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ABSTRACT 

 

THE PERCEPTIONS OF ELEMENTARY SCHHOOL PRINCIPALS IN BAHRAIN 
ON THE PRINCIPAL EVALUATION SYSTEM AND ITS IMPACT ON 
INSTRUCTIONAL BEHAVIORS 
 
Mubarak Buti, Ph.D. 
 
George Mason University, 2019  
 
Dissertation Director: Dr. Robert G. Smith 
 

 

This dissertation explores the value principals perceive on evaluation or assessment to 

change instructional behaviors. Specifically, two research questions guided this 

investigation: 

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation of the 

process by which they are evaluated?    

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they are 

evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their students? 

The study of the relationship between principal instructional behaviors and 

students’ achievement has been a concern for the Ministry of Education for over 6 years 

in Bahrain and the CSB-PMS was the latest tool adopted to reduce this anxiety. However, 

no study was conducted to investigate principals’ perceptions regarding the impact of the 

CSB-PMS on instructional leadership behaviors. The purpose of this study, then, was to 
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explore whether, or the degree to which, the CSB-PMS process includes assessment of 

instructional leadership behaviors found to enhance student achievement. The study 

implemented in elementary schools in Bahrain, aimed to capture 10 principals’ 

perspectives at their school sites and 2 School District Heads’ experience regarding the 

phenomena in my questions and how principals’ instructional behaviors are impacted by 

the CSB-PMS. Although there is an ample literature of research, which has been 

conducted in the field of principal evaluation and instructional behaviors in the U.S., it 

remains difficult to apply these practices to Bahrain due to the specific needs of students 

in Bahrain.  

The semi-structured qualitative research design, conducted over two weeks, allowed 

for a thorough analysis. Findings reveled that principals do place a high value on the 

CSB-PMS implementation process. The principals in elementary schools do value the 

evaluation sequence and are aware of the three stages designed to track their growth. 

Moreover, it is the principal evaluation system that explicitly requires principals to 

demonstrate progress and commitment toward their instructional objectives. The CSB-

PMS is built to establish a culture of accountability, and is structured based on “smart” 

indicators for performance measurement and documentation strategies to evaluate and 

capture principals’ success, including a self- evaluation to highlight strengths and 

weaknesses.  

The answers to the second research question revealed numerous elements that 

seem to positively impact principal instructional behaviors and influence student 

achievement.  Apart from holding high expectations and interest for a well-structured and 
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organized CSB-PMS for instructional behaviors, the evaluation process required the 

involvement of the principal in setting relevant instructional goals, involvement in 

instructional and curriculum alignment, and preparations for and the development of 

innovative instruction. Additionally, influencing students’ achievement through 

constructive and instant feedback and establishing positive rapport with families in the 

community were perceived important to impacting instructional behaviors.  The 

identified themes constitute evidence that while instructional behaviors may not be the 

central focus; principals do depend on the CSB-PMS to lead them to exhibit innovative 

instructional behaviors. Results of this study suggest that there are key elements for 

potential engagement approaches to create more meaningful and relevant principal 

evaluation.  

Findings in this study suggested that the CSB-PMS plays a key role for all higher 

performers to ensure inclusion of the 5 effective instructional leader practices.  The most 

important instructional leader practice perceived by the higher performers group was the 

fourth dimension, influence students’ achievement through constructive and instant 

feedback.  

	
Also, it was explicitly clear in this study that the CSB-PMS makes an 

insignificant contribution toward lower performers displaying the five elements of 

effective instructional leadership behaviors because of the lack of coordination between 

the CSB, MoE and the SDHs.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

 
 

In this chapter, I will begin by introducing the readers to the Kingdom of 

Bahrain’s general profile.  Subsequently. I will describe the focus of this study and my 

intention to discover the key elements, which constitute instructional leadership in the 

principal evaluation system of Bahrain known as the Civil Service Bureau-Performance 

Management System (CSB-PMS) (2017). A statement of the problem then will be 

addressed to define the area of concern and explain the need for further investigation of 

the implementation process of the existing CSB-PMS and how it is perceived by 

elementary principals to impact instructional behaviors. A follow-up statement describes 

the conceptual framework to support the theory of my research study and introduces the 

reader to why my research problem was formulated based on the unified model for Hitt 

and Tucker (2016). Finally, I will provide a statement of my research questions.  

Kingdom of Bahrain General Profile 

An introduction describing the Kingdom of Bahrain’s general profile in the 

beginning of this chapter serves as background information. As an international student 

from Bahrain it was important that I demonstrate to the American readers the education 

structure, sources of funding for public education governance and supervision process in 

order to understand the educational system of the country. Giving enough informational 
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text about Bahrain, especially the education system, helps the reader to understand the 

context of this study. 

The Kingdom of Bahrain is a fully sovereign, independent Islamic Arab State. 

The regime of the Kingdom of Bahrain is that of a hereditary constitutional monarchy, as 

described in the Constitution (2002) and the special Royal Decree on inheritance No 12 

for the year 2012. The system of government in the Kingdom of Bahrain is democratic, 

sovereignty being in the hands of the people, the source of all powers. Citizens, both men 

and women, are entitled to participate in public affairs and may enjoy political rights, 

including the right to vote and to stand for elections. The system of government is based 

on a separation of the legislative, executive and judicial authorities while maintaining 

cooperation between them in accordance with the provisions of the Constitution. 

The total population in Bahrain recently reached 1.4 million people, including 

Bahraini and non-Bahrainis. The Central Informatics Organization (2019) illustrates that 

the Bahraini society is considered a young one, where 60% of the population is under 24 

years old. This places a heavy burden on the government, which provides a free 

education. However, the government regards the social services, especially education, as 

on the top of its agenda of development plans and the distribution of financial resources.  

Bahrain's educational policy stems from the text of its Constitution, which guarantees the 

right to free education. Given the importance and high status of education, it has been 

able to achieve important major developments in Bahrain; at all levels. This has been 

largely achieved by constant support to education in the Kingdom exerted by the top 

leadership.   
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Bahrain has achieved the first place among Arab countries by achieving 

remarkable quantitative successes in education, which according to the Arab level 

indicators concerning Education For All (EFA, 2007). However, it was necessary to meet 

the qualitative challenges, which focus on ensuring the quality of education and output. 

Bahrain is very much aware of the importance of these challenges, and has been paying 

education special consideration and great care since the beginning of the last century 

when the first formal boys’ school was established in 1919 according to the Ministry of 

Education web portal (2019). 

Education Structure 

The Ministry of Education (MoE) exerts all the efforts and potentials to achieve 

the EFA goals, as well as the preparation of a developmental educational vision and the 

various developmental programs (2003). These programs were approved by the Council 

of Ministers, and included the essential elements, which the Ministry of Education (MoE) 

is undertaking.  The MoE has been able to finalize the Education Law which was issued 

in 2005.  

The educational system in Bahrain follows a ladder of nine years of basic education, 

which includes both the elementary and the middle stages, and 3 years of secondary 

education.  

Elementary education is compulsory in Bahrain, for nine years of schooling and 

all school age children, ages 6-14 enroll either in public or private school.  Education at 

all stages in public schools is not coeducational, as there are schools for boys and others 

for girls, with teaching staff and administration also of the same sex.  However, there are 
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some primary boys schools, where the teaching and administrative staff are female. The 

educational sector in Bahrain receives special care and attention by the government as the 

Kingdom seeks to adhere to the financing of educational services in all public schools 

within the government's budget. The Constitution guarantees free public EFA at all 

school stages (basic and secondary education of its various tracks).  

The MoE has restructured its organization in addition to implementing a number 

of education reforms and my focus in this study was to investigate one of these reforms, 

specifically principal evaluation which is part of a larger reform described by the ministry 

as behavioral, social and emotional programs.  These education reforms were designed to 

improve the school environment, and to upgrade teaching of English language, 

mathematics and science. Moreover, these efforts are joined by initiatives to upgrade the 

curriculum to accommodate modern concepts on the environment, community service, 

the revolution of information and communication technology (ICT), and the promotion of 

the concepts of identity, citizenship and human rights. The MoE continues in its efforts to 

implement the remaining phases of the developmental vision to include educational 

supervision, private education, vocational and academic counseling to students, and the 

development of the elementary and middle stages; and the preparation and the training of 

the personnel in the Ministry. 

Sources of Funding for Public Education 

The government is the main source of funding for education and educational 

services, which include the establishment, furnishing and maintenance of schools, and the 

provision of teachers, textbooks, teaching materials and transportation.  To implement the 
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Constitution’s statements, Education Law No. 27 of 2005 focused on the right to free and 

compulsory education. Moreover, the Kingdom of Bahrain Constitution (2002), Article 

Two of the Education Law, states that: "Education is a right that the state guarantees for 

all its citizens….” And Article Six of this Law, emphasizes the right to compulsory 

education, and the commitment of the Kingdom to provide it, stating that: "basic 

education is the right for children who reach the age of six at the beginning of the school 

year, and the Kingdom is committed to providing it to them, and required parents or 

guardians to implement it, at least over the nine-year course of study, and the Minister is 

to issue the necessary decisions for its organization and implementation of the 

requirement for the parents and guardians" (p. 28). 

Governance and Supervision 

The MoE has developed its organizational structure according to the Decrees no. 

53 of 2005 and no. 29 of 2006, to respond to the MoE’s development requirements and to 

achieve greater efficiency in the administrative process, in line with the developmental 

education vision, objectives and programs. The MoE structure has been developed to 

ensure the flow of functions and balanced responsibilities according to the principle of 

centralized planning and decentralized implementation. However, each principal reports 

to a specific directorate as follows: Directorate of Elementary schools, Directorate of 

Middle schools or Directorate of Secondary Schools. In this regard, the MoE took the 

necessary measures for implementing the School District Heads System (SDH), in which 

each directorate assigns a few SDHs to supervise their schools in the four governorates: 

the Capital, Northern, Southern and Muharraq.  
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Evaluation as a concept has been widely used in all aspects of our daily life 

to continually assess actions and behaviors. The use of evaluation has played an 

important role in measuring, shaping and improving peoples’ behaviors to impact 

student achievement.  There are various ways evaluation can be used and purposes 

it can serve in the organization. As Coryn, Noakes, Westine and Schröter (2010) 

described, there are three kinds of use: instrumental (or findings), enlightenment 

(or conceptual), and symbolic (or persuasive). In this context, Patton (1997) 

described “the intentional use of different phases of an evaluation to help 

stakeholders acquire new understanding about the entity being evaluated, the 

evaluative process and evaluator skills” (p. 6). Although evaluation of principals 

has taken different directions, Thomas (2000) and Green (2004a) believe the 

primary purpose is to accomplish the annual evaluation required by the school 

district.  

To clearly communicate the expected school responsibilities, an evaluation 

tool is used to assess  the principals in public schools execution of their job 

responsibilities in line with the MoE developmental education vision, objectives 

and programs.  According to Hvidston (2015), “similar to teachers, principals 

require accurate feedback from evaluation systems to meet students’ improvement 

goals and district expectations” (p. 109). However, the implementation of the 

principal evaluation system requires a successful operational process with effective 

components of instructional leadership behaviors to improve student achievement. 

Harrison and Peterson (1988) made a similar argument regarding the importance 
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of aligning principals’ goals with expectations to reduce ambiguity, confusion and 

inconsistency in the evaluation system.       

 Principal evaluation also served as a powerful tool to provide direction and 

influence certain instructional behaviors for the purpose of achieving a specific 

goal and conveying the school vision.  The principal evaluation is an instrument, 

which can increase the congruence between principal evaluation and the national 

performance standards set by the Ministry of Education. Catano and Stronge 

(2006) described the value of evaluation and how it could influence the principal 

to become a facilitator and offer high quality learning to students by stressing the 

alignment of principal expectations with job responsibilities by using written 

documentation. Moreover, Hallinger (2005) referred to the importance of being 

“visible in classrooms” and including this leadership practice as an instructional 

behavior within the principal evaluation process.  The intention of including 

classroom visits as a leadership practice in the evaluation system is to create a 

supportive organization for learning with systematic and timely feedback. 

Goldring (2015) supported the idea of feedback as an instructional behavior and 

put emphasis on the importance of voicing feedback through evaluation because it 

provides principals an opportunity to alter or regulate their behaviors according to 

the standards.  Goldring (2009) elaborated on the importance of principal 

evaluation from a leadership dimension, urging leaders to use principal assessment 

as “a benchmarking tool for essential personnel functions such as documentation 

and compensation as well as for continuous development purposes” (p. 20). While 
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it was clear from previous studies conducted on principal evaluation that principals 

are evaluated to assess their effectiveness in school improvement, it can also 

“serve as a powerful tool by identifying gaps between existing practices and 

desired outcomes” (p. 20).  

This research uncovered potential instructional leadership behaviors, 

practices and policies to supplement the current CSB-PMS process in Bahrain and 

empower elementary school principals with empirical findings, which could be 

incorporated to improve student achievement.  

