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Abstract:

School administrators are challenged to lead, manage and control schools to ensure that they create the best conditions possible so that these schools may become educationally meaningful institutions for all. For this very reason, through existing “brilliantly written” policies surrounding schools, school leaders and administrators have to established the “policy leadership” in their positions as leaders and administrators in schools. The AN-Policy Leadership Behaviours Questionnaire VI (AN-PLBQ VI), was proposed as an instrument to measure policy leadership behaviours, was administered to 319 public school administrators in the state of Kuala Lumpur and Selangor, Malaysia. The original instrument had 89 items under 13 dimensions or factors identified as components that formulate policy leadership behaviours. The AN-PLBQ VI was subjected to exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal component analysis (PCA) with varimax rotation. The closing result of EFA suggested 61 items that are distributed on 10 original factors were specified to retain though items combined from different factors, that are: the ability to strategically plan for policy implementation, ability to frame and select policy issues, ability to actively participate in the policy process, ability to establish and work towards a set vision, ability to manage access to policy environment, ability to forge and nurture an accommodating policy culture, ability to manage public perception of policy, ability to conduct policy scanning, ability to conduct policy networking activities and ability to strategically plan for policy advantage. While another new and modified 3 factors from its original label were made to match the emerging new factors that are: ability to keep policy current, ability to keep policy aligned and ability to forge and nurture policy support. A confirmatory factor analysis is proposed to this new factor structure of AN-PLBQ VI in order for this exploration research moves to an explanation study. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Schools are highly distinctive institutions which are knitted together through various policies within a complex administrative arrangement (Louisoni, Istance and Hutmacher, 2004). Societies expect the policies of the schools to produce visible results in the short term, even if by definition, the objectives and outputs of these educational policies are built over a long-term period. Educational policies are there to identify and establish the direction for the nation, sets goals, assigns authorities and institutes controls that make school leaders and administrators accountable to the public. 

For instance, with every educational policy that exists in the Malaysian system of education, society nevertheless debates on issues such as the language, gender, social, racial polarization and standard examination which are the by-products of the educational policies in Malaysia  (Bakri, 2003; Tan, 2005; Husna, 2006). Educational policies do have an impact on society that dramatically affect the lives of her people and the future of the community and nation (Bakri, 2003). Policies determine the way a society organizes its resources, conducts its business and expresses its values (Marsh et al., 2003). Besides, educational policies can promote and sustain the educational development of a nation since the government will issue statements on matters or what it intends to do or not to do by implementing laws, regulations, rulings, policies, mandates, decisions or orders, or a combination of these (Birkland, 2001). 

Despite these efforts, the Malaysian education system had undertaken and implemented an array of educational policies initiatives and reforms that determine the nation’s direction in the field of education, Abdul Shukor (2007) is of the view that society is still puzzled as why the educational system has not been able to produce the type of students that the society wants and what the schools should be doing to arrest this problem. The results of these complex educational reforms and initiatives, in addition to the rapid changes that impacts the educational sector, school leaders and administrators in Malaysia foresee themselves being overloaded, besides the feeling of frustration due to their inability to meet all the objectives required by the policies and society. Hence, the roles of the school leaders and administrators as professional administrators, bureaucratic managers and instructional leaders are then no longer acceptable at present.  
1. 1 RESEARCH RATIONALE  

Education is a continuous integral contributor to the development of a country (Bakri, 2003). While Birkland (2001) believes that educational policies can promote and sustaining the educational development of a nation, the issue of what happens after such legislation or via the implementation of certain policies into the education system is not one of the main concerns of the authorities (Bakri, 2003).  Moreover, M. Bakri (2003) argues that school administrators in their respective leadership roles which were assumed to be lacking have not been successful in achieving the educational policies’ goals and objectives. School administrators are considered as not having the right attitudes, skills, knowledge and training on how to administer and manage schools under the existing and new school reforms and initiatives put forward by the authorities. 

