopia, education plays considerable role in a) creating equal access 

to wealth, position, and prestige; b) preparing children for diversity, respect, and tolerance and 

encouraging cooperation and collaboration; and c) inculcating self-awareness and self-

development. Quality education is the assurance for prolonged peace, security, development, 

equality, good governance, justice, fairness and so on. Therefore, our fate as well as our 

children’s fate may not be bright in absence of quality education.  

Cognizant this, the government of Ethiopia has given priority to the education sector 

since 1991. Government commitment to education expressed in several ways but to mention 

some a) education secured about 5% of GDP; b) education stands first/second in Total 

Government Spending; c) education recognized as one of the poverty reduction sectors; d) the 

progress in the education sector is continuously monitored and evaluated; and e) directions and 

strategies are regularly revisited (EPER, 2010). Such sustained commitment from the side of the 

government significantly contributed for the recent achievement we currently observe in the 

education sector. Between 1995/6 and 2013/14 a) enrolment to primary increased from 3.8 

million to over 18.1 million; b) enrolment to secondary moved from about 400 thousand to about 
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2 million; c) enrolment to higher education jumped from 35027 to 627453; d) graduation from 

higher institutions increased from 1657 to 105001; e) number of primary school teachers 

increased from 102,121 to 367,989; number of secondary school teachers increased from 12,143 

to 70,987; f) number of primary schools increased from 9,847 to 32,048; number of secondary 

schools moved from 346 to 2,333; primary GER augmented from 32.3% to 101.3%; g) 

secondary GER enlarged from 8.1% to 25%; primary NER changed from 21.6% to 92.6%; and 

public spending in education increased from about 1.4 billion to nearly 40 billion (MoE/ESAA, 

1991/92 to 2013/14).   

In addition, the education sector has experienced waves of changes since 1991. One of 

these recently introduced changes is designation of schools as model schools based on 

comprehensive evaluation results. The Education Bureau of the City Administration of Addis 

Ababa (EBCAAA) has introduced such comprehensive school evaluation framework about five 

years ago. Based on the overall evaluation result some public schools obtained the status of 

model secondary schools while others were not. EBCAAA has developed 19 standards to 

evaluate primary and secondary public schools. According to the EBCAAA (2014/15), public 

schools were grouped into three based on their evaluation results a) schools score >80% (highly 

performing/Model Schools), b) 70% to 79% (moderately performing schools), and c) 51% to 

69% (satisfactorily performing schools). Public schools scored <50% on the evaluation result 

were not included on the regional education bureau document despite the fact that four secondary 

schools evaluation result was below 50%. Therefore, in this study the phrase Model secondary 

school refers to 10 schools whose performance were rated >80% and Non-Model secondary 

schools refers to four secondary schools whose score was  <50% on the Regional Education 

Bureau Evaluation Standard in 2013/14.   

Problem Statement 

Introducing comprehensive evaluation system and acknowledging best-performing 

schools based on their performance is a good practice that would encourage school leaders, 

teachers, students, and local community to strive for excellence. It may also increase school 

responsibility and accountability to work hard to be credited. Despite these positive outcomes of 

comprehensive school evaluation and designation of model school status, such process may be 

susceptible to turn into wrong directions. First, in case, model schools perform similar to nNon-
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Model schools or sometimes Model schools perform lower than other schools, the process might 

end up in creating grievance. Second, the quality of the evaluation standard is also an important 

area of concern. In case, core issues such as student achievement and behavior are less 

emphasized in the evaluation standard, those schools who strive hard to improve student 

achievement and behavior are less likely selected as model schools. Hence, empirical studies 

may be required to inform decision-makers on the actual situation of Model and Non-Model 

secondary schools. The study has implication for designation of Model and Non-Model schools 

and evaluation standard employed by the Education Bureau of the City Administration. 

Moreover, as far as my searching was concerned, studies conducted on the current area of 

interest were absent in our context. Thus, this study might have closed such knowledge gap in 

this area.  

The objective of the study was to examine statistical as well as actual differences between 

Model and Non-Model secondary schools in terms of perceived transformational-transactional 

leadership, student school satisfaction, and student achievement on EGSECE.  