Focus of the Study 

The focus of this study was to discover the key elements, which constitute 

instructional leadership in the current evaluation system of Bahrain: the Performance 

Management System (PMS), and the important pillars for effective principal evaluation 

standards, which resulted in impacting instructional leadership behaviors of public 

elementary school principals. I sought to apply the outcomes of this study of the 

education system in the Kingdom of Bahrain to support the ongoing education reforms, 

especially in relation to improving student learning through assessing and improving, if 

needed, elementary principal evaluation and elementary principal instructional leadership 

behaviors.  Reviewing the current principal evaluation practices used in the United States 

to inform my knowledge and understanding about the essential pillars which constitute 

instructional leadership behaviors has yielded theories and models to apply, as 

appropriate, to principal evaluation in Bahrain.  These evaluation theories and models 

supported my study by contributing to an evaluation framework, which included planning 
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methods, guidance management processes and effective leader behaviors. In this study, I 

presented results of a comprehensive review of principal leadership assessment, including 

the standards, instrumentation and processes to understand best practices in selected 

states in the United States. Those states included Washington D.C. (although not a state, 

D.C. is treated as one and maintains a “state” office), Maryland, Virginia, California, 

(using Los Angeles as a representative of the state), Tennessee and Texas. This review of 

these principal evaluation systems was informed by Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) definition 

of effective leader behaviors. My analyses of both the general literature in the field of 

principal evaluation and the use of the 6 evaluation models were intended to provide an 

in-depth look at what and how districts and states evaluate principals to change 

instructional leadership behaviors and hence improve student outcomes. 

Statement of the Problem 

In Bahrain the role of the principal has been changed as a result of the education 

reform initiatives introduced since 2005 as part of a comprehensive strategy for 

revamping the education system. Principals are playing bigger roles in instructional 

decision-making, including counseling and evaluating teachers rather than being solely 

occupied with daily administrative work. However, a lack of empirically supported 

practices on how to implement the Performance Management System (PMS) to 

significantly impact instructional behaviors is still unresolved. The described processes, 

steps to be followed, and forms to be completed to ensure consistent and effective 

application of the PMS has not been studied to assess the degree of impact on directing 

principal instructional behaviors. Moreover, a preliminary report on the training needs 
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and competencies of school practitioners in Bahrain (2007), identified this gap of not 

knowing how the principal evaluation supports effective instructional leadership and 

behaviors and the need to create a system to determine how best these needs may be 

addressed (p. 3). Additionally, the continuation of the trend of regressive policies, 

specifically the requirement that principals evaluate teachers on the basis of a mandatory 

bell curve which does not allow them to evaluate teachers accurately or fairly remains a 

concern in the CSB-PMS. Principals feel under- appreciated because of the forced 

ranking policy to evaluate teachers according to the required distribution of 5% Far 

Exceeds Expectations (FE), 10% Exceeds Expectations (EE), 70% Meets Expectations 

(ME), 10% Partially meets Expectations (PE) and 5% Needs Improvement (NI).  The 

applied bell curve in the CSB-PMS widened the gap between how principals in 

elementary schools in Bahrain value the CSB-PMS process, as perceived by themselves 

and their school district heads, against the CSB-PMS’s needs. This confirmed that even 

after replacing the old PMS (see below) with the new CSB-PMS, principals were 

assessed based on misaligned goals, which are not appropriate for improving instructional 

behaviors in elementary schools in Bahrain.  

In phone interviews conducted with two of my contacts including an 

undersecretary (A. Latifa, personal communication, May 20, 2017) and a former project 

manager to develop the principal evaluation at the Ministry of Education (A. Mohamed, 

personal communication, June 17, 2017), I found that neither the Ministry of Education 

nor the Civil Service Bureau (CSB) has analyzed the impact of the common Civil Service 

Competency framework for Performance Management System (PMS) on principal 
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instructional behaviors. The previous principal PMS had been implemented for six years 

since 2009 and was replaced by the CSB-PMS current system in 2014 that was designed 

for all government workers, including employees in schools. Learning that no study of 

evaluation of principals in Bahrain had been conducted on the previous and the current 

systems, especially for the school principals, was damaging to the reputation of the CSB-

PMS. The Civil Service behavioral competency framework for PMS is based on the 

Government of Bahrain’s civil service values and strategic priorities. However, I learned 

from the Assistant Undersecretary of Planning and Information that no one from the 

Ministry of Education (MoE) is working on or researching the effectiveness of the 

principal evaluation standards of the PMS in informing the MoE on what practices 

constitute instructional leadership.  The phone interview with the second principal 

confirmed that the CSB never measured the change of the principals’ leadership 

behaviors after the introduction of the new PMS design to schools in Bahrain. Finally, the 

third contact, who is a team member in the education reform at the ministry, confirmed 

that an analysis was never conducted to reveal the effectiveness of leader instructional 

behaviors after using the new system compared to their effectiveness under the old 

Principal Evaluation System.  

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework I used for studying principal instructional behaviors 

was grounded in the review of research literature by Hitt and Tucker (2016), which 

focused on studies of effective educational leader behaviors.  I decided to use this study 

because it was worthy for my research topic and it combined three different frameworks, 
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which defined effective leader instructional behaviors. First, Leithwood (2012) displayed 

his definition of effective leader behaviors in the Ontario Leadership Framework (OLF). 

Second, Murphy et al. (2006) developed the Learning-Centered Leadership Framework 

(LCL), a 360°assessment tool for school leaders. Third, Sebring et al. (2006) developed 

an empirical guidance framework to practitioners known as The Essential Supports 

Framework (ES).  

Figure 1, the conceptual framework, was used to describe how the unified model 

by Hitt and Tucker (2016) has vital pillars, which constitute the key elements for 

instructional leadership.  This unified model includes five principal instructional 

leadership behaviors that guided my research in exploring whether the Civil Service 

Bureau -Performance Management System (CSB-PMS).  reflected these kinds of 

behaviors.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework   

 
 
   

 
Research Questions 

The goal for this study, was to explore principals’ perceptions of the current 

system of evaluating elementary principals’ instructional leader behaviors in Bahrain and 

provide indications of ways to increase the evaluation system’s impact on principal 

instructional behaviors as defined by the Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) unified model of 

effective leader practices.  Additionally, this study was designed to yield suggestions 
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regarding ways that the Performance Management System (PMS) may be implemented to 

meet the expectations of the principals as well as the expectations of the education system 

in Bahrain. Furthermore, I hoped to compare the instructional leadership practices used in 

the PMS of Bahrain with the practices described by Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) unified 

model and identify how the strategies used by the U.S. states that I studied might be 

applied to Bahrain. Through interviews of principals and a comparative document 

analysis, I hoped to develop and present valuable results for the Ministry of Education to 

consider for improving evaluation of elementary principals.  

Two research questions guided this investigation:  

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the 

implementation of the process by which they are evaluated?  

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they 

are evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their 

students? 
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CHAPTER TWO 

 
 

 Literature Review- Overview 

Chapter Two is divided into three sections. First, I reviewed the Bahrain Performance 

Management System (PMS). Second, I compared six principal evaluation systems in the 

United States of America. Third, I reviewed the relevant studies with a focus on principal 

evaluation assessment and its impact on instructional behavior to improve student 

outcomes. Each section in Chapter Two was guided by the two research questions to 

ensure the literature pertains to the purpose of this study: 

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation 

of the process by which they are evaluated?  

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they 

are evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their 

students? 

 

Section One: Principal Evaluation in Bahrain.  

Standard. The Performance Management System (PMS) of the Civil 

Service Bureau (CSB) of Bahrain clearly identified a standards-based education 

system to instruct, grade and measure student outcomes based on principals’ 
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performance. The Civil Service behavioral competency framework for the PMS is 

based on the Government of Bahrain’s civil service values and strategic priorities.  

The Civil Service Competency framework for the PMS has three 

competency dimensions: a) Leadership, b) Core, and c) Entity-Specific. Each 

dimension has a set of competencies to be used in the performance management 

system: 

 
 

 

 

Figure 2. The three competency dimensions of the Bahrain Civil Service competency 
framework 
 
 
 

The reporting system is based on a framework demonstrating how principals 

progress from a basic developing self to more complex strategic level behavioral 

competencies.  In Bahrain, the CSB-PMS is based on a total of 9 core behavioral and 
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leadership competencies across all civil service entities where each employee is evaluated 

on 4 - 6 competencies.  Managers and senior level staff (grade 9 and above) are evaluated 

on the 3 Leadership Competencies plus up to 3 Core Behavioral and/or Entity-Specific 

competencies. According to the PMS guide, all professional employees (4 to 8) were 

evaluated on 4 - 6 core behavioral and/or entity-specific competencies. Where applicable, 

in cases where entity-specific competencies are used, the total should not exceed three. 

Finally, each competency is supposed to have 4 levels of proficiency that are mapped to 

the job hierarchy/grade level at the Ministry of Education. Depending on the years of 

service and experience the principal starting level is not less than a Managerial Level and 

not higher than a Senior Level.  

1- Strategic Management (e.g., Director and above)- Grade 9 or- 10.  

2- Senior Management (e.g., Chiefs/ Section Heads/ Principal)- Grade 8 or 9. 

3- Managerial (e.g., Sr. Specialist/ Assistant Principal)- Grade 7.  

4- Professionals (e.g., Specialist/ Officers)- Grade 4 or 6. 

 
The CSB-PMS describes the competency dimensions as follow (A) Leadership including 

1.Strategic Outlook, 2. Leading People and 3. Driving Change; (B) Core Behavioral 

including,  

1. Developing Self, 2. Collaboration & Teamwork, 3. Customer Service Orientation, 4. 

Professionalism, 5.Resource Management, 6.Result Orientation; and (C) Entity Specific.  

In addition to Leadership Competencies and CSB’s Core Behavioral competencies, 

employees have the option to use entity-specific competencies (technical/behavioral) 

depending on school needs. For example, building a protective school culture and 
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preventing the development of problem behavior through instruction and environmental 

redesign with the focus on the concept of citizenship might constitute a worthy entity 

specific competence on which a principal would work 

Instrument. The competency evaluation tool states that: “Each employee will 

select and agree on 4-6 competencies in the Section 2: Competencies of the Individual 

Performance Planning and Review Form as shown below” (p. 6):  

Managers should be evaluated on 3 leadership competencies and could choose 

between 3 from core behavioral competencies or develop entity-specific competencies 

upon the SDH approval.  Each employee will be mapped to a specific competency level 

based on organizational hierarchy and grade and all employees will be given the same 

prescribed weight for each of the competencies (e.g. 25% for 4, 20% for 5 and 16.6%for 

6 ). A detailed competency dictionary is provided for each employee, differentiated by 

the employee’s job position in the organizational hierarchy. The assistant principals are 

evaluated based on the Managerial Level, assigned to grade 8 or 9 and, principals are 

evaluated based on the Senior Management Level, assigned to grade 9 or 10.  
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Table 1 

Competency Evaluation Procedure 
 

Competency  
Type  

Competency 
Code  

Competencies  
(6 out of 12) 

Required Level  
àMastery àAdvanced 
àIntermediate àEntry  

Comments 
behavioral 
evidence  

Weighting Year End 
Rating  

End 
Weighting 
rating score  
 

Core  CSB 01-DS Developing Self       
Core CSB02-CT Collaboration 

& Teamwork  
     

Core CSB03-PR Professionalism       
Core CSB04-CS Customer 

Service 
Orientation  

     

Core CSB05-RD Result 
Orientation  

     

Core CSB06-RM Resource 
Management  

     

Leadership  CSB07-LP Leading people       
Leadership  CSB08-DC Driving change       
Leadership  CSB09-SO Strategic 

Outlook  
     

Entity  ENT10-XY -      
Entity ENT11-XY -      
Entity ENT12-XY -      
Overall 
Competencies Rating  
Weighting (1)x By 
rating  (2)/100= (3) 

     
 
 
100 
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Moreover, there are specific forms the CSB designed for all employees, including 

the principals, to ensure:  

(1) The first section in the evaluation form is for setting individual goals for the 

employee, along with identifying the competencies at the beginning of the evaluation 

cycle.  

(2) The second section in the evaluation form is to inform the principals regularly of their 

performance, using a quarterly performance assessment to evaluating the performance in 

the middle of the academic year in June.  

(3) The third section in the evaluation form then will take the principals to the final 

evaluation step at the end of the academic year in the month of December. This step is to 

inform principals of their performance based on the objectives and competencies set in 

the beginning. 

 (4) The last section in the evaluation form is completed in the final evaluation cycle and 

is used to record rewards, training needs and promotions for principals based on their 

performance.   

Using individual development plans (IDPs) to accomplish principal goals. To 

produce effective leader behaviors, the CSB-PMS aims to develop principals’ skills and 

assist individuals to achieve their goals using IDPs. A form named IDP is implemented 

for principals to focus on addressing their strengths and weaknesses with guided and 

planned activities designed to match the standards. This guided expectations section, 

along with the expected time frame section, is to help individuals develop and master all 

the listed competencies through training and professional development. The ultimate goal 
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of the IDPs is to motivate the principals, and encourage them to focus on priorities and 

identify professional development opportunities that will allow them to perform better in 

their jobs and to reach their goals.  

Process of goals generation and establishing indicators. The evaluation of 

principals is guided by the Ministry of Education which provides strategic goals for the 

School District Head along with the school principals who are responsible to coordinate 

and choose one goal and generate 3 additional ones linked to the original strategic goal. 

According to the PMS guide, the principal has the full discretion to choose one goal from 

the strategic goals to match the school improvement strategy, knowing that the principal 

wants to achieve these goals based on a written action plan. An important step in the 

CSB-PMS process is the tool that helps to demonstrate how principals accomplish their 

objectives. This step illustrates how the principals are responsible to follow up with their 

School District Head to indicate how they have achieved the set goals. In addition, 

principals must establish measures used to determine how well a result has been achieved 

for each particular goal. Generating these indicators along with each goal is intended to 

assist the principal to determine how well the result has been achieved as well as 

monitoring education quality.  