Policies are not static concepts, instead there are fluid and undergoes changes with organizations, context and time (Lennon, 2009), therefore Lynn (1987) points out that in the implementation of public policies by the government agencies, we should not disregard the behaviours of individuals who occupy responsible positions in ensuring that the policies goals and objectives are successfully achieved. For this reason, Lynn (1987) asserts that there is an urgent necessity to address the complex link that exists between the personalities of the leaders and the public policies that have yet to be explored with systematic references made to the term “leadership”. 

With regards to the implementation of educational policies in Malaysian schools, Abdul Shukor (2007) discovered that they were many school administrators who faced difficulties in managing and implementing educational policies in their schools due to the fact that they themselves did not clearly understand what it acquire to manage and implement educational policies at the school level. Schools need competent individuals or a group of individuals who can provide direction, guidance, and support in the school’s journey toward achieving it goals (Newmann and Wehlage, 1995). Therefore, Yahya (2005) argues that the future of the schools will be determined by how policies, standards and related issues are shaped and resolved by school administrators. 
Today, school administrators are challenged to lead, manage and control schools to ensure that they create the best conditions possible so that schools may become educationally meaningful institutions for all. For this very reason, through existing “brilliantly written” policies surrounding the school, school leaders and administrators have to established their positions as policy leaders as part of their roles in schools. Policy leadership involves activities that administrators undertake to ensure that the internal and external policy environments continue to be conducive to the purpose, culture and the changing circumstances of the school (Azahari, 1994).

If educational policies are to be an important instrument in the employment of school administrators as leaders in school, then they must redirect their thinking on these policy matters mainly on the goals and objectives. Seeing that there is a lack of attention given to “policy leadership” be it in the concepts and understanding, this study proposes to gain some form of comprehension into the insights of policy leadership among public school administrators in Peninsular Malaysia through the development of an instrument that will be able to measure “policy leadership behaviors”. Lennon (2009) recognizes that the successful implementation of a policy is very much dependent on the individual who must act upon it, therefore school leaders can be regarded as implementers, followers and influencers of policies. Policies, if they are correctly implemented, will generate motivation and empowerment rather than restrictions and controls (Van Alfen, 1993, p.25). Therefore, the notion of “policy leadership” is fundamental and vital in assisting and improving the current scenario faced by Malaysian school administrators in leading and managing educational policies. 

Essentially, the purpose of this research is to refine, revise, and explore the “Policy Leadership Behaviors Questionnaire” (PLBQ) that was initially developed by Azahari in 1993. However, the PLBQ instrument was not completely developed, constructed and tested, thus this research is deemed to be a kick-off point for us to understand the concerns of policy leadership that surrounds our educational system indirectly. The researcher herself completed the construction and development of the PLBQ instrument that later was labeled as “AN-Policy Leadership Behaviors Questionnaire (AN-PLBQ)”. 
The AN-PLBQ instrument includes the definitions and contents, comprehensiveness and usefulness of the concept of “policy leadership”. Through a reliable and valid instrument, the “AN-Policy Leadership Behaviors Questionnaire” (AN-PLBQ) allows for efficient measurement and understanding of policy leadership behaviors of administrators in organizations. Furthermore, with desirable psychometric properties (Nunnally, 1978) and well-developed scales through sufficient levels of reliability and validity, the “AN-Policy Leadership Behaviors Questionnaire” (AN-PLBQ) can contribute effectively to educational practitioners who strive to understand and measure the phenomenon of policy leadership behaviors. Yet, this research reports the results of a series of exploratory factor analysis conducted on the “AN-Policy Leadership Behaviours Questionnaire Version I” (AN-PLBQ VI). 

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW: POLICY LEADERSHIP
According to Burns (1978), policy leadership is the kind of leadership that determines how resources will be allocated and who will receive the resulting advantages and disadvantages. On the other hand, French (1978) identifies policy leadership as the directing of individuals or group’s behavior towards the optimal attainment of the policy goals. However, the leader does not only influence others in the direction of the goals of the policy, but he or she guides the subordinates towards the direction of the goals, in line with the assumption that the leader understands the philosophy, objectives, and the goals of the policy and the goals as well as the philosophy doest conflict with his or her beliefs, desires, and objectives.