Literature Review 

Concept of Effective/Model School 

Some scholars use effective schools and school effectiveness interchangeably ((Kirk & 

Jones, 2004) while others perceive that the two phrases convey related but different meanings 

(Botha 2010; Seiler et al. 2013). Effective school is conceived as the ability to achieve stated 

goals whereas school effectiveness is defined as accomplishment of specific objectives (Seiler et 

al., 2013). Thus, school effectiveness is one of the distinguishing features of effective schools.  

Indicators of Effective Schools 

Literature findings suggest that several factors differentiate effective schools from 

ineffective schools. According to Botha (2010), effective school is a school that scores high 

result in all seven indicators of school effectiveness. The six out of seven indicators were found 

to be relevant to public secondary schools in Ethiopia. First, effective schools achieve the set 

goal more efficiently and effectively than ineffective schools- goal indicator. The goals might be 

set by the authorities or school self and can be measured against predetermined criteria. Second, 

effective schools generate more income or acquire sufficient amount of financial or material 
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inputs from external sources than ineffective schools- resource indicators. Third, in effective 

schools, there is relatively effective leadership, communication channels, participation, 

adaptability, and social interaction compared to ineffective schools - internal process indicator. 

Fourth, in effective schools, almost all stakeholders, customers, and people who take part in the 

production/service delivery process are at least minimally satisfied compared to ineffective 

schools- satisfaction indicator. Fifth, effective schools learn how to make improvements and 

adaptations to dynamic external environment and internal barriers-organizational indicators. 

Finally, effective schools resolve conflicts, solve problems, overcome difficulties, learn from 

their weaknesses, perform well, and help their students achieve good results on standardized tests 

compared to ineffective schools- ineffectiveness indicator.  

Specifically, when it comes to the current research area, the EBCAAA employed 19 

major and 69 sub criteria to identify Model/effective secondary schools from ineffective schools. 

The 19 major evaluation areas were a) different types of plans; b) school facilities; c) policies, 

rules and regulations; d) school compound; e) conducive for teaching and learning; f) 

educational development troop; g) teaching-learning and student organizations; h) reducing 

inefficiency; i) innovations and discoveries; j) reducing rent seeking and improving good 

governance; k) curriculum implementation; l) gender and special education; m) CPD; n) 

evaluation and reward system; o) resource generation and efficient utilization; p) improving 

access to information; q) scaling up of good practices; r) student achievement and behavior; and 

s) educational development troop (EBCAAA, 2014/15). Six major themes can be developed 

from the critical analysis of the 19 major and 69 minor secondary school evaluation criteria. 

First, evaluation criteria set for checking absence or presence of something (plans, manuals, 

facilities and services, policy documents, structures/networks, and school site map). Second, 

evaluation criteria designed to measure issues seemed to be not under the jurisdiction of 

secondary schools/ principals. Some of evaluation points seemed beyond the secondary school 

authority were school area size, distance from road, distance from factors that distract learning, 

located away from strong wind and dust, and become a center of excellence. Third, criteria 

related to organizational learning (CPD; gap assessment; stakeholder involvement in school 

vision, mission, and goal development; action research; monitoring, evaluation, and reporting; 

and assessment and use of stakeholder satisfaction). Fourth, teaching-learning process and result 

(annual and lesson plan preparation, instructional material production and utilization, using 
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plasma TV and computers to support instruction, providing laboratory service, content coverage, 

supervision, continuous assessment, student result analysis and communication). Fifth, 

evaluation points measuring functioning of networks/structures in secondary schools. Finally, 

evaluation points measure resource mobilization and generation.  

In this study, from goal indicators, student achievement on EGSECE; from internal 

process indicators, leadership practice, and from satisfaction indicator, student school 

satisfaction criteria used to compare Model and Non-Model secondary schools in Addis Ababa 

City Administration.  

Transformational-Transactional Leadership and Effective School 

Transformational-Transactional leadership is positively and strongly related to job 

satisfaction (Metwally, El-bishbishy, & Nawar, 2014; Tadele Akalu, 2014); affective 

commitment (Riaz, Akram & Ijiaz, 2011); organizational success (Jandaghi, Matin, & Farjami, 

2009); work engagement and organizational knowledge creation practice (Song, Kolb, Lee & 

Kim, 2012); and work engagement (Ghadi, Fernando, & Caputi, 2013). Similar results reported 

from empirical findings in primary and secondary schools. Transformation-Transactional 

leadership strongly and positively correlated with school effectiveness, teacher satisfaction and 

motivation (Stone, 1992); shared goals, teacher collaboration, teacher learning, teacher certainty 

and commitment (Evans, 1996); teacher motivation (Ingram, 1997); student success, teacher and 

student commitment, satisfaction and performance; and students school satisfaction (Hassan & 

Yau, 2013). Thus, the findings suggest that transformational-transactional leadership is key to 

school success.  