 
The procedure includes completing the first three sections (Principal goals and 

objectives, Competencies and IDPs) before the principal will be eligible to complete 

Section 4- Final Evaluation Results, which describes the general appraisal performance 

for the principal for one full academic year, including specific remarks from the School 

District Head. According to the brief phone interview with the first principal, it was 
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confirmed that there are about 20 School District Heads and each is in charge of 14 

principals in a primary, intermediate or secondary level of the formal education in 

Bahrain. 

To put the plan into effect, the objectives and competencies of the CSB-PMS 

were designed to balance the performance rating and manage the process for all 

employees, including the principals. As described in Table 2 below, identified in the 

implementation guideline in the CSB-PMS, the principals under the grade level of 

leadership are evaluated with overall objectives set at 70% for leadership competencies 

and overall core and entity- specific behaviors. Teachers under the grade level of “all 

others/ support staff” are evaluated with overall objectives weighted at 30% and overall 

competencies at 70% because teachers’ responsibilities in the school are evaluated based 

on a different set of standards.   

 
 

Table 2 
Implementation Guidelines for Objectives and Competencies  

 

 
 
 

Section Two: Principal Evaluation in the U.S.  

In this section, I review the American evaluation approaches applied by various 

American states with particular attention to their standards, processes and 
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instrumentation. I reviewed the guidelines for performance standards and evaluation 

criteria for principals in the United States by selecting a few important states including 

Washington D.C. (I treat Washington, D.C. as a state because it maintains a “state 

superintendent’s office” which is responsible for developing and evaluating principal and 

teacher evaluation), Maryland, Virginia, Tennessee, Texas and California (using Los 

Angeles as a representative of California districts) to learn their policies and activities for 

evaluating principals. The principal evaluation system of MD and TX were selected as 

part of this study because they recently made changes in their systems in 2016. The 

ultimate goal of this section was to reveal the impact of these principal evaluations on 

instructional leadership behaviors and student learning outcomes.  This section also 

helped me to review findings and developments of principal evaluation assessment in 

these states, including evaluation practices used by principals and policies applied by 

each state. Additionally, these findings were used to inform my knowledge and compare 

the different evaluation strategies schools use to determine the extent of target 

achievements based on the performance standards, instruments and processes.  

Performance standards for principals (PSP). The purpose of the Performance 

Standards for Principals (PSP) in the states I chose (D.C., MD, VA, TN, TX and L.A. to 

represent California districts) were primarily used to illustrate the importance of 

supporting the principals in collecting data based on clear job expectations to ensure that 

principal evaluation is of high quality.  

The principal evaluation in the District of Columbia (D.C.) was structured for the 

purpose of strengthening principals’ professional abilities and improving their 
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instructional skills to impact student achievement. The standards for principals in D.C. 

were established to promote literacy, numeracy and instructional skills to improve 

teaching and learning. Moreover, according to the Teacher and Leader Evaluation 

System Requirements (2012) and the New Leaders Principal Evaluation Handbook 

(2014) an additional 5 standards were used to promote quality leadership as well as to 

reach the ultimate goal of the principal evaluation in D.C. and guarantee outstanding 

achievement for all students using the following leadership standards: 

“Shared vision, school culture, and family engagement.  

Learning and teaching  

Talent management  

Strategic planning and system 

Personal leadership and growth” (p. 27).  

The Education Reform Act 2010 was adopted by the state of Maryland “to create new 

expectations for their principals” (p. 6). The Education Reform Act 2010 was followed 

by the establishment of a law to allow a “consistent and fair system to identify, support 

and reward effective principals and exit the ineffective principals from the school” (p. 6). 

Additionally, the State of Maryland Principal Evaluation Model (2012) was based on 

qualitative professional practice measures and quantitative student growth measures. The 

Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) (2013) document includes performance standards 

and a student growth component to ensure principal effectiveness. The SLOs were also 

considered an integral part of a comprehensive educator system because its purpose was 

to focus on student learning, engage principals in a learning conversation and use 
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evidence of student growth for professional development that would result in 

instructional improvement.  

Similarly, the school boards in Virginia were required to follow Virginia Code in 

developing and implementing a principal evaluation system consistent with the Uniform 

Principal Performance Standards. According to the Guidelines for Uniform Performance 

Standards and Evaluation Criteria for Principals (2015), the principal evaluation system 

in Virginia was designed based on the six standards to allow principals to use the 

evaluation as a tool to benchmark, document and assess leadership effectiveness. The 

evaluation tool also helped principals to focus on instructional leadership behaviors that 

were associated with increased student learning. The Virginia guideline describes the “six 

performance standards: Instructional Leadership, School Climate, Human Resources 

Management, Organizational Management, Communication and Community Relations, 

Professionalism and Student Academic Progress” (p. 4). Most important, the Code of 

Virginia required evaluating the principal by addressing the seventh standard, Student 

Academic Progress (SAP) component of the evaluation, which “accounts for 40 percent 

of the principal’s summative evaluation” (p. 4).  

The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM, 2017) was slightly different 

from Maryland and Virginia because it was based on jointly developing a vision with 

stakeholders that focuses on a building culture to improve teaching and learning.  The 

Tennessee Instructional Leadership Standards (TILS, 2013) used for this model 

emphasized the importance of professional learning and growth standards to transform 

principals during their careers to be effective instructional leaders. Moreover, the 
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Tennessee evaluation operated based on the “belief that an ethical behavior permeates 

activities and actions to create an effective instructional leader”(p. 5).  The following 

standards were used to ensure that principals offer learning to all children: A. 

Instructional Leadership for Continuous Improvement, B: Culture for Teaching and 

Learning, C: Professional Learning and Growth and D: Resource Management.  To 

reiterate, the purpose of the Tennessee principal evaluation as noted in the model 

description was “to provide high quality feedback that deepens skills and improves leader 

performance, leading to increased student learning” (p. 5). The TEAM performance 

standards were evidently related to student outcomes and were designed to help 

principals develop their instructional leadership style using a clear set of indicators to 

directly impact student achievement.  

Texas also used performance standards to improve principal leadership 

effectiveness.  The five Texas principal standards along with their indicators were used in 

the Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System (TPESS, 2014) to guide principals 

through a seven-step evaluation process. These standards were used to improve school 

productivity and increase student achievement by helping principals to reflect on their 

leadership improvement through the timeline and schedule.  The Texas Standards for 

Principals (TSP) was also used as a guide for principals to improve their effectiveness. In 

addition, according to the TSP, addressing instructional leadership as the 1st standard that 

principals are responsible for was “…to prioritize instruction and student achievement” 

for principal growth and development (p. 12).  The TSP guide was designed to develop a 

clear meaning of high-quality instruction and implementation of best practices. Using the 
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instructional leadership standards allowed the principals to “align the curriculum content 

with the state standards by using a set of indicators to monitor and inform the 

instructional intervention strategies” (p. 12).   

Different from all the other states, the federal State Fiscal Stabilization Fund 

(SFSF) program funds California’s principal evaluation system (2012). The program 

required the state to collect data from local education agencies about practices used to 

evaluate principals and produce a summary report to help California’s decision-makers. 

However, the program did not require the state to produce a report about their findings 

but the local education agency was required to post the principal evaluation results. This 

being said, the evaluation system was based on the California standards for the teaching 

profession and the SFSF was required to report the student achievement outcomes or 

student growth data. According to the California Professional Standards for Education 

Leaders (CPSEL) the system was built for the purpose of “…developing and supporting 

administrators to become excellent education leaders” (p. 3). By reviewing the CPSEL, I 

understood that the system attempted to ensure achieving this goal through 6 identified 

standards with their elements and indicators to support “quality preparation, induction, 

and ongoing professional learning” (p. 3).  

Processes for evaluating principals.  In the District of Columbia, the principal 

evaluation process had specific components for performance to ensure an on-going and 

meaningful evaluation. These components were included to support principals and 

provide recommendations and guidance for the implementation of the standards in order 

to enhance the leadership quality throughout the school academic year. The process 
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started with the identification of the standards and then indicators for the principals to 

support the standards. Next, the self-assessment to be completed by the principal in the 

fall and the spring included a review of all the expectations, goals and plans in a mid-year 

evaluation conference. The principal then analyzed the achievements using a set of 

indicators to plan for improvement as needed with continuous monitoring and site visit 

documentation to conduct the end-of-the-year evaluation conference.  

Maryland’s principal evaluation model was designed based on the concept of 

professional development with more emphasis on the element of training than the other 

state evaluations. Two essential components were applied to evaluate the Maryland 

principals and rate their performances.   The first component was the Qualitative 

Measures (50%) and was used to rate the principal’s performance and it included 

elements such as planning, instruction, classroom environment and professional 

responsibilities. The Maryland model allowed principals the freedom to include other 

local priorities based on what was best for the students. For example, this flexibility was 

highlighted in the model to show the importance of instructional leadership behaviors and 

the level of discretion principals have in Maryland to choose a priority component to 

improve classroom instruction through professional development. Simply, the process of 

Maryland principal evaluation offered knowledge and skills that enabled principals to 

stay in the profession.  

The second component was, Quantitative Measures (50%) and was used to rate 

principals’ performance for student growth and to support him or her to yield decisions 

based on performance standards. The Maryland State principal model determined the 
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student growth measures by collaboratively developing Student Learning Objectives 

(SLOs) with evaluators based on the performance of the school.  In determining the 

impact for principal evaluation, the Maryland model required that the elementary and 

middle school use 20% to define the SLOs, and the reading, math and school 

performance index each weigh 10%. However, for the high school principals, the 

evaluation tool calculated their growth measure counting 30% on Student Learning 

Objectives and 20% on the School Performance Index. The Maryland Instructional 

leadership Model was designed based on the premise the all principals in Maryland could 

continue to improve and be effective leaders.  

 
 
Table 3 
Growth Measures for Maryland Principals (50%) 
 

Elementary/Middle School  High School  

Student Learning 
Objectives  

20%  Student Learning 
Objectives  

30%     

MSA: Reading  10%  School 
Performance Index 

20% 

MSA: Math  10%  - - 
School Performance 
Index 

10% - - 

Total 50% Total 50%  
 

 

Moreover, the evaluation system in Maryland was structured to determine the 

impact of principal evaluation on students’ growth. The Maryland Principal Evaluation 

Model (2012) was based on the SLOs and an integral part of a comprehensive educator 



      
 

30 
 

effectiveness system because it focused on the students’ growth components. The process 

combined student-learning, support for conversational approaches about instruction and 

assessment, and allowed principals to use evidence of student growth to guide 

professional development for instructional improvement purposes.  

In the same way, the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) (2017) 

used Tennessee value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) as part of the principal 

evaluation procedure to help principals assess high quality teachers’ distribution across 

the school community while creating incentives to attract and retain them. Additionally, 

the data serve and inform principals on the type of interventions that need to be 

implemented with the students and guide principals on the areas of support to teachers 

and needed changes of practices. Four categories related to principal performance were 

assessed to ensure that principals offer learning to all children. The categories are: A: 

Instructional Leadership for Continuous Improvement, B: Culture for Teaching and 

Learning, C: Professional Learning and Growth and D: Resource Management.  

The TEAM process emphasized the importance of school vision, research to 

inform development and the use of multiple indicators as evidence to measure growth. 

The TEAM process of scoring was designed to allow principals to show growth during 

the school year. The scoring procedure was based on two cycles of evidence collection 

with the focus on following standards:  

First Cycle 

A: Instructional Leadership for Continuous Improvement 

 B: Culture for Teaching and Learning  
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C: Professional Learning and Growth  

Second Cycle: standards were designed to ensure that principals offer learning to all 

children, coupled with feedback conversations at the end of the school year. The TEAM 

process ended with a summative bridge conference to advise and support the principals 

for the next academic year.  

A: Instructional Leadership for Continuous Improvement 

B: Culture for Teaching and Learning  

C: Professional Learning and Growth  

D: Resource Management  

On the other hand, the process of principal evaluation in Virginia used a 

documenting strategy to monitor principal performance and align 5 multiple data sources 

with performance standards. The documentation process with principals in Virginia was 

used to determine whether they were meeting the performance standards. Furthermore, 

the state allowed principals to replace or design data sources in a manner that best fits 

local needs in the interest of increasing the accuracy of feedback on principal 

performance. The Virginia principal evaluation system also measured principal 

effectiveness by assessing whether instructional leadership behaviors fostered the success 

of all students by facilitating the development, communication, implementation, and 

evaluation of a shared vision of teaching and learning. More importantly, the Uniform 

Performance Standards and Evaluation of Virginia (2012) incorporated student academic 

progress as a significant component of the evaluation process, while encouraging local 

flexibility in implementation. For elementary and middle school principals, at least 20% 
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of the principal evaluation is comprised of academic progress based on a table of data 

which represented the progress of students in the school, provided by the Virginia 

Department of Education, and another 20% to evaluate students’ academic progress 

goals. However, for high school principal evaluation, 40% of the evaluation was based on 

growth on student academic progress goals.   

The Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System (TPESS) (2014) was unique 

and comprised of two components, and this is the reason why it was different from other 

systems. First, was the seven-step evaluation process between the principal and the 

supervisor, which clearly specified actions and activities, allowing the principal to keep 

track of his/her professional growth. The process provided a starting point with an 

orientation, prior to the beginning of the new academic year, and an end of year goal 

setting conference, which was performed once all performance data had been received 

and analyzed.  The second system of the TPESS was the evaluation system process itself, 

which was designed with a timeline to ensure consistency and fidelity in the procedure.  