Azahari (1994) describes policy leadership in a broad term as “the activities that administrators undertake to ensure that the internal and external policy environments continue to be conducive to the purpose, culture, and changing circumstances of the organization” (p. 13). Moreover, policy leadership is not only limited to the acceptance of policy for unquestioning compliance, but it concerned also with its development, modification and considered implementation (Azahari, 1994).  Maurice (1993), cited from Azahari (1994), claimed that policy leadership assumes that the school administrator is charged with the responsibility of ensuring that the school functions within an adequate and responsive policy structure. 

Lynn (1987) points out that “policy leaders are likely to be individuals with high levels of cognitive and emotional development and with the capacity to employ multiple perspectives of organizations, of leadership and of policymaking in appreciating the opportunities and circumstances that they face” (p. 123). Therefore, due to negligible and limited literatures on the matter of policy leadership and its behaviours, the development of the behavioral components of policy leadership is based by and large on Azahari’s (1994) literatures and his qualitative findings that are: 
a. The ability to establish and work toward a set vision: The development and the maintenance of an institutional vision are essential to effective administrative performance among school leaders. A leader’s visioning efforts will contribute directly toward policy and institutional performance. 
b. The ability to conduct policy scanning: Policy scanning enables sensitivity and responsiveness to the institution’s policy terrain (Maurice, 1993, cited from Azahari, 1994). This behavioral component is concerned with the ability of administrator to detect how other organizations’ actions may affect the administrator’s institution (Azahari, 1994). Therefore, an effective scanning system is necessary to support the institution’s choice of appropriate intervention strategies as well as to adequately respond to changes in the policy 
environments (Maurice, 1993, cited from Azahari, 1994).  

c. The ability to network: As stated by Maurice (1993), cited from Azahari (1994), this behavioral component of policy leadership refers to the ability to establish and maintain collaborative relationships with parties or institutions that can contribute to advancing one’s policy and institutional goals. 

d. The ability to keep the policy current and aligned: It is necessary for school administrators to ensure that new policies are appropriate and advantageous to school by keeping them current and aligned with other policies in schools. Therefore, school administrators are required to equip themselves with sound knowledge, thorough and deep understanding of the existing policies. Keeping a policy current and aligned with other policies has to be continuous and on-going proactive process (Azahari, 1994). 

e. The ability to actively participate in the policy process: Basically, this behavioral component is essentially concerned with a leader’s effectiveness in ensuring the consistency of emerging policies with the welfare of the institution (Azahari, 1994). Ridley (1958) asserts that “policy leaders should be able to feel out the situation, to know when to keep quiet and when to speak out, because these qualities usually have great bearing upon the success of the leader in shaping policy”.
f. The ability to strategically plan for policy advantage: This component is concerned with administrative behaviors that are important to successfully placing a new policy in a favorable position throughout the policy cycle. In fact, strategic planning for policy advantage is a process by which public executives align organizational competencies with opportunities and constraints in the political environment.  
g. The ability to strategically plan for policy implementation: This behavioral component is concerned with the administrator’s ability to study the content of a policy and to take strategic measures for implementation to ensure that the will and intent of policy makers are observed. 

h. The ability to maintain goal and policy referencing behavior:  This behavioral component is concerned with the administrators’ ability to maintain constant inclination to reference and to frame actions taken on the basis of organizational goals and policy objectives
i. The ability to establish policy set for the organization: Establishing a policy set for organization is to initiate, maintain and utilize procedures which render a level of alertness to and respect for the history, culture and traditions of the institutions and engenders among all personnel a predisposition toward unified value position on matters of organizational policy (Lynn, 1987).