Bass cited in Yukl (2010), transformational and transactional leadership are distinct but 

not mutually exclusive processes. Effective leaders display both transformational and 

transactional leadership. In spite of the fact that effective leaders use a combination of both types 

of leadership, transformational leadership increases follower motivation and performance more 

than transactional leadership. Transformational leadership has four dimensions (Avoilo, Bass, & 

Jung 1999; Hassan & Yau, 2013). First, intellectual stimulation described the extent that leaders 

stimulate their followers (teachers, students & other personnel) to be innovative and creative 

(Limsila & Ogunlana, 2008; Avoilo, Bass, & Jung, 1999) and help the followers to consider old 

problems with a new perspective (Moss & Ritossa, 2007). Second, idealized influence consists of 
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trust and respect, exhibits excellent behavior and might sacrifice their own needs to improve the 

objectives of their schools and followers (Moss & Ritossa, 2007). Third, inspirational motivation 

described the extent that a leader states the vision that is attractive and encouraging to followers 

(teachers, students, other school personnel) (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Leaders strengthen 

followers by viewing the future by optimism (Antoonakis et al, 2003) and act in ways that 

motivate those around them by providing meaningful and challenge to their work (Bass et al, 

2003). Finally, individual consideration is the degree in which leaders providing support, 

encouragement, and couching to followers (Yulk, 2010). Leaders listen carefully individual 

needs of teachers, students, and other school personnel and may encourage self-learning to help 

followers to grow through personal challenges (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Transactional leadership 

has three dimensions (Avoilo, Bass, & Jung, 1999). First, contingent reward is the degree to 

which the leader sets up constructive transactions or exchanges with followers: the leader 

clarifies expectations and establishes the rewards for meeting these expectations. Second, active 

management-by-exception is the degree to which the leader takes corrective action as soon as 

possible whenever problems arise. In such leadership environment, the leader monitors follower 

behavior, anticipates problems, and takes corrective actions before the behavior creates serious 

difficulties. Finally, passive management-by-exception/avoidant, the leader waits until the 

behavior has created problems before taking action. 

Student Satisfaction and Effective Schools  

Customer satisfaction is one of the distinguishing characteristics of effective 

organizations. Zemke and Schaaf cited in Center for the Study of Social Policy CSSP (2007) 

noted that listening to, understanding and responding- often in unique and creative ways to the 

actual and potential needs of customers and constantly shaping facilities and services according 

to customer needs as one of the guiding principles of successful organizations. Students are not 

only customers who merely receive services provided by school principals and teachers but also 

they are part takers in their learning. Without students’ due engagement, commitment, 

motivation, hard work, and dedication it is hard to improve student outcome because meaningful 

learning is not something poured/injected into the students mind. Effective learning requires 

obtaining, processing, retaining, retrieving, and applying the learned knowledge and skill in a 

new context. All these processes are matured and carried out first in the minds of the students.  
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Student school satisfaction is a multi-dimensional phenomenon that facilitates students’ 

affective/emotional domain to attach to the school and its objectives or to detach from the school 

and its objectives. According to Elliott and Shin (2010), student school satisfaction has a positive 

impact on student motivation, retention, and effort.  

Student school satisfaction is related to treatment and support by (school principal, 

teachers, and other administrative workers); school facilities and services; the quality of the 

teaching learning process; empowerment- opportunities in developing their own knowledge, skill 

and attitude in various aspects; school policies, rules and regulation; and the like.  

Methodology 

Participants, Sample, and Sampling Procedures 

In general, 361 secondary school students and 68 school personnel took part in this study. 

The respondents selected using stratified sampling technique. School type (Model and Non-

Model) and grade level (grade 9 and grade 10) were stratification criteria. Two Model and two 

Non-Model secondary schools were selected using lottery method. First, all 66 secondary 

schools in Addis Ababa City Administration were ranked based on their 2013/14 evaluation 

result in an ascending order. Second, 10 Model secondary schools whose overall evaluation 

result was >80% and 4 Non-Model secondary schools whose overall evaluation result was <50% 

were selected. Finally, two secondary schools from model secondary schools, and two secondary 

schools from Non-Model secondary schools were randomly selected. .  