In Los Angles, student achievement outcomes were used as performance 

evaluation criteria. The Los Angeles principal evaluation had three common focus 

elements identified by the district: ensured high quality professional development; 

conducted formal and informal observations; and provided actionable feedback to the 

staff. Part of the Los Angeles evaluation process was to have the principal cooperatively 

establish with their respective directors 2 additional focused elements to be identified to 

make a total of 5 focus elements. The performance measures for principal evaluation in 

Los Angeles were based on classroom observation of practice (60%), contribution to 
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student outcomes (20%), deliberate practice (18%) and results of a staff feedback survey 

(2%).  

The process also started with a memorandum of understanding between Los 

Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) and Associated Administrators of Los 

Angeles (AALA). Then every school would have an approved written process for 

providing input into the performance evaluation of the principal for the academic year. 

Different from other evaluation systems, an internal evaluation in Los Angeles was 

established allowing three participants to support the evaluation process (Internal 

Evaluation Subcommittee Chairperson, Governing School Council representative and 

Local District (LD) director). The support from these three participants was designed to 

improve performance, promote accountability, encourage professional growth and 

provide assistance to employees whose performance were less than satisfactory 

Instruments. In the instruments section I described the core design principles for the 

6 states’ evaluation models and outlined the various approaches used to measure the 

leadership behaviors practices, changes and impact on student achievement. The section 

outlined the instrument used by the state, including goal setting and assessment practices 

to determine the principal performance rating. Finally, the instruments section included 

some of the practical tools used in the 6 states to measure the instructional leadership 

behaviors.  

The District of Columbia (D.C) evaluation instrument Teacher and Principal 

Evaluation and Support System Requirements (2012) was designed to measure 

performance against 5 standards with varied weights assigned by standard: 
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•  Leadership for Teaching and Learning (32%) 

• Leadership for Professional Development (16%) 

• Leadership for High Performance Management (16%) 

• Leadership for the Education of Students with Disabilities (12%) 

• Leadership for Parents (12%) 

• Leadership for an Engaging and Responsible School Culture (12%) 

The D.C. tool was designed to ensure that each category assessed by the superintendent 

along with a written comment would provide a total of 100 points to measure the 

leadership practices.  

The Maryland principal evaluation instrument model had two main components 

that were used as professional practice measures to recognize the important role of the 

principals as instructional leaders and acknowledge their instrumental roles in creating a 

safe and supportive learning environment. An agreed upon 2-10% value range between 

the principal and the evaluator was assigned for each of the 12 outcomes based on the 

needs of the school to total 50% of the evaluation. The outcomes must include qualitative 

measures, with observable measures and evidence accounting for 50% of a principal’s 

evaluation. Also, clear expectations of the principal measures and linking them to the 

Maryland Instructional Leadership standards was supposed to lead the principal to focus 

on needed professional development. The other 50% was quantitative growth measures, 

which result from students’ performance and reflect the student growth based on the 

standards.  The Maryland instrument was designed to support the use of the student 

annual growth measure against clear objectives with varied weights assigned to principals 
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of different types and levels of schools as illustrated in Table 2 (Growth Measures for 

Principals (50%)). 

The Guidelines for Uniform Performance Standards and Evaluation Criteria for 

Principals (2012) in Virginia allowed principals to choose a primary and a secondary 

data source to confirm whether the principal was meeting the performance standards 

through multiple evidence such as self-evaluation, informal observation, and results of a 

teacher-staff survey. In addition, the instrument of the state of Virginia was different 

from the state of Maryland, because the tool supports the principal in the process of 

evaluation through a survey on Principal Performance Standards (PPS). The PPS 

specified what leaders lacked, similar to the principal evaluation in Tennessee and Los 

Angeles. The instrument addressed six of the leader performance standards including 

Instructional Leadership (IL). This instrument allowed the principal to document staff 

and teacher perceptions based on the identified items for the IL standards, such as visiting 

classrooms and involving teachers appropriately in decision-making.  

The instrument of Virginia also evaluated the principal using teacher/ staff 

surveys, which illustrated the importance of accounting for data collected from teachers 

and other administrators regarding their perceptions of the principal’s performance. The 

collected data were intended to help Virginia principals to set goals for continuous 

improvement purposes. Moreover, documenting the principal’s performance depends on 

a variety of sources of information (self- evaluation, informal observations and school 

site visits, portfolio/document log, teacher/staff survey and goal setting) aimed to provide 

comprehensive and accurate feedback on principal performance.  What differentiated the 
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principal evaluation system of the state of Virginia from other states was that it used 

primary and secondary data sources as evidence to increase accuracy of feedback on 

principal performance.  

 Slightly different, the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) (2017) 

and Los Angeles principal evaluation, measured the principals’ effectiveness using a 

combination of self-reflection, observation, input of school staff and student data to 

provide a comprehensive picture of the principal’s performance in the school. The 

instruments used two primary components to evaluate and rate principals. The 

effectiveness was measured using a formula to collect 50% qualitative data that was 

based on the evaluation rubric. Additionally, both tools rate principal effectiveness based 

on 50% quantitative measures, which included 15% for achievement measures and 35% 

for growth measures set between the principal and the evaluator.  The principal 

evaluation instrument in Los Angeles was based on receiving input that may include a 

collection of data; included were a self-evaluation by the principal of performance based 

on the stated goals and the written job description, and a review of staff and student 

engagement along with their performance data.  

Different from the other states’ evaluation, the Texas Principal Evaluation and 

Support System (TPESS) (2014) could help the principals to determine their impact on 

students’ growth by collecting artifacts and information that could be considered as 

evidence to appraise the change in the performance. The system was built in a way that 

principals could monitor their leadership progress while ensuring goal attainment. The 

advantage of using the TPESS artifacts was that it helped to avoid disagreements between 
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the principal and evaluator. Also, an evaluation form was designed to help the principal 

and the evaluator to understand the principal’s level of performance. The form included a 

self-assessment, to be completed by each principal at the beginning of every year. The 

use of a principal evaluation rubric defined how the principal emphasized the school’s 

vision related to the elements of the three instructional standards and one management 

standard. Part of the instrument aimed to encourage the principal to focus on a 

professional development plan, and the professional learning team meetings were 

designed to develop instructional strategies and help the principal to agree on the 

professional development goals.  In addition, the principal summary rating form and 

principal record of activities were designed to ensure a smooth implementation of the 

state district curricula by knowing how the principal was demonstrating these activities 

and what needs improvement.  

 

To summarize the document analysis comparison among the six states, the review 

of the literature on principal instructional behaviors showed that there were common 

elements across the state systems included as vital components in the principal 

evaluation. My purpose was to presage some of the elements found in the U.S principal 

evaluation for which I looked in the Bahrain system, or which I used for comparison of 

emphasis on instructional behaviors with Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) unified model of 

effective leader practices. Table 4, a comparison to discover the elements of principal 

evaluation and behaviors that states evaluated and the ways in which the six states 

evaluated them (D.C., MD, VA, TN, TX and L.A.) suggested that student growth is a 
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vital element in the principal evaluation systems. All the states included a student growth 

element as a standard in their systems to improve principal instructional leadership 

behavior, because the states believed that effective principals could influence student 

achievement if they contribute to teaching and learning. Moreover, the second common 

element in the comparison between the six states was the inclusion of professional 

development, which aligned with Hitt and Tucker's unified model, especially domains 2, 

3 and 4 illustrated in Figure 1.  The six systems asserted that to truly influence school 

instructional leadership behaviors and student achievement, the state policies must ensure 

that principal evaluation is not simply an accountability lever, but part of a 

comprehensive system that encourages professional growth and supports increasing 

leadership capacity. The third common element found among the selected states, except 

MD and VA, was the “self- assessment” and how principals use it as a lever to track 

themselves and their activities based on the stated goals. The self-assessment 

element was related to all 5 domains illustrated in Figure 1 because the unified model by 

Hitt and Tucker can serve as a tool for self- assessment, especially in identifying what the 

evaluation seeks to develop in current principals and future leaders.  Fourth was the 

“flexibility and freedom” element included in half of the states (excepting D.C, TN and 

TX) which describes principals’ freedom to include other local priorities based on what is 

best for the students. The self-assessment was found to be an important element in the 

evaluation process but not necessarily related to Hitt and Tucker’s principal behaviors, 

nor as an independent variable for student growth.  The fifth frequently addressed 

element was “instructional intervention” and “feedback” and four states (VA, TN, TX 
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and L.A.) are using it as part of their process in the principal evaluation to guide them on 

the areas of support to teachers and needed changes in practices. The Principal User’s 

Guide of Texas (2014) defined intervention and feedback as a source of “evidence to 

support performance in relation to standards and progress in attaining goals” as a 

principal responsibility (p. 11). The instructional and intervention feedback element 

found in the U.S principal evaluation systems, which is a practice to ensure evaluating the 

principal effectively, applies to ,Hitt and Tucker’s unified model, specifically domains 

2,3,4 & 5 illustrated in figure 1 as an approach to maintain high-performance 

expectations and reinforce effective leader behaviors. 

Finally, the “secondary data source of evidence” is used as an important element 

of principal evaluation in three states as a means to discover any number of the 

instructional behaviors and student growth in TN, VA, CA and is defined by Tennessee 

as an instrument to provide feedback for principals by including a diverse set of educators 

and stakeholders in school improvement decisions. Similarly, the Los Angeles Handbook 

defined the secondary data source of evidence as part of the instrument to collect direct 

and indirect observations of principal practice, artifacts and school data. The secondary 

data element applies to Hitt and Tucker’s unified model because the five domains 

illustrated in Figure 1 require using data for continual improvement purposes.  

On the other hand, the review also shows less frequently found elements used in 

some of these states for the purpose of evaluating and developing practices related to 

instructional leadership behavior. Curriculum alignment was among the less frequently 

found elements and only MD and TX addressed it. Finding curriculum alignment among 
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the less frequent elements supports Zubrzycki’s (2012b) argument regarding why 

principal evaluations in the states are "generally inconsistent, unaligned with standards 

for good practice, not relevant to principals' main goals and responsibilities, and 

generally not valid or rigorous" (p. 1). Although curriculum alignment was among the 

less frequent elements, it was related to all 5 domains illustrated in the unified model by 

Hitt and Tucker and used to influence student achievement indirectly through 

responsibilities and routine work associated with teaching and learning.  
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Table 4 

Comparison of Instructional Leadership Behaviors Included in the Principal Evaluation Systems in Six U. S. States 
 

Category 
 

Element D.C   MD VA TN TX CA 

 
 
 
Common 
Elements 

Student Growth  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Professional Development  Yes   Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Self-Assessment  Yes No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  
Flexibility and Freedom  No  Yes  Yes  No  No Yes  
Instructional intervention & 
Feedback  

No   No  Yes  Yes  Yes    Yes 

Secondary Data source of 
evidence  

No No Yes Yes No Yes 

 
Less 

Frequent 
Elements 
 

 
Curriculum Alignment  

 
No  

 
Yes  

 
No  

 
No 

 
Yes  

 
No 
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Section three: Principal Evaluation a and Its Impact on Instructional Behaviors  

In this section, I attempt to bring together the academic theoretical background 

with the reality of how principals use evaluation assessment to impact their instructional 

behaviors.  Using the two research questions to guide my study, I am reviewing studies 

and published articles that illustrate and review principal evaluation standards, practices 

and tools designed to improve principal behaviors. 

Additionally, this section will include the most vital standards, processes and 

instruments used in determining how authors define effective leader behaviors and 

illustrate how the principal’s job priorities define practices and responsibilities to 

improve instructional leadership behaviors. The literature on principal evaluation has 

focused primarily on the standards for assessment and approaches to determine effective 

leader behaviors. Furthermore, this section will illustrate the impact of principal 

evaluation on developing elements that constitute instructional leadership.  I will review a 

few studies, especially the study by Dallas Hambrick Hitt and Pamela D. Tucker (2016) 

entitled “Systematic Review of Key Leader Practices Found to Influence Student 

Achievement: A Unified Framework”, which I am using as my conceptual framework to 

highlight what needs to be emphasized to improve principal instructional leadership 

behavior and as important pillars for effective principal evaluation standards. Hitt and 

Tucker’s (2016) review of studies focuses on the empirical evidence that supports various 

practices that principals use to increase student achievement.  They concluded that there 

are five areas a principal should focus on to influence student achievement: “(a) 

establishing and conveying the vision, (b) facilitating a high-quality learning experience 
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for students, (c) building professional capacity, (d) creating a supportive organization for 

learning, and (e) connecting with external partners” (p. 542).  

This study provides a framework that can guide me to specific domains in 

thinking about the best standards and practices to include in a principal evaluation tool. 

This will also be helpful as described by Hitt and Tucker (2016), in identifying the 

actions and “bundles of activities (Leithwood, 2012, p. 5), ”,or instructional leadership 

behaviors, in which principals should engage each day to influence positive student 

outcomes (p. 560).  