j. The ability to frame and select policy issues: Since policies emerges from field of issues, the real policy problem is so infiltrated by the attending issues that neither the problem nor the resulting policy is sufficiently clear and well understood (Maurice, 1993, cited from Azahri, 1994). Therefore, institutions cannot afford to ignore issues whether it is long lasting or emergent, since these issues can be readily transformed into binding policy pronouncements or declarations (Azahari, 1994).  
k. The ability to manage public perception of policies: An effective administrator has to coordinate effective public information efforts in order to influence public perception of the policies (Azahari, 1994). 
l. The ability to forge and nurture an accommodating policy culture: An accommodating policy culture is an administrative and service delivery environment where people are sensitive to the indeterminacy of policy pronouncements and where all are willing and active in mediating organizational processes which respond to the needs and experiences of clientele with the structures of policies from which authority is granted to act (Maurice, 1993, cited from Azahari, 1994). 
m. The ability to manage access to policy environment (gate-keeping): Managing access is the process of ensuring that all public communication which represents the organization is made in a manner that would not violate past, present or impending policy positions that the organization has taken or would take (Maurice, 1993, cited from Azahari, 1994).                        
As a result, the conceptual framework of this exploratory research is steers by all thirteen (13) components of policy leadership behaviors; as generally positioned by Azahari (1994). These components of policy leadership behaviours are used extensively in developing and generating an appropriate instrument to assess policy leadership behaviours of an individual. 

3.0 METHODOLOGY
The survey instrument labeled as “AN-Policy Leadership Behaviors Questionnaire Version I” (AN-PLBQ VI) is an instrument firstly proposed to measure policy leadership behaviours as perceived by the public school administrators in Kuala Lumpur and Selangor, Malaysia, where the initial items for eleven (11) behavioural components were written by Azahari Ismail in 1993. Therefore, based on Azahari Ismail’s (1994) findings, review of literatures and discussions, the researcher completed the items development and construction for the other two (2) components of policy leadership behaviour. All items in the AN-PLBQ VI instrument are further refined and revised in collaboration with Azahari Ismail himself. At end, the AN-PLBQ VI had eighty-nine (89) items in measuring policy leadership behaviours in thirteen (13) dimensions.
3.1 PARTICIPANTS 

The participants that involved in this exploratory stage are the public-school administrators in both primary and secondary schools located in Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur and the state of Selangor, Peninsular Malaysia, Malaysia. In an organizational structure of a public school in Malaysia, there are four teachers holding managerial and leadership position, that are: the Principal (Pengetua) in a secondary school or Headmaster (Gurubesar) in a primary school, one Senior Assistant Teacher for Academic (Guru Penolong Kanan Bahagian Akademik), one Senior Assistant Teacher for Student Affairs (Guru Penolong Kanan Bahagian Hal Ehwal Pelajar), and one Senior Assistant Teacher for Co-curriculum (Guru Penolong Kanan Bahagian Ko-Kurikulum). Suitably, these four (4) teachers in each public secondary school in Kuala Lumpur and Selangor are chosen to participate in this study. 
The randomly selected public school administrators react to 5-point Likert scale of each item in the AN-PLBQ VI survey forms that indicates 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Moderately agree, 4 = Agree and 5 = Strongly agree. Table 3.1 summarizes the demographic details of public school administrators engaged in this research.
Table 3.1: Participants Demographic Characteristics
	Characteristics
	N

	Gender:
Male 

Female
	100

219

	Age:
28 - 35 years 
36 - 42 years

43 - 49 years

50 - 54 years

55 - 59 years
	4

20

78

152

65

	Ethnicity:
Malay

Chinese 

Indian
	232

55

31

	Educational background:
Certificate

Bachelor degree

Master degree

Doctorate
	182

111

25

1

	Position:
Excellent Principal (Pengetua Cemerlang)