Instruments 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5X) Followers Form employed to collect 

data on perceived transformational-transactional leadership. The questionnaire was adapted from 

Avoilo, Bass, and Jung (1999). The questionnaire had 42 items a) Inspirational Motivation (IM) 

12 items; b) Idealized Influence (II) 4 items; c) Intellectual Stimulation (IS) 4 items; d) 

Individual Considerations (IC) 4 items; e) Contingent Reward (CR) 4 items; f) Active 

Management-by-Exception (AME) 4 items; and g) Passive-Avoidant (PA) 8 items. The 

instrument was pilot tested in one Model and in one Non-Model secondary school in Addis 

Ababa. The calculated reliability was Cronbach Alpha .93.  
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Student school satisfaction assessed using General Secondary Student School Satisfaction 

Questionnaire (G4SQ). G4SQ was adapted from Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) developed 

by Schreiner and Juillen (2006). The questionnaire was pilot tested in one Model and one Non-

Model secondary schools. Based on the pilot test the number of items reduced from 69 to 48. In 

general, student school satisfaction had seven sub-scales (overall satisfaction, school climate, 

support system, facilities and service, policies/rules and treatment; teaching and learning and 

empowerment). The reliability calculated found to be Cronbach Alpha .83.  

Data Analysis 

All data were coded and entered into SPSS version 20. Both MLQ 5X Short Follower 

Form and G4SQ were Likert-Type questionnaires. For MLQ 5X and G4SQ respondents had 

given five options (Not at All = 0; Once in a While=1; Sometimes=2; Fairly Often=3; and 

Frequently if not at All=4) and (Strongly Disagree=1; Disagree=2; Somewhat Agree=3; 

Agree=4; and Strongly Agree=5) respectively. Thus, the data were treated as ordinal rather than 

interval. The appropriate statistical test for analysis of such data was nonparametric, Mann-

Whitney U-Test (Nachar, 2008). Mann-Whitney U-Test used to identify the presence or absence 

of statistically significant difference between Model and Non-Model secondary schools whereas 

the actual/practical difference calculated using the formula r = Z/√𝑁 and 𝑟2 = 𝑍2/N to 

determine the percentage of practical difference between the two types of schools (Bryman and 

Cramer, 2005). Where 

 Z= standard value for the Mann-Whitney U-value 

 r=correlation coefficient assumes the value ranging from -1.00 to 1.00 

 N= the total number of observations on which Z is based 

 r2= the index assumes values from 0 to 1 and multiplied by 100 indicates the 

percentage of variance in the dependent variable explained by the independent 

variable or in this case used to estimate the actual/practical difference between 

Model and Non-Model secondary schools.  

The practical significance/ effect size interpreted as <0.4 weak effect; 0.4 – 0.7 moderate 

effect; and >0.8 large effect (Bryman and Cramer, 2005). 



Model and Non-Model Schools                                                                                         10 

 

Questionnaire Return Rate 

MLQ 5X 68 questionnaires distributed to school personnel out of these 62 (91.2%) 

returned and G4SQ 370 questionnaires distributed and 361 (97.5%) returned. All filled out 

questionnaires checked out strictly while collecting them from participants.  

Result 

Background Information 

School as well as participants background information was collected to see variation 

between Model and Non-Model secondary schools in terms of background information. 

However, the analysis on background information did not show statistically significant 

difference between Model and Non-Model secondary schools and among respondents from the 

two groups of schools.  

Perceived Transformational-Transactional Leadership 

Table 1: Higher Level Analysis Transformational-Transactional Leadership 

Level of Analysis 
School 

Type 
N 

Mean 

Rank 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Mann-

Whitney U 
Z 

Asym. Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Transactional 

Model 31 32.53 1008.50 

448.500  -.451 .652 Non-

Model 
31 30.47 944.50 

Transformational 

Model 31 36.48 1131.00 

326.000 -2.176 .030* Non-

Model 
31 26.52 822.00 

Transformational-

Transactional 

Model 31 36.23 1123.00 

334.000  -2.063 .039* Non-

Model 
31 26.77 830.00 

Sample (Model 31, Non-Model 31 and total 62); *significant at alpha 0.05 level 

Higher level analysis depicted on Table 1 showed that Model schools differed in a 

statistically significant way from Non-Model schools on transformational leadership as perceived 

by colleagues (n1=n2=62, U= 326, p<0.05, r=0.276 (small)) and transformational-transactional 

leadership (n1=n2=62, U=334, p<0.05, r=0.262 (small)). In both cases, the mean rank of Model 

schools was higher than the mean rank of Non-Model schools. This implied that respondents in 