 Establishing and conveying the vision. To ensure effective execution of principal 

responsibilities, Christopher Day, Qing Gu, and Pam Sammons (2016) suggest 

combining transformational and instructional leadership responsibilities in different ways 

across different phases of their schools’ development in order to address cultural issues in 

improving students’ outcomes.  This study revealed that to sustain and improve principal 

leadership behaviors, a comprehensive layered diagnosis of the school’s needs and 

organizational shared values should be embedded in the school’s work culture. The study 

also highlights that when a school has a unique standard to focus on specific cultural 

principles, it helps the principal to shape their schools around particular values, beliefs 

and feelings. The aspect of school culture described by Day et al. (2016) applies to the 

first domain, establishing and conveying the vision (Hitt and Tucker, 2016), which was 

described in the unified model of effective leader practices as a dimension for creating, 

articulating, and stewarding shared mission and vision. Moreover, Marzano et al. (2005), 

highlighted the importance of a similar element through the inclusion of culture-based 
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standards as a principal responsibility, which will contribute to improving principals’ 

leadership behaviors by setting a clear direction for principals and teachers to support the 

vision, resulting in increased student outcomes.  

Facilitating a high-quality learning experience for students. Henry May and 

Jonathan A. Supovitz (2011) support the notion that if principals focus on a broader or 

general approach to improving teacher performance, it’s less likely they will be able to 

make greater instructional changes. May and Supovitz (2011) focused on showing that 

instructional leadership is different than other leadership practices and is an important 

factor in improving student outcomes. The hypothesis in this study was that in order to 

produce significant shifts in instructional practice the principals should focus on targeted 

efforts. A self-report measure and daily logs reflected the total amount of time principals 

spent in instructional leadership activities. However, this study focused on reporting time 

principals spent on instructional leadership but did not link how principals spent their 

time in instructional leadership activities directly related to student achievement.  One of 

the main results of this study indicated that principals’ influence on instructional 

improvement was significantly related to their interactions with individual teachers and 

building networks. The aspect of building relationships between teachers and principals 

applies to the second domain: facilitating a high-quality learning experience for students 

(Hitt and Tucker, 2016). It was described in the unified model of effective leader 

practices through dimensions pertaining to the teaching and learning environment, and 

developing and monitoring the instructional and assessment programs.  

Moreover, the study by May and Supovitz (2011) also indicated that time spent 
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with a small group of teachers targeted because of instructional difficulties would yield 

greater instructional change than time spent with a large number of teachers on more 

general professional development. This finding reinforced the concept that targeted 

instructional activity by a principal could lead to meaningful instructional practices, 

especially with principals who are in direct interaction with a smaller group of 

individuals. Likewise, Marzano et al. (2005) and Hitt and Tucker (2016) both also 

included positive principal relationships with teachers linked to instructional standards as 

a way to increase student learning. Their studies informed my knowledge and 

understanding that to produce effective leader behaviors, principal evaluation should 

emphasize instructional time as an important pillar in the school instructional program to 

equip and advance principals’ knowledge with the latest pedagogical skills. 

A similar study conducted by Ellen Goldring, Xiu Chen Cravens, Joseph 

Murphy, Andrew C. Porter, Stephen N. Elliott, and Becca Carson (2009) calls for the 

same domain illustrated by Hitt and Tucker (2016): facilitating a high-quality learning 

experience for students. This domain calls leaders to be directly active with teachers in 

matters related to instruction and curriculum and prescribes that documentation, 

observation and teacher monitoring are essential dimensions for effective principal 

evaluation. Nevertheless, the Goldring et al. (2009) argument was also intended to 

demonstrate the limited coverage of leadership behaviors in evaluation standards across 

the U.S. and the lack of rigorous curriculum and instruction responsibilities to observe, 

monitor and evaluate teachers. The authors claimed that evaluation instruments lacked 

“justification and documentation” practices (p. 19). In addition, Goldring et al. (2009) 
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pointed out that evaluating leadership behaviors is “linked with school wide improvement 

for the ultimate purpose of enhanced student learning” (p. 19). This study gathered from a 

total of 74 districts in 43 states’ documentation about the assessment process, including 

instruction, observation forms, conference review forms, narrative descriptions, and 

memos. The study also grouped 21 standards into 4 categories (propriety, utility, 

feasibility, and accuracy) to study how the principals were affected when using the 

evaluation instrument. The results informed my knowledge that on average, the 

instruments devoted 53% of their assessment items to school and instruction in contrast 

to management (15%), external environment (9%), and personal characteristics (22%). 

Goldring et al.’s (2009) study was conducted years before the other studies and some of 

the highlighted evaluation practices might not apply to all of the recent studies included 

in the literature review. Also, I am aware that it will not accurately describe the systems 

used by the six states, which I investigated because they are newer systems.  This being 

said, investigating the Civil Service Bureau-Performance Management System (CSB- 

PMS) might confirm the lack of similar practices such as ‘documentation’ as a strategy 

that is not used accurately to evaluate principals. The analysis in this study also shows 

that more attention is given to instruction rather than management categories or school 

environment, with little evidence to reflect that students are learning. Additionally, the 

study analysis reveals that the learning leadership framework gives tool little focus to 

changing curriculum and instruction, and building connections with the communities. 

Building professional capacity. The building professional capacity domain 

illustrated by Hitt and Tucker (2016) calls for the principal to proactively address 
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dimensions pertaining to instructional training and professional development to 

“maximize student achievement” (p. 550). The dimensions presented by Hitt and Tucker 

(2016) focus on the importance of selecting new effective teachers to support the existing 

staff and removing less qualified teachers who don’t respond well to training. The 

domain also highlights the importance of providing individualized and community 

instructional development for teachers to build trusting relationships. According to Hitt 

and Tucker (2016), building these trusting relationships is important because it can 

“influence the degree to which teachers display a willingness to improve and change” (p. 

551).  Therefore, Hitt and Tucker (2016) suggest that evaluating the degree of trusting 

relationships between principals and teachers will reflect principals’ efforts to develop 

needed teacher skills and knowledge and create more opportunities for student learning 

(p. 551).   

More importantly, Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) unified model of effective leader 

practices calls attention to reinforcing the dimension of “supporting, buffering, and 

recognizing staff”, because appreciating individuals for excellent behaviors in any 

organization is critical, especially in schools, to celebrate principals’ good instructional 

behaviors and encourage them to continue developing themselves. Kizlik (2008) in a 

study entitled “Measurement, Assessment, and Evaluation in Education” put emphasis on 

the lack of having adequate research on instructional leadership behaviors to support the 

principal assessment process “based on criteria” and the need to design appropriate 

leadership evaluation standards that can “serve as a powerful communication tool” (p. 

20).  This brings to the fore the importance of principal evaluation and its link to 
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enhancing leadership quality and improving school performance if as suggested by Kizlik 

(2008) it is used as a “benchmarking tool for essential personnel functions such as 

documentation for annual reviews and compensation” (p. 20). This suggests that to 

impact instructional leadership behaviors, the evaluation instrument should ensure a link 

between the previous practice known as documentation with the compensation practice to 

support a learning- centered leadership.  This link between documentation and 

compensation will systematically reward and recognize principal leadership behavior 

based on how it has been shown to lead to student academic achievement.  

 Creating a supportive organization for learning.  The study by Day et al. (2016) 

asserts that school evaluation assessment should put emphasis on having principals 

responsible for curriculum, instruction and assessment to create this unique culture by 

engaging in the “design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and assessment 

activities at the classroom level” (p. 53). The Day et al. (2016) study also asserts the 

importance of investigating specific behaviors that affect principal behavior. This 

approach would support the argument that it is important in principal evaluation to assess 

the degree to which principals establish clear educational goals, plan the curriculum, and 

evaluate teachers and teaching in ways that develop and reinforce the school’s culture 

and curriculum standards. The Day et al. (2016) study applies to the second domain, 

“creating a supportive organization for learning”  (Hitt and Tucker, 2016) because of the 

importance of including teachers as a vital element of instructional leadership.  The 

dimensions of “building collaborative processes for decision making”, “sharing and 

distributing leadership” and “strengthening and optimizing school culture” encourage 
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creation of a collaborative learning organization, a supportive organization for learning, 

and a sense of community as described in the unified model of effective leader practices. 

The Day et al. (2016) study also provided evidence to support Robinson, Lloyd, & 

Rowe’s (2008) claim that “instructional leadership demonstrates the potential positive 

and negative impacts of leadership, particularly principal leadership, on school 

organization, culture and conditions, and, through these, on the quality of teaching and 

learning and student achievement” (p. 222).  

Connecting with external partners. The final domain presented by Hitt and 

Tucker (2016) calls for the leader to approach instructional leader behaviors through 

“connecting with external partners to create a community”, which involves participation 

from parents, families and other stakeholders to support instruction at schools. Three key 

dimensions illustrated by Hitt and Tucker (2016) will ensure effective instruction leader 

behaviors: “building productive relationships with families and community, engaging 

families and community in collaborative processes to strengthen student learning, and 

anchoring schools in the community” (p. 558). Moreover, Leithwood (2012) supported 

Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) dimension for building productive relationships with families 

and communities because their involvement can contribute in many ways to the learning 

process. Hitt and Tucker (2016) suggest that to build this relationship, schools should 

“develop ways to integrate them in schools on a regular basis” to feel a “sense of 

influence” in their schools and hence contribute to the learning process (p. 560). 

To connect the five domains of effective leader behaviors which constitute 

instructional leadership and principal evaluation, Goldring, Porter, Murphy, Elliott, S., & 
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Craven's, (2009) study summarized how the concept of learning- centered leadership 

applies to the Learning-Centered Leadership Framework (LCL) identified by Murphy et 

al. (2006). Goldring et al.’s (2009) study was for the purpose of reporting their review on 

66 leadership assessment instruments that are used by members of the Council of the 

Great City Schools. However, I am using this study because it described that LCL is a 

core component to demonstrate the importance of evaluating leadership behaviors. The 

two main components of the evaluation study were to learn whether the principal 

assessment model applies a rigorous curriculum, culture and professional behaviors 

assessment and if the schools have an assessment process to measure the value added by 

the principal to student achievement. Goldring et al. (2009) claim that leadership 

“evaluation holds great promise for providing information” on how principals can 

improve leadership practices to serve accountability purposes. Thus, the study concluded 

that using leadership evaluation could introduce the principal to conceptual frameworks 

to drive leadership assessment development with a clear rationale for the process of 

accomplishing the academic and social learning goals for all students.  Finally, this study 

suggests that leadership assessment can lead to the development of a “leadership 

behaviors inventory” that might guide the evaluation process and determine the 

frequency of effective and ineffective practices and ultimately lead to the creation of a 

framework that will improve academic and social learning for all students (p. 26). Thus 

‘Assessing Learning – centered Leadership’ as described by Goldring (2009) is an 

“important piece of the puzzle in evaluating school leadership” (p. 27).  
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Finally, I will attempt here to bring together my reviews of the literature and the 

document analysis comparison of the six principal evaluation state systems for D.C., MD, 

VA, TN, TX and CA. The two research questions guided me to understand the 

importance of Hitt and Tucker’s (2016) unified model of effective leader practices found 

in the literature review and how each of the five domains can impact principal evaluation 

and ultimately enhance student achievement. It was anticipated that the following 

domains, including the dimensions found in the literature or similar ones would be noted 

by the elementary principals in Bahrain; “(a) establishing and conveying the vision, (b) 

facilitating a high-quality learning experience for students, (c) building professional 

capacity, (d) creating a supportive organization for learning, and (e) connecting with 

external partners” (p. 542).  

 Bringing together the five domains that constitute instructional leadership from 

the literature review and the six evaluation systems offered a clear framework for 

understanding the common instructional elements or practices used by the principals in 

Bahrain.  Learning about these elements through the interview was essential to help me 

determine the key missing instructional leadership domains or elements and suggest 

potential improvements in the Bahrain Civil Service Bureau (CSB)- Performance 

Management System (PMS) and its relationship to impact instructional leadership 

behaviors 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 
 

 Design of the Study 

This study is a qualitative inquiry using two research questions and 

analyses of the Bahrain Civil Service Bureau (CSB)- Performance Management 

System (PMS) to understand principals’ perceptions in impacting the principal 

instructional behaviors as represented in Hitt and Tuckers’ five domains of 

instructional leadership practices.  

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation of 

the process by which they are evaluated?  

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they are 

evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their students? 

The questions and the analysis were designed to provide the reader a sense of the 

effectiveness of the Bahrain Civil Service Bureau (CSB)- Performance Management 

System (PMS) and its implementation of the process to impact instructional leadership 

behaviors. Through analysis of the Bahrain Civil Service Bureau (CSB)- Performance 

Management System (PMS) and interviews of a purposive sample of principals, this 

study provided a description of whether or the degree to which the CSB-PMS process 

included assessment of instructional behaviors found to enhance student achievement. 



 

 

Moreover, this study was conducted to explore how these instructional behaviors 

directed their efforts, practices and activities by capturing higher and lower performing 

principals’ perspectives and experience.  

 
 
 

 

Figure 3. Design of the study    
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Interviews 

Since the principals in public schools in Bahrain are the primary users of 

the CSB-PMS, interviewing the principals and obtaining evidence from them was 

the most logical way to investigate and understand their perceptions on the process 

of the applied instructional leadership domains in impacting the principal 

instructional behaviors through the CSB-PMS. These interviews included asking 

questions tailored around the two research questions identified to ensure staying 

focused on the purposes of this study and collecting qualitative data intended to 

secure revealing answers for the analytical work. As noted by Maxwell (2013), 

linking methods and questions is important to create a coherent design, especially 

for empirical studies because it would help to “identify how each of the 

components of my methods will answer these questions” (p. 116). Additionally, 

with a strong design connection, interviews were vital to developing additional 

insights into whether and to what degree principals find the PMS instrumental to 

impact their instructional leadership behavior.  