Principal

Headmaster

Senior Teacher Assistant – Academic

Senior Teacher Assistant – Student Affairs

Senior Teacher Assistant – Co-Curriculum
	1

57

104

83

59

15

	Years of teaching experience:
2 -  5 years
6 - 10 years

11 - 15 years

16 - 20 years

21 -  25 years

26 - 30 years

32 - 35 years
	9

27

49

78

90

58

8

	Years as school administrator:
1- 5 years
6 - 10 years

11 - 15 years

16 - 20 years

21 - 30 years
	129

122

52

11

5

	Years as school administrator in current school:
1 - 3 years
4 - 6 years

7 - 9 years

10 - 12 years

13 - 15 years
	181

68

40

20

15


3.2 SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

The AN-PLBQ VI is administered to public school administrators from randomly chosen District Education Offices in the state of Selangor and Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. There are ten (10) District Education Offices in the state of Selangor and four (4) District Education Offices in Federal Territory of Kuala Lumpur. These two states are chosen for this exploratory study due to the location closeness to the researcher. 
The exploratory data gathered from each of the public-school administrators in Kuala Lumpur and Selangor selected for the study employs somewhat ‘strategic method’ of data collection as to ensure high response rate of the public-school administrators. The researcher had to develop a “strategic method” in collecting responses from the public-school administrators in Kuala Lumpur and Selangor since the researcher’s past experiences showed that if the instructions come from the authorities such as the District Education Offices, by nature, the public-school administrators will have to comply and conform to the directives given. 

Building the set of contacts in the District Education Offices by personally visiting each of the District Education Offices located in Kuala Lumpur and Selangor selected in this study, the researcher distributed the AN-PLBQ VI questionnaires. However, due to location convenience, the researcher was asked to attend the meetings or trainings conducted by the District Education Offices in their own sites or elsewhere as informed so that the survey forms are administered by the researcher herself in a short face-to-face session with the public-school administrators. During these meetings, the public-school administrators are given half an hour (1/2 hour) to respond to the AN-PLBQ VI questionnaire. Employing this strategic method of collecting data, the researcher managed to collect three hundred and nineteen (319) completed AN-PLBQ VI questionnaires that give utmost response rate with minimum response error. 
3.3 DATA ANALYSIS

In order to facilitate the analysis of the collected data for this research, Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) Version 18.0 are used. Prior to the analysis, all returned questionnaire are manually checked against responses that showed systematic response patterns and those with more than five (5) percent unanswered items. Thus, responses from the public-school administrators with five (5) percent or less unanswered items and without any indication of systematic response pattern are retained for data analysis. Conversely, for treating missing data points in Section A of the questionnaire, the mean of nearby points among items are imputed in each missing case. 

3.4 EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS OF AN-PLBQ VI
Specifically, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is used at this stage of the research to explore the inter-relationships among a set of variables (Pallant, 2007) and associating it with the development of theory. In other words, at this moment, all eighty-nine (89) items of the AN-PLBS VI are factor analyzed to further refine the new scale (Hinkin, 1998). Commonly, factor analysis allows the reduction of a set of observed variables to a smaller set of variables by discovering simple patterns in the pattern of relationships among the variables. In particular, it seeks to determine if the observed variables can be explained largely or entirely in terms of a much smaller number of variables called factors. In fact, factor analysis is the most commonly used analytic technique for data reduction and refining constructs (Ford, McCallum & Tait, 1986) and a useful analytic tool that can tell us what reliability coefficients cannot on the important properties of a scale (DeVellis, 2003). Factor analysis can help us to determine empirically how many constructs, or latent variables, or factors underlie a set of items (DeVellis, 2003).