Model schools perceived their principals as more transformational and transformational-

transactional than the participants in Non-Model schools. 
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Table 2: Dimension Level Analysis of Transformational-Transactional Leadership 

Dimension School 

Type 

N Mean 

Rank 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Mann-

Whitney U 

Z Asym. Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Idealized Influence (II) M 31 37.02 1147.50 309.500 -2.41 .016* 

NM 31 25.98 805.50 

Inspirational Motivation (IM) M 31 36.68 1137.00 320.000 -2.26 .024* 

NM 31 26.32 816.00 

Intellectual Stimulation (IS) M 31 37.66 1167.50 289.500 -2.71 .007* 

NM 31 25.34 785.50 

Individual Consideration (IC) M 31 35.39 1097.00 360.000 -1.71 .088 

NM 31 27.61 856.00 

Contingent Reward (CR) M 31 37.24 1154.50 302.500 

 

-2.52 

 

.012* 

 NM 31 25.76 798.50 

Active Management-by-

Exception (AM) 

M 31 34.18 1059.50 397.500 -1.17 .240 

NM 31 28.82 893.50 

Passive Management-by-

Exception 

M 31 28.34 878.50 382.500 -1.38 .643 

NM 31 34.66 1074.50 

M=Model; NM=Non-Model; Sample (Model 31, Non-Model 31 and total 62); 

*significant at alpha 0.05 level 

Table 2 depicted analysis for four dimensions of transformational leadership and three 

dimensions of transactional leadership. From the four transformational leadership dimensions, 

statistically significant difference between Model and Non-Model secondary schools obtained 

for three dimension. A) Inspirational motivation (n1=n2=62, U=309.5, p<0.05, r=0.287 (small); 

B) idealized influence (n1=n2=62, U=320, p<0.05, r=0.306); C) intellectual stimulation 

(n1=n2=62, U= 289.5, p<0.05, r=0.344 (small). From three transactional leadership dimensions, 

statistically significant difference between Model and Non-Model secondary schools obtained 

for one dimension, contingent reward (n1=n2=62, U=302.5, p<0.05, r=0.320)). In all these four 

dimension, the mean ranks of Model secondary schools was higher than Non-Model secondary 

schools. This indicated that participants from Model secondary schools perceived their principals 

as more employed idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

contingent reward compared to the respondents from Non-Model secondary schools.  
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Student School Satisfaction 

Table 3: Student Satisfaction in Model and Non-Model Schools 

Level of Analysis School Type N Mean 

Rank 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Mann-

Whitney U 

Z Asym. 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Effect (r) 

& r
2
*100 

Overall Satisfaction Model 237 203.56 48243.50  

9347.500 

-5.679 .000* -0.299 

(8.9%) Non-Model 124 137.88 17097.50 

School Climate Model 237 202.39 47967.00 9624.000 -5.390 .000* -0.283 

(8.0%) Non-Model 124 140.11 17374.00 

Support System Model 237 192.91 45719.50 11871.500 -3.001 .003* -0.157 

(2.49%) Non-Model 124 158.24 19621.50 

Services and 

Facilities 

Model 237 207.32 49134.50 8456.500 -6.634 .000* -0.349 

(12.2%) Non-Model 124 130.70 16206.50 

Treatment, rules and 

regulations 

Model 237 197.12 46717.50 10873.500 -4.061 .000* -0.213 

(4.56%) Non-Model 124 150.19 18623.50 

Teaching and 

Learning 

Model 237 203.59 48250.00 9341.000 -5.689 .000* -0.299 

(8.96%) Non-Model 124 137.83 17091.00 

Empowerment/ 

Personal 

Contribution 

Model 237 193.45 45847.00 11744.000 -3.142 .002* -0.165 

(2.72%) Non-Model 124 157.21 19494.00 

*Statistically significant at 0.05 level; N (Model=237, Non-Model=124 and total 361) 

As can be seen from Table 3, Model secondary schools differed in statistically significant 

way from Non-Model secondary schools on student school satisfaction. The mean rank for 

student satisfaction in Model schools was larger than the mean rank for student satisfaction in 

Non-Model schools. This indicated that students learning in Model secondary schools expressed 

that they were more satisfied in their school than students learning in Non-Model secondary 

schools.  