Site and Participant Selection 

To conduct this qualitative research study, I determined that purposeful sampling 

was the ideal selection method. According to Maxwell (2013), it “ensures that the 

conclusions adequately represent the entire range of variation rather than only the typical 

members” (p. 98). Using purposeful sampling allowed for the inclusion of new 

perspectives from the selected participants to explore through the lens of the conceptual 

framework, unified model of effective leader practices (Hitt & Tucker, 2016), the impact 
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of the Bahrain evaluation process.  This technique was used as noted by Maxwell (2013) 

as “a form of purposeful selection” (p. 99) for obtaining easy and quick information from 

10 principals and 2 school district heads.  The participants were selected by the Ministry 

of Education (MoE) based on their final evaluation assessment. Additionally, I requested 

the inclusion of the principals I questioned earlier because of their knowledge and 

experience in using the CSB-PM (See Table 5 for a description of selected participants).  

It was important to start the interviews with the 2 School District Heads (SDH) from 

MoE to have a comprehensive understanding about the current Civil Service Bureau-

Performance Management System (CSB-PMS).  

Moreover, I intended to explore the important pillars for effective principal 

evaluation standards, which Hitt and Tucker (2016) believe would result in impacting 

instructional leadership behaviors of public elementary school principals. Also, to make 

sure that the selected sample represented the principal population by reference to 

evaluation results, the selected purposeful sample of principals to interview was based on 

the competency evaluation rating scale illustrated in the implementation guidelines for 

the CSB-PMS. As illustrated in Figure 4, the Competency evaluation rating scale 

includes 5 points: Far Exceeds Expectations (FE), Exceeds Expectations (EE), Meets 

Expectations (ME), Partially Meets Expectations (PE) and Needs Improvement (NI).   I 

believed adding two principals receiving each of the ratings (FE, EE, ME, PE and NI) 

would benefit representation of different points of view and provide a more accurate 

picture of principal perceptions. 
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Figure 4. Competency evaluation rating scale.  

 
 
 

This plan suggested asking the MoE for 6 principals who received a positive 

rating known as Group one (G1) and included participants receiving FE, EE, and ME 

ratings and 4 principals who received negative ratings known as Group Two (G2) and it 

included participants from PE and NI as illustrated in Table 5.  This purposeful sampling 

was to ensure enough principals to represent all points of the rating scale.  
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Table 5 

The purposeful selection categories of principals  

Group One (G1) 

Based on the 3 positive points of the 5 point rating 

scale  

Total of (6) principals  

Group Two (G2) 

Based on the 2 negative points 

of the five point rating scale  

Total of (4) principals  

 

School District Heads 

(SDH) 

Total of (2) SDHs 

Participant 1 

FE: Far 

Exceeds 

Expectations 

Participant 3 

EE: Exceeds 

Expectations 

Participant 5 

ME: Meets 

Expectations 

Participant 7 

PE: Partially 

meets 

Expectations 

Participant 9 

NI: Needs 

Improvement 

 

Participant 11 

Elementary 

SDH 

 

Participant 2 

FE: Far 

Exceeds 

Expectations 

Participant 4 

EE: Exceeds 

Expectations 

Participant 6 

ME: Meets 

Expectations 

 

 
 

Participant 8 

PE: Partially 

meets 

Expectations 

 

Participant 10 

NI: Needs 

Improvement 

 

Participant 12 

Middle 

SDH 
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A purposeful selection by the MoE of two principals from each category FE, EE, 

ME, PE and NI provided a different perspective on how each category used the CSB-

PMS to implement Hitt and Tucker (2016) leader practices; (a) establishing and 

conveying the vision, (b) facilitating a high-quality learning experience for students, (c) 

building professional capacity, (d) creating a supportive organization for learning, and (e) 

connecting with external partners).  Looking separately at the response under each 

category described the different perception and helped to differentiate how principals feel 

towards the evaluation system and the degree to which they included these 5 leader 

practices in the CSB-PMS process.  

Each principal was interviewed for approximately 60 minutes in the Arabic 

language and an audio recording was transcribed in Arabic for each principal to 

categorize the themes with regard to the two guiding research questions. To improve the 

credibility of the qualitative research, two sets of member checking were conducted.  Step 

one involved an initial member check in Arabic after interviewing a principal from each 

group (G1 & G2) to secure feedback from participants on the accuracy of the account of 

what they said prior to interviewing the remaining principals to ensure that the transcripts 

were accurate and honest as illustrated in Figure 2.  Step two consisted of a second round 

of member checking conducted with all participants by providing a brief English 

summary of what they said with some interpretation to improve accuracy, credibility and 

further “respondent validation” as suggested by Maxwell (2013). After careful analysis of 

the documents from the participants and hand coding the collected information in Arabic 

and the brief English summary, I started translating the findings in English for my results 
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and findings chapter. The gathered and coded data were used to identify unique 

standards, practices and evidence regarding how, why and to what degree the CSB-PMS 

was used to impact instructional behavior based on the 5 elements described in the 

unified model suggested by Hitt and Tucker (2016) in Figure 1.   

 
Data Collection 

In conducting this research study, I took into consideration all the ethical 

challenges to ensure proper protection of my participants. My research study was 

reviewed by the IRB at George Mason University (Appendix D), which approved the 

research prior to my conducting the study with participants at the Ministry of Education. I 

obtained consent from all participants prior to the study, and the participation in this 

research was voluntary and not subjected to harm in any way throughout the entire 

process. Since the research used semi- structured interviews and audio taping was used to 

record conversations, a protection of the subjects’ privacy was ensured through 

anonymity and confidentiality of the participants names and school addresses, and by 

removing any information that signaled their identification. Moreover, I ensured that all 

the collected data were stored appropriately at my home office in a safe locker with no 

access to the information during or after the completion of my research. Finally, all the 

collected data, including those stored, will be destroyed once the study is over. 

 
Data collection for this study took place during the month of April 2019 

and lasted for two weeks.  First, I completed all the permission research study 

forms required by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) from George Mason and 



      
 

60 
 

the Higher Education Council Research Department (HECRD) at the Ministry of 

Education (MoE) in Bahrain. Upon securing the necessary approvals from the 

aforementioned entities, I communicated with the 12 participants to complete the 

informed consent form (Appendix A) to allow them enough time to read and sign 

the document.   Then, I conducted semi- structured interviews (Appendix B) and 

(Appendix C) to collect data from the SDHs and principals that were selected by 

the MoE.   

Positionality and Bias 

Although I understand the roles and responsibilities of elementary school 

principals as a result of having served at the Ministry of Education in many roles 

and initiatives to improve the education system in Bahrain including the old 

principal evaluation system.  However, I lack any understanding of what it is like 

to be an elementary school principal and how they perceive the implementation 

process of CSB-PMS to impact their instructional leader behaviors. I wanted to 

understand more about the elementary principals’ perceptions of using the CSB-

PMS to direct their instructional behaviors and influence student achievement. 

My plan in this research process was to build a strong relationship with the 

participants in this study to be my “gatekeepers” as stated by Maxwell (2013), 

because they would facilitate my presence at the selected schools. The data 

collection process included two principals P1 and P2 with whom I had 

communicated in the early stages of my research through meetings and phone 

conversations to understand the problems in the CSB-PMS. Including these names 
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was an important step with the HECRD to ensure the names of the principals were 

purposefully listed because I already built a strong relationship with them.  This 

step not only added great value to this research, it also offered support to build a 

good relationship with specific principals who were aware of the aims of my 

study. Including the principals with whom I had brief conversations in the past was 

critical to this study, because it was important to have a good rapport to reveal 

personal matters and critically reflect their perceptions regarding the impact of the 

CSB-PMS on instructional leadership behavior. Working collaboratively with the 

participants was vital to maintaining a good working research relationship to assist 

in accessing appropriate data. Lawrence- Lightfoot and Hoffman Davis (1997) 

advised that a researcher should “treat relationships as a tool or a strategy for 

gaining access to data, rather than as a connection” (p. 135).  Thus, this research 

study yielded meaningful data and developed appropriate relationships with the 

participants, because the two research questions were designed to assist in learning 

participants’ perceptions, feelings and understandings of whether and how the 

CSB-PMS was improving their instructional leadership behavior.  

To build a strong relationship and to have all my participants feel comfortable and 

be honest with me, I assured principals anonymity and guaranteed that any criticisms or 

negative feelings about the Performance Management System would be anonymous. 

Additionally, principals’ opinions for what the Ministry of Education (MoE) and the 

Civil Service Bureau (CSB) should change to improve the principal evaluation system 

would be shared with the MoE and CSB but without revealing the identity of the 
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participants. Therefore, to protect this study from breaching the ethical duty of 

confidentiality, participants would be fully informed that this research might be published 

because it is important to the trust relationship between me as a researcher and the 

participants and to the integrity of this study.  

Validity and Reactivity  

To deal with the validity threats in this qualitative research study and avoid 

invalid conclusions, I guarded against the two broad types of threats suggested by 

Maxwell (2013): “research bias” and “reactivity” (p. 124).  First, for research bias, I 

found that this study would construct meaning through my own experience.  Thus, to 

avoid being influenced by perceptions stemming from prior experiences such as my 

involvement in the development phases of the old PMS, I included perceptions of higher 

performers and lower performers in my purposeful sample.  Including perceptions from 

principals evaluated differently was to ensure receiving responses from all categories 

based on the 5-point rating scale and hopefully increase the probability of generalizing 

my findings for behaviors that occurred frequently.  I found that the approach of selecting 

participants based on the five-point rating scale paid off in the end and reduced my 

personal bias in this research because even higher performers suffered from the 

requirement to evaluate teachers in accordance with a normal distribution of ratings. I 

originally thought it was only discriminating against lower performers.  Moreover, to 

reduce personal bias, a detailed description of a research study regarding principal 

evaluation improvement in Bahrain, specifically, the old Performance Management 

System (PMS) and educational reforms in which I was involved were described in 
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Chapter Two for the readers to understand the philosophy behind the interpretations and 

claims. Furthermore, as suggested by Maxwell (2013), to come up with trustworthy and 

credible data and analysis, I reminded myself about my position in this research study 

and questioned my interpretation “by eliminating the researcher’s theories, beliefs, 

perceptual lens” (p. 124). These strategies alleviated some bias because it will make the 

readers aware of the sources of bias and the lens through which the data were analyzed 

and presented.  

During the data collection process, articulating and recording my thoughts and 

reflections on the process through a research journal and memos was a vital step.  The 

memos served the purpose of assisting me as a researcher in writing a summary during 

the data collection process without a rush to any early conclusions. Also, memos were 

helpful in articulating interpretations of the data against the different theoretical 

frameworks with the advantage of drawing deeper inferences. Finally, the memos 

strategy was helpful in this study to discuss how the collected data supported or 

challenged the theory of principal evaluation and its impact on instructional leadership 

behavior.  

Second, to control for reactivity, I responded to the participants with interrogative 

questions after their answers to clarify further, and/or asked them to elaborate more or to 

provide more details.  This appeared to be an effective approach to understand how 

principals felt about the CSB-PMS process and how it was influencing their instructional 

behaviors. This approach was exactly what Maxwell (2013) advocated in conducting 

qualitative research: “to understand how you are influencing what the informant says” 
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without diverting their thoughts and leading me to make invalid conclusions (p. 12).  

According to Finlay (2002), acknowledging the multiple answers by “transforming the 

problem to an opportunity” will enhance self-awareness between knowledge claims and 

personal experiences of both participants and researcher (p. 212). Correspondingly, to 

aim for accuracy, Dewey (1933) advises that by reflecting on actions, learning from these 

actions and revising them, is acknowledging that the result is a combination for a joint 

product of the relationship between the researcher and participants. Thus, for reactivity 

and reflexivity, “member checks” were conducted with respondents as described by 

Bryman (1988, pp.  78-80) and Lincoln & Guba (1985) after collecting the data in the two 

sets of member checking, which were described earlier, and applied as a validation 

technique to increase the credibility of the research conclusions. This approach, also 

known as “Respondent Validation” by Maxwell (2013), involves going back to the 

respondent groups with the initial transcript then the brief summary and asking, "have I 

interpreted your responses accurately" and "were my statements valid and match what 

you meant to say?"  

Data Analysis 

The content analysis in this research was applied for the purpose of 

investigating and understanding specific characteristics such as standards, 

techniques and approaches to improve instructional behaviors in Bahrain’s CSB-

PMS. The analysis included comparison of the CSB-PMS with policies of 6 states 

in the United States including Washington D.C., Maryland, Virginia, Tennessee, 

Texas and Los Angeles to represent California. Before collecting the data from the 
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purposefully selected principals, the initial step in this qualitative study was 

reading the CSB-PMS and the principal evaluation systems of the 6 states. 

To help see the connections between the research questions and collected data, 

Maxwell and Miller (2008) endorse categorizing strategies for qualitative research design 

after the data analysis step “…because in qualitative data analysis similarities and 

differences are generally used to define categories and to group and compare data by 

category” (p. 466).  Thus, the analysis of the interview transcript was then followed by a 

categorizing strategy using a thematic analysis approach based on the identified research 

questions (Appendix B) and (Appendix C).  The bulleted sub-questions were possible 

follow-up prompts, which were used if the respondent had not already answered that 

question in the response to the main question and, as it turned out, it was not necessary to 

use all the sub-questions with all 10 principals. However, to help present the findings and 

the three themes appropriately the following questions were used:  

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation of 

the process by which they are evaluated?  

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they are 

evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their students? 