The “AN-Policy Leadership Behaviours Version I” (AN-PLBQ VI) instrument contains a bank of eighty nine (89) items that attempt to measure thirteen various behavioral aspects of policy leadership. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is necessary to determine if these 89 items can be organized or grouped into a smaller set of underlying factors, since these 89 items are just too detailed for presentation purposes. 
The closing result of the exploratory factor analysis of AN-PLBQ VI gives a Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin (KMO) value of 0.885 for 61 items left which is considered meritorious and exceeding the recommended value of 0.6 (Kaiser, 1970, 1974). The degree of common variance among the 61 items is meritorious, where if factor analysis is conducted, the factors extracted account for a commendable and substantial amount of variance. The Barlett’s Test of Sphericity (Barlett, 1954) χ2 (1830) =10451.253, p < 0.000, indicated that correlations between items were sufficiently large for principal component analysis and highly significant.  The principal component analysis revealed the presence of new 13 components with eigenvalues exceeding one, explaining 64.942 percent of the total variance explained. None of the sixty-one (61) items have communalities values less than 0.50. 
This finding had lead to some kind of interpretable factor structure outcome as it relates to this research. The internal consistency reliabilities for each of the new factor after exploratory factor analysis is calculated, where a large coefficient alpha, 0.7 for exploratory measures as state by Nunally (1978) provides an indication of a strong item covariance and suggests that the sampling domain has adequately been captured (Churchill, 1979). 
4.0 DISCUSSIONS
The present study used the AN-Policy Leadership Behaviours Questionnaire Version I (AN-PLBQ VI) concentrates on exploring the policy leadership behaviours of public school administrators located in Kuala Lumpur and Selangor, Malaysia. Clearly, the AN-PLBQ VI was developed to assess the policy leadership behaviours of an individual, the outcome of its factor structure after exploratory factor analysis revealed some combination of items that presents the ‘new’ factor.  

Factor 1 was labeled “ability to strategically plan for policy implementation” that contains eight (8) items with factor loadings ranging from .567 to .784. This factor remains as its original label but then there are two (2) items from the factor of “ability to maintain goal and policy referencing behaviour” that befall underneath this factor after exploratory factor analysis. Moreover, the previous factor label of “ability to keep policy current and aligned” is divided into “ability to keep policy current” as Factor 7 (3 items) and “ability to keep policy aligned” as Factor 11 (3 items). Factor 8 was named and identify as a new factor emerged from EFA where the four (4) items discuss the “ability to forge and nurture policy support” instead the initial factor “the ability to actively participate in policy process”. However, the factor “the ability to actively participate in the policy process” that composed of five (5) items in Factor 3 remains in this research. 

Factor 2 is unique after the EFA since items from three (3) original factors combined to make this factor. The items from the “ability to frame and select policy issues”, “ability to establish policy set for the organization” and “the ability maintain goal and policy referencing behaviour” composed the new Factor 2. After deep understanding of this result and discussions with Azahari Ismail, the researcher considers this Factor 2 should maintain as the “ability to frame and select policy issues” since the “ability to establish policy set for the organization” and “the ability maintains goal and policy referencing behaviour” are supposed to be embedded in the policy leadership behavioural components (Azahari Ismail, personal communication, 22 April 2015).

Finally, after performing EFA, thirteen (13) dimensions are captured on sixty one (61) items, where the original labels left in measuring policy leadership behaviours are as follows: (1) the ability to strategically plan for policy implementation, (2) ability to frame and select policy issues, (3) ability to actively participate in the policy process, (4) ability to establish and work towards a set vision, (5) ability to manage access to policy environment, (6) ability to forge and nurture an accommodating policy culture, (7) ability to manage public perception of policy, (8) ability to conduct policy scanning, (9) ability to conduct policy networking activities and (10) ability to strategically plan for policy advantage. The other three (3) dimensions are new and modified from its original label were made to match the emerging new factors that are: ability to keep policy current, (12) ability to keep policy aligned and ability to forge and nurture policy support.

5.0 CONCLUSION

This research study corresponds to an initial attempt to investigate the generalization of the AN-PLBQ Version I scale’s factor structure. Although policy actors may find this exploratory factor analysis results informative, it must be stressed that this study is only a preliminary and based on a relatively small sample from the population of public school administrators in Malaysia. Hence, future and further research on this matter need to utilize larger sample of public school administrators in Malaysia. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) should be applied to the AN-PLBQ Version I as it may extend the line of this research from exploration to explanationThe remaining sixty-one (61) items of the thirteen (13) “new” factors from the exploratory phase should be further analyzed using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to verify any underlying dimensions that may exist in understanding policy leadership. 
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