Table 4: Student Achievement on EGSECE in Model and Non-Model Secondary Schools 

 

School 

Type 
N 

Mean 

Rank 

Sum of 

Ranks 

Mann-

Whitney U 
Z 

Asym. Sig. 

(2-tailed) 

Effect (r) & 

r2*100 

EGSECE 

Result 

Model 1875 1414.4 2651995.5 

893245.5 -4.431 .000* 

-0.082 

0.67% Non-

Model 
1055 1556.3 1641919.5 

*Statistically significant at 0.05 level  

Table 4 displayed data on student achievement on EGSECE. There was statistically 

significant difference between Model and Non-Model secondary schools on EGSECE result 

(n1=1875, n2=1055=, U=893245.5, Z= -4.543, p<0.05, r= -0.084 (small)). The mean rank for 

Non-Model schools was higher than the mean rank for Model schools. This implied that Non-
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Model secondary schools achieved higher results on EGSECE compared to Model secondary 

schools. 

Discussion 

In this study, comparison made between two groups of schools whose average evaluation 

result on Education Bureau Evaluation Standard vary at least 30 points- Model secondary 

schools >80% and Non-Model secondary schools <50%. The study found that from the three 

variables involved in this study on two variables Model secondary schools well performed 

compared to Non-Model secondary schools and in one variable Non-Model secondary schools 

outperformed Model secondary schools. In all cases, the obtained differences were statistically 

significant.  

 First, on perceived transformational-transactional leadership, Model secondary school 

principals found to be more transformational and transformational-transactional than the 

principals of Non-Model secondary schools as perceived by their respective followers. 

Dimension level analysis showed that Model secondary school principals were tend to be more 

intellectual stimulating, inspirational motivating, idealized influencers, and contingent rewards 

compared to Non-Model secondary school principals as perceived by their corresponding 

followers. The findings suggested that Model secondary school principals perceived as more a) 

stimulating their followers to be innovative and creative, b) giving opportunity to see old 

problems from new perspectives; c) walking the talk; and d) articulating school vision; compared 

to Non-Model secondary school principals. Second, the findings of this study suggested that 

students in Model secondary schools were more satisfied with their schools compared to students 

learning in Non-Model secondary schools. In general, students learning in Model secondary 

schools were satisfied with their school climate, support system, facilities and services, rules and 

treatment, teaching learning process, and empowerment than students learning in Non-Model 

secondary schools. Third, the study found that Non-Model secondary schools performed higher 

than Model secondary schools on EGSECE result. 

The attempt made to see the practical difference between Model and Non-Model 

secondary schools in light of the three variables connoted that there was little actual difference. 

Model secondary schools practically scored higher than Non-Model secondary schools for about 
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a) 7.6% and 6.8% on transformational and transformational-transactional leadership; b) 11.8%, 

10.2%; 9.3%, and 8.2% in intellectual stimulation, contingent reward, idealized influence, and 

inspirational motivation; and c) 8.9% in student school satisfaction. However, students in Non-

Model secondary school achieved higher results on EGSECE compared to students in Model 

secondary schools by about 0.71%. The finding suggests that although Model secondary schools 

and Non-Model secondary schools differed in statistically significant manner their 

actual/practical difference was not high.  

In general, statistically as well as practically Model secondary schools performed well on 

transformational-transactional leadership and student school satisfaction whereas Non-Model 

schools performed better in student achievement on EGSECE. The finding seemed to contradict 

with one another. This can be justified from four perspectives.  

First, the findings of this study in line with most studies conducted to see the effect of 

transformational-transactional leadership on academic and non-academic outcomes. Robinson, 

Hohepa, and Lloyd (2009) found that the association between student result and transformational 

leadership was not practically significant in most empirical findings. Similarly, Leithwood and 

Jantzi cited in Robinson, Hohepa, and Lloyd (2009) reported that “the impact of transformational 

leadership on social outcomes are more consistent, but in terms of how students feel about 

school, relationships with peers and teachers, and the usefulness of schoolwork, the effect is still 

small” (p. 87). Further, they concluded that nonacademic effects were found to be higher than 

academic effects. Therefore, it is not surprising for Model schools to be higher on perceived 

transformational leadership and student school satisfaction and become lower on students’ 

achievement. 