One of the variables that I looked at was the inclusion of having or not having 

respondents categorized on the basis of having experienced the old PMS along with the new 

CSB-PMS.  Initial categories were developed to facilitate the analysis process and process of 

consolidating the themes if needed.  

Group 1 - Category 1 Higher performers- experienced both the old and the new CSB-PMS.  
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Group 1 - Category 2 Higher performers- experienced the new CSB-PMS.  

Group 2 - Category 1 Lower performers - experienced both the old and the new CSB-PMS. 

Group 2 - Category 2 Lower performers - experienced the new CSB-PMS. 

However, initial analysis quickly demonstrated insignificant differences in the responses of 

those who had and had not experienced the old system and the groups were merged into 

two groups known as: 

Group 1- Higher performers- This group includes (6) principals ranked as: (FE, EE or ME) 

Group 2- Lower performers- This group includes (4) principals ranked as: (PE or NI). 

 

Analyzing the interview transcripts started immediately after I finished 

interviewing the two school district heads from the Ministry of Education and the 10 

principals selected. A member checking technique to explore credibility of the results 

(see above) was conducted on transcripts for the entire interviewed sample prior to this 

analysis. Then, I analyzed the interviews of the ten principals selected for both groups 

starting with the principals in the FE category followed by EE, ME, PE and NI principals. 

The second step was reading the notes and memos that were analyzed to articulate my 

interpretations of the data collected from the 10 principals. As Coffey and Atkinson 

(1996) stated, “we should never collect data without substantial analysis going on 

simultaneously” (p. 2). Third, I listened repeatedly to the interview tapes to add to my 

observational notes and to reorganize my memos. Fourth, the analytical strategy went 

beyond just looking for the similarities and differences in the data collected from 

interviewing the two groups; Group One (G1) based on the 3 positive points of the five 

point rating scale and Group Two (G2) based on the two negative points of the five point 

rating scale.  Maxwell (2013) suggested that researchers use “analytical strategies that 
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focus on relationships of similarities as categorizing strategies” (p. 106). Thus, to yield 

better data in this research study designed to develop appropriate relationships with the 

participants, “a contiguity-based relations” categorizing strategy was used as noted by 

Maxwell (2013) to see “actual connections between things rather than similarities and 

differences” (p. 106). Although I used the conceptual framework of Hitt and Tucker’s 

(2016) unified model of effective leader practices to guide and support my research 

study, a substantive categorizing approach was helpful, as illustrated by Maxwell (2013), 

to “include description of participants’ concepts and beliefs” (p. 106) from the two 

groups G1 and G2. Fifth, the substantive/descriptive approach was vital in this study to 

develop more theories and domains related to my field of study, especially on how it 

supported the development of the leadership behavior inventory and instructional 

leadership practices.    

The sixth step included looking for connections between the two groups, 

including similar statements, instructional domains, events, policies, practices, 

measures, and expectations by principals. To understand specific terms of what the 

principals from the two groups meant about the CSB-PMS implementation of 

instructional leadership behavior, I did investigate the components that produce 

this connection and make up that relationship among principals.  The analysis in 

this study also included exploring any overlap of data between the cells of the 

matrices in the two groups or between the 5 point rating scale levels. For example, 

if the data collected from the first group of principals (G1) did not provide 

information that captured the CSB-PMS process, the second follow- up question 
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on instructional behavior implementation did capture specific useful data. This was 

helpful to me as a researcher in constructing narrative stories and a quality analysis 

by describing the relationship between principal evaluation and instructional 

leadership behavior. The final step of my analysis, therefore, was to integrate the 

results of my categorized groups to describe any emerging concepts in the matrices 

and link them to the Hitt and Tucker (2016) conceptual framework. By analyzing 

narrative summaries against the matrices, I was able to better track meanings on 

instructional leadership behavior and its impact to create effective principal 

evaluation standards and hence trace its significance to the proposed Hitt and 

Tucker (2016) conceptual framework. Additionally, this final phase of my analysis 

integrated the results to highlight the key domains and elements that could produce 

an effective principal evaluation system.  

Coding the narrative summaries as proposed in the conceptual framework 

in Figure 1, and using the effective evaluation criteria to achieve an understanding 

of the interviews was appropriate for this study. Saldaña (2016) supported this sort 

of approach, reporting that both Dey (1993) and Miles et al., (2014) described that 

using “provisional coding establishes a predetermined start list of codes prior to 

fieldwork.” (p. 168) Thus, the following provisional list was generated based on 

the criteria revealed by analysis of the six states’ evaluation systems and these 

criteria were designed to support principals’ jobs: clear and obvious 

implementation, accuracy and relevance to improve instructional leadership 

behavior, and validity and reliability to support instructional leadership behavior. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 
 
 

The purpose of this study was to explore the principals’ perceptions to 

which the CSB-PMS process includes assessment of instructional behaviors found 

to enhance student achievement. The study was implemented in elementary 

schools in Bahrain, aimed to capture principals’ perspectives and experience 

regarding the phenomena in my question and how elementary principals perceive 

the effectiveness of the implementation of the process by which they are evaluated 

on their instructional behaviors.  

Semi- structured interviews with school principals and School District 

Heads (SDH), and listening to the interviews and reading the observational notes 

and memos helped in developing the primary evidence for this research study. 

Maxwell (2013) said, “The initial step in qualitative analysis is reading the 

interview transcripts, observational notes and documents that are to be analyzed” 

(p. 105). In Chapter Three, a description of the participants’ position, school level 

and the annual overall rating was displayed to give the reader background 

information about the two participating groups. Then, a detailed explanation 

followed regarding how the CSB-PMS was implemented among the categories Far 

Exceeds (FE), Expectations, Exceeds Expectations (EE), Meets Expectations 

(ME), Partially Meets Expectations (PE) and Needs Improvement (NI).  In 
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essence, it turned out that looking separately at the response under each category 

paid off because the 12 participants did have different perceptions. Using the 

categories helped me to differentiate the value of the CSB-PMS, which ultimately 

facilitated the emergence of the themes as per the qualitative research design 

detailed in Chapter Three.  

A group of 6 higher performer principals, including two from each category 

evaluated as FE, EE and ME, and a group of 4 lower performers, including two from 

each category evaluated as PE and NI were interviewed.  All the principals were 

currently serving in elementary schools except participants 9 and 10 who were principals 

of middle schools as illustrated in Table 1 below.  They were purposefully selected 

because of the absence of any elementary principals evaluated as needing improvement 

(NI). In addition to the ten principals, two School District Heads (SDH) participated in 

this study. The first SDH was responsible for 19 elementary schools and the second SDH 

was responsible for 11 middle schools. Although the study proposal called for involving 

only elementary principals and SDHs, 8 principals ended up participating along with 2 

principals from middle schools for a total of 10 principals, plus the 2 school district heads 

for a total of 12 respondents. In order to prevent any bias by excluding the (NI) category 

from this study, I felt it necessary to include the two principals from middle schools and 

one SDH who was responsible for middle school principals only to get a full perspective 

from all the categories of the five-point rating scale. 
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Findings 

The themes began to emerge as soon as I started the analysis and I used the two 

research questions to extract these themes, guide my research and generate appropriate 

findings:  

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation of 

the process by which they are evaluated?  

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they are 

evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their students? 

As indicated in Chapter Three, initial analysis quickly demonstrated the 

insignificant differences in the responses of those who had and had not experienced the 

old system and the groups were merged into two groups known as: 

Group 1- Higher performers- This group includes (6) principals ranked as: (FE, EE or ME) 

Group 2- Lower performers- This group includes (4) principals ranked as: (PE or NI). 
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Table 6 

A summary of the selected participants for this study  

Participant Position School Level  Evaluation Rating 

P1 Principal  Elementary  FE 

P2 Principal  Elementary  FE 

P3 Principal  Elementary  EE 

P4 Principal  Elementary  EE 

P5 Principal  Elementary  ME 

P6 Principal  Elementary  ME 

P7 Principal  Elementary PE 

P8 Principal  Elementary PE 

P9 Principal  Middle  NI 

P10 Principal  Elementary- Middle  NI 

P11 SDH  Elementary N/A 

P12 SDH  Middle  N/A 
Note:P= participant, FE= Far Exceeds Expectations, EE= Exceeds Expectations, ME= Meets Expectations, PE= Partially Meets 

Expectations and NI= Needs Improvement, N/A = Not Available   

 
 

 

Each research question served as a category by itself to understand how the 

principal evaluation CSB-PMS was implemented to improve instructional behaviors.  As 

for the first theme, the five elements which constitute effective leader practices identified 
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in the unified model by Hitt and Tucker (2016) were used as larger themes derived from 

existing literature.  The following five elements were used to investigate how participants 

valued the CSB-PMS implementation process from these 5 perspectives: (a) establishing 

and conveying the vision, (b) facilitating a high-quality learning experience for students, 

(c) building professional capacity, (d) creating a supportive organization for learning, and 

(e) connecting with external partners. As for the second theme, the same five elements 

were used again to explore whether the participant’s expectations and interest when using 

the CSB-PMS revolved around emphasis on involvement in these elements for effective 

instructional practices. Finally, the third theme relied on results that emerged from the 

second theme to highlight principals’ potential engagement to impact instructional 

behaviors, specifically to improve inclusion of the 5 elements for effective leader 

practices.  

After careful analysis of the 12 transcripts in Arabic and the brief summary in 

English, 3 themes emerged as a result of my interviews with the principals and the School 

District Heads (SDH), along with additional sub-themes as supporting evidence:  

Theme 1 was a result of research question 1: Value, awareness and importance of the 

CSB-PMS implementation process.  

Theme 2 was a result of research question 2: Expectations and interest for effective 

implementation of the CSB-PMS revolves around emphasis on involvement in 

instructional behaviors.  

Theme 3 arose from the response to my interview questions RQ 1 and RQ 2: Principals’ 

potential engagement approaches to impact instructional behaviors and student 
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achievement.  

Theme 1: Value, awareness and importance of the CSB-PMS implementation  

process.  

Group 1- Higher Performers.  Research question number one posed “How do 

elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation of the process by 

which they are evaluated?” was used to provide a part of the answer regarding how the 

higher performers perceived the effectiveness of the evaluation using substantive and 

descriptive analysis of the collected data to report:  

Higher performers in the study perceived a much more positive impact to the 

principal evaluation process than lower performing principals. The higher performing 

participants responded and made reference to the value and emphasis placed on the 3 

stages in the CSB-PMS process: 1- Performance planning at the beginning of the 

academic year, 2- Performance coaching and revision at the middle of the academic year 

and 3- Performance appraisal at the end of the academic year.  While the initial focus of 

the study revolved around principals’ perceptions to impact instructional behaviors, it 

was quickly apparent that while addressing instructional behaviors using the CSB-PMS is 

the principal’s main objective, they equally prioritize the well-being of the students to 

enhance student outcomes.  Below are positive and negative themes regarding principals’ 

perceptions on the CSB-PMS implementation process with evidence in support of it. 

 The importance on the value of stages.  In each interview with principals I 

began by asking a simple question regarding the CSB-PMS implementation process. All 

of the responses from Participants 1, 3 and 5 seemed to present a good understanding 
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about the implementation process. When asked about how principals perceive the 

effectiveness of CSB-PMS implementation process to evaluate principals, Participant 1 

repeatedly referred to the idea of using “specific goals set between me and the SDH as 

the key factor in how the CSB-PMS is implemented through the performance planning, 

performance coaching and revision and performance appraisal.” The repetition indicated 

to me that the sequence of the 3 stages was important to revealing the recurring theme of 

setting sharp and defined goals, which would help to “establish the vision and direction 

of the school.” Participant 1 displayed this theme to highlight the importance on the value 

of stages as a set of related events, movements, or things that follow each other in a 

particular order. This theme showed not only how the principal valued the 3 stages as a 

process, it also revealed how the stages were designed to keep the relationship among 

these ideas to emphasize the importance of it as she described the purpose of stages to 

ensure “a long-term vision and a short-term motivation.” 

Participant 3 also repeatedly referred to the idea of using identified objectives set 

between her and the SDH as a core element in how the CSB-PMS is implemented. The 

repetition indicated to me again with Participant 3 that the sequences of the 3 stages were 

crucial to “identify needs, develop regulations and manage day-to-day operations.”  The 

meetings, sessions, visits and steps were all recurring themes, which indicated to me the 

importance to “create a solid shared vision” for the principal while using the CSB-PMS. 

Participant 3 displayed this theme of valuing the stages as “meetings between the 

principal and the SDH.” The importance on the value of stages theme as explained by 

Participant 3 were “periodic opportunities for the principal to revise achievements and 
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collect evidence.”  When I asked her to describe further, Participant 3 stated the stages 

provided “for me to prove my advancement in a particular subject, present achieved goals 

with indicators and clear evidence.”  

When I asked the same question, Participant 5 repeatedly referred to the idea of 

the value of stages and emphasized the importance of using identified goals between him 

and the SDH as “processes” or “sessions” to ensure a smooth implementation procedure 

of the CSB-PMS. The repetition indicated how strongly Participant 5 believed in the 

sequences of the 3 stages and stated that they were crucial to “discuss what was 

implemented, challenges and developments in the Performance Coaching and Revision 

session.” Participant 5 displayed this theme of valuing stages and stated that “the new 

CSB-PMS encouraged me to play a supervisory or executive role because the goal 

determines priorities based on urgent, careful analysis” He elaborated about the 

importance on valuing stages by saying that “the implementation process gives clear 

indicators and shows me the progress of the school and that by itself is a motivation.”  