Second, the total weight given for student achievement on the Education Bureau School 

Evaluation Standard might have negatively influenced Model secondary schools to perform 

lower than Non-Model secondary schools in terms of student achievement on EGSECE. On the 

school evaluation standard, student achievement accounted only for 6% out of 100% school 

evaluation mark. Thus, it is possible to have Model secondary school status without bringing 

breakthrough on students’ academic achievement. Model secondary schools might have worked 

hard on evaluation points that carried higher marks than student achievement. Third, from the 

Model secondary schools perspective, inability to translate student school satisfaction and 



Model and Non-Model Schools                                                                                         15 

 

positive follower perception to practical motivation and commitment to improve student 

achievement may contributed to their current relatively lower achievement on EGSECE. Finally, 

reluctance to give due attention to followers and student interests and need from the side of Non-

Model secondary schools led them to subordinate position regardless of their performance on 

EGSECE.  

Conclusion and Recommendations 

Conclusion 

The major conclusion that the study made was both Model and Non-Model secondary 

schools had their own strengths and weaknesses on three major variables examined in this study 

and the practical/actual difference between these two groups of schools was insignificant. Model 

secondary schools relatively performed better in perceived transformational-transactional 

leadership and student school satisfaction whereas they performed lower on EGSECE compared 

to Non-Model secondary schools. Similarly, Non-Model secondary schools seemed to perform 

higher on student achievement on EGSECE relative to Model schools while they scored lower on 

perceived transformational-transactional leadership and student school satisfaction. Thus, the 

name Model secondary school failed to indicate extraordinary performance on perceived 

transformational-transactional leadership, student school satisfaction and student achievement on 

EGSECE.  

Recommendations 

Recommendations are made for four bodies. First, the Education Bureau of the City 

Administration of Addis Ababa may revisit school evaluation standard for some reasons. First, 

6% of the evaluation standard seemed to be irrelevant for current practice of secondary schools 

because either somebody has done it many years ago or the evaluation criteria are beyond the 

jurisdiction secondary schools. For instance, schools should not be ranked because of their area 

size, location, distance from highway and the like. Second, about 40% of the evaluation criteria 

simply focuses on the absence or presence of services (supervision, good governance, customer 

satisfaction assessment, and attempt to invention); facilities (electricity, telephone, water, rest 

rooms, teachers’ rooms, ICT room, sport field, library, laboratories, and pedagogical centers); 

policy documents and manuals (Federal Constitution, City Charter, Education and Training 

Policy, ESDP, GEQIP, BPR, BSC, and Syllabus); plans (strategic, annual, community 
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mobilization, school improvement, scorecard, and team charter); and networks/structures 

(development unit, command post, 1 to 5 networks, transformational forums, table of 

specification (beggar), student council, student parliament, and PTA). If a school is evaluated 

because of its area size, location, or for the absence or presence of plans, documents, facilities, 

services, structures/networks for the sake evaluation, rather than focusing on what has been 

obtained using such facilities, services, plans, documents and the like, it might be highly 

discouraging for transformative schools. The evaluation should focus on the contribution of such 

facilities, services, documents, and manuals on overall performance in general and on student 

behavior and academic achievement in particular. In addition, student behavior and academic 

achievement should be the priority concern of the evaluation process and ranking of secondary 

schools as Model and Non-Model.  

Second, in Model secondary schools, student satisfaction is found to be higher than Non-

Model secondary schools and followers’ perception on leadership seemed to be good. However, 

they lag behind Non-Model secondary schools in student achievement measured on EGSECE 

result. The Model schools have to work to translate student satisfaction and followers perception 

to commitment, motivation, and industriousness that lead to better student outcome including 

academic achievement. Third, Non-Model secondary schools performed better on EGSECE 

compared to Model secondary schools but failure to consider the needs of followers and students 

designated lowest status among secondary schools in Addis Ababa. In addition, without working 

effectively with staff and students sustaining what has been achieved might be in question. 

Working to sustain their status on student achievement, Non-Model secondary schools have to 

assess their weakness in terms of follower perception and student satisfaction. Finally, for 

researchers who are intending to conduct studies on similar or related areas, doors are open to 

tackle the problem from different angles. The research design employed in this study was weak 

and provided no information on causation, hence, future scholars may use strong research 

designs to provide practical recommendations.  
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