This indicated that when participating actively in the 3 stages of the CSB-PMS, it places 

the principal on a clear path to move from point (A) to (B) to reach the desired goal (C). 

Participant 11 valued this theme as a SDH and she indicated that  “the CSB-PMS is 

instrumental because the principal uses it to prepare his goals and prioritizes them based 

on the annual plan.” Moreover, she emphasized on the importance on the value of stages 

as a positive process, stating: “The CSB-PMS is instrumental because the sessions 

allowed for dialogues between the SDH and the principal to analyze the results.” She 

continued praising the value of stages in the implementation process: “goals are not set 
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randomly and it is based on recommendations from teachers and other divisions at the 

schools.” Similarly, Participant 12 referred to the importance and value of the stages and 

their advantage for him as a SDH to measure and reflect on instructional behaviors. He 

continued by saying: “The formal three stages between the SDH and the principal are 

considered steering sessions to identify level of achievement for identified objective.” 

 
  Dominance to encourage commitment. Another recurring idea which rapidly 

stood out in the data regarding the implementation process was, as declared by 

Participant 1,the commitment and agreeing to the objectives, competencies, and 

weightings which occur through meetings and discussions between the principal and the 

SDH using official forms and written agreements.  These repetitions indicated to me the 

act of dominance and the idea of exercising control, power or authority over the principal 

were important recurring themes that Participant 1 demonstrated. Moreover, Participant 1 

displayed persistently the existence of the theme dominance and its capacity to have an 

effect on the character, development, or instructional behavior.  Participant 1 stated that 

through the CSB-PMS stages process “I declare my commitment to do my best to 

achieve the listed objectives with indicators to measure my performance.” Although a 

“mandatory” or a “fixed list” of competencies in the CSB-PMS implementation process 

sounds authoritative, it can be an excellent evaluation approach of keeping up to date 

with the school strategic plan and being accurate.  The principal said “it obligated me to 

do my role as a principal according to the plan but I was bounded to limited competencies 

by the CSB.”  
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Establishing a culture of accountability.  Another recurring idea in the 

implementation process was the reliance on indicators and evidence for achieving the 

objectives and competencies through meetings and discussions between the principal and 

the SDH using official forms and written agreements.  Although it was clarified by 

Participant 3 when she said that it was helpful “to keep me on track”, I sensed from that 

repetition of indicators and evidence that they represented ways for the CSB and the 

MoE to establish the theme of accountability. Using standards for checking the results 

was another approach for the CSB to exercise power and influence or direct the 

principal’s behavior. As stated by Participant 1, who displayed the existence of the theme 

accountability when she described how “the SDH discusses the goals’ achievement with 

me based on the five-point rating scale to make a final decision or come to sensible 

conclusions.” Moreover, in explaining the CSB-PMS she compared the new system to the 

old PMS by describing the new CSB-PMS as a tool that “motivated” and “ inspired” her 

while knowing that if she doesn’t follow the “rules and regulations” it is going to affect 

the evaluation of her performance. This clearly demonstrated that the new CSB-PMS was 

designed to give an authoritative order and for the principal to obey the command. 

Furthermore, this proved to me that the principal sees the CSB-PMS process as an 

evidence-based evaluation where evidence of each indicator is essential for the principal 

to play her role effectively.   

Reliance on indicators and evidence was obvious in my conversation with 

Participant 5 and he confirmed this when I asked him how the CSB-PMS was useful in 

his role. He answered, “mostly identifying goals, competencies and agreeing on them 
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with the SDH but most important is the follow up by the SDH to achieve the goals during 

the revision meeting.” This indicated to me that the theme dominance is an issue to the 

principal and he didn’t like the idea of not having enough freedom to select that for which 

he is held accountable in the process.  

Establishing professional relationships. Another theme that emerged pertaining 

to CSB-PMS implementation process and instructional behaviors was the idea that 

relationships play a key role in principals ensuring successful communication with 

teachers. According to Participant 1, the CSB-PMS is implemented to offer training and 

feedback through discussions and meetings. However, coaching and revision were not 

constantly repeated as ideas to demonstrate the implementation process. On the other 

hand, the principal believed that “the CSB-PMS is an opportunity to constantly reflect on 

my work progress and determine achievements, strengths and weaknesses.” From the 

summary of my interview with Participant 1 it seems that building relationships is an 

important element in the CSB- PMS process to ensure ongoing communication between 

the principal and the SDH. As stated by Participant 1:   

Spending time to enrich teachers along with the SDH, investing in their 

energies and creating interactive lessons with the help and support of the SDH are 

useful to strengthen the element of relationship because it helps to keep my SDH 

updated.  

This indicated to me that the principal believed in CSB-PMS as a tool to build a 

better relationship with the SDH but further adjustment was required to make this 
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instrument a powerful communication tool. This was explicitly clear when I heard 

Participant 1 describing, “strengthening this relationship with the SDH takes time.”  

Likewise, when I asked how the CSB-PMS is implemented, Participant 3 had this 

to say about the value of the process: She thinks the CSB-PMS is implemented to offer 

the principal “ongoing feedback” which indicated to me the presence of communication 

between the principal and the SDH which leads “to systematically gather feedback on 

ways to improve students' learning outcomes and welfare.” Although I see this as an 

approach used by the SDH to promote overall well-being of students, which supports Hitt 

and Tucker’s (2016) argument that “quality of accomplishments is improved when 

relationships exist” (p. 552), it is also an indication of how the CSB-PMS is implemented 

with the principal expressing the importance of keeping a good relationship between the 

principal and the SDH to ensure a smooth evaluation and enhance student achievement.  

When I raised the same question to Participant 5, who is from the same group as 

Participants 1 and 3; he believes the CSB-PMS was implemented to offer the principal 

feedback for the purpose of building a better relationship.  Although I felt this theme 

exists and the principal believed it to be an advantage, it was clear to me from his 

statements that he had a broken relationship with the SDH. He continued to elaborate 

immediately about how the CSB-PMS process “can be an effective tool as long as the 

principal receives timely and constructive feedback from the SDH.” He then explained 

this further and stated; “the system lacks an action plan to address areas that require deep 

and continuous conversations to improve instruction and teaching to enhance student 

achievement.” 
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Acquiescence in the operation of the bell curve. Similar to the responses of her 

colleagues, Participant 2 mentioned the 3-stages but with a different sequencings term, 

using “stops” instead of stages. It was clear and obvious that Participant 2 believed these 

“stops” were vital to ensure smooth implementation of the CSB-PMS. Participant 2 

continued explaining the CSB-PMS implementation procedure and stated; “it is a tool to 

engage the principal in ongoing professional learning and apply it to improve 

instructional practices by overseeing teachers and monitoring the results and grades of 

students and determine lack of knowledge and skills.” This statement expresses the 

principal’s reluctance to accept the CSB-PMS stops and procedure regardless of the 

impact it can cause! She continued by saying; “the stages sequence is not designed for 

my school to go beyond EE.  Participant 2 confirmed that she is using the system to 

comply with the procedure by stating “even without the CSB-PMS” our school 

performance and my performance would be the same.” 

Participant 4 had the same feeling regarding the CSB-PMS 3 stages 

implementation process and indicated in her answers the action of accepting or yielding 

to the higher authority CSB or the SDH. She continued talking about the theme 

acquiescence and how she must comply with the law of goals, competencies and 

weightings, which will be submitted to another authority beyond the Ministry of 

Education control. She stated, “The application of the CSB-PMS needs further 

clarification and not just to follow the order of the three phases.”  

Similarly, Participant 6 stated that through the CSB-PMS stages process; the 

“SDH agrees with me on clear goals and competencies for implementation by confirming 
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that I declare my commitment to do my best to achieve these goals even if I disagree with 

their priorities.”  Then, the performance planning at the beginning of the academic year is 

followed by a semi-annual evaluation session in January and a final evaluation session in 

June.” He reiterated, “we just have to follow the law and the order of these sessions to 

achieve the goals.” Moreover, “the CSB-PMS forces me to apply the objectives based on 

what the SDH perceives appropriate.” To confirm that the acquiescence theme exists, 

Participant 11 as a SDH refers to it as a process with which principals must comply or 

they won’t be able to move to the next step according to the 3 stages built within the 

CSB-PMS. The School District Head said: “the bell curve in the CSB-PMS should not be 

applied to all schools and it should not be linked to incentives the way it is now without 

any consideration to the variation in schools.” Even worse as stated by the SDH: “the 

system does not serve non-Bahraini teachers and therefore it is hard to have the system 

measure my expectations.”  Participant 12, a SDH, believes that the CSB-PMS was a 

process based on the theme of acquiescence, because the compulsory bell curve was a 

pressure on the principal and he strongly believes principals “manipulate the appraisal to, 

their advantage.” Additionally, the mandatory curve could change the expectations 

because the principal was responsible to place his teachers according to the required 

distribution 5% Far exceeds Expectations (FE), 10% Exceeds Expectations (EE), 70% 

Meets Expectations (ME), 10% Partially meets Expectations (PE) and 5% Needs 

Improvement (NI). This theme was clearly a result for the misalignment between the 

expectations and the final evaluation the principal received because of the bell curve 

grading method for evaluating teachers.  
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Indicators-based evaluation to evaluate success. The continuous emphasis on 

the importance and the use of indicators frequently stood out in the data regarding the 

implementation process. Participant 2 expressed the value of indicators as part of the 

process in the CSB-PMS and her ability to generate a better learning environment using 

evidence.  When I asked her to clarify, she responded, “I managed to improve my 

instructional leadership behaviors because the system is designed to hold teachers 

accountable to their work with evidence and indicators.” “These indicators are like 

measures that I use to determine how well a result has been achieved in a particular area 

of interest but they also help to know the speed of development, stability of teachers' 

instructional behaviors and percentage of learning progress.”  A similar theme was 

identified by Participant 4, when she used descriptive terms such as “not ambiguous, not 

random and evidence-based performance.” And when I asked her to explain, Participant 4 

responded by saying, “CSB-PMS provided the opportunity to the principal to discover 

talented and outstanding teachers and the indicators helped to know the improvement and 

achievements rates to track and offer needed assistance.” The perception was similar 

when I asked Participant 11. She praised the importance of the theme indicator- based 

evaluation to evaluate success stating: “I use indicators with principals as my evidence” 

for improvement purposes; otherwise following up with 19 principals is difficult to 

manage.”  In the same way, Participant 12 agreed with the process being an indicator -

based evaluation. He continued describing the process by saying: “these three sessions 

used indicators and based on the evidence collected by the SDH to report progress and 

achievement.” According to the SDH, the indicators were used to “control” principals 
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and thus why the evaluation was perceived as more objective than the former PMS, 

which ensures informing the principal how well the performance towards the goals are 

achieved with clear indicators. Finally, he reiterated the importance of the indicators to 

evaluate success by saying: “It does not tend to reflect personal opinion” and it is 

instructional-based evaluation.  

Documentation–based evaluation to capture progress. This theme quickly 

stood out when I asked about the implementation process and Participant 2 immediately 

answered: 

It is an opportunity for me to capture my current state, what is being assessed, 

and highlight the needs to the SDH to priorities and justify why my school needs 

to focus on raising the student achievement and increase the proficiency 

percentages in specific subjects. 

 It is important as stated by Participant 2, that “our school action plan is stemmed from 

the Ministry of Education strategic plan and we use the CSB-PMS to document and 

identify opportunities to improve the various education functions.”  

Similarly, Participant 4 referred to the CSB-PMS as a documentation- based 

assessment and she stated, “I use my operational goals plan and strategic goals to outline 

my student learning outcomes and demonstrate the attainment of each goal.” Participant 

11 as a SDH confirmed the presence of documentation as part of the three stages process 

and said, “to improve teaching and learning and creating a stimulating environment for 

teaching; are key competency domains that principals must demonstrate to receive a 

good appraisal at the end of the academic year.” This was clear evidence that the CSB-
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PMS process is a documentation-based evaluation because without demonstrating these 

actions the SDH will not evaluate the principal with a good rating.  

Time-bound goals. Reading the summary of my interview with Participant 3, the 

principal shared her opinion on whether the CSB-PMS is measuring the expected 

outcomes. She answered, “the CSB-PMS measures expectations clearly because of the 

requirements to have precise indicators for each objective with specific percentages to 

indicate the achievement progress.” Moreover, she thinks that “expectations for 

improving professional development is high, especially that identifying time management 

in the system stimulates me on educational practices.” She explained further, “this is 

done through classroom visits and the application rate of these instructional practices 

makes my measurement accurate and easy.” Additionally, the time seemed to work in her 

favor, because when I asked how the time relates to her goals, Participant 3 said, “I 

expect to raise the students’ achievement every year by 10% knowing that I am bounded 

by a time frame.”  

Self- Evaluation. Participant 1 and 2 both believe that the CSB-PMS measures 

what it is expected to measure because of the self- development form and said; “it is 

effective and we feel that form is necessary to “reflect my competencies.”  However, 

both believed the CSB-PMS should do “better to measure the development activities and 

initiatives conducted by the principal to develop the teacher's performance and identify 

areas of failure, workshops and the necessary training programs for teachers as well.”  

 

Group 2 - Lower Performer. To provide a part of the answer regarding how the 
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lower performers perceived the effectiveness of the evaluation, research question number 

one was posed again “1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the 

implementation of the process by which they are evaluated? ” and was answered using 

substantive and descriptive analysis of the collected data to report:  

All of the respondents from Group 2, lower performers, who received a negative 

rating of either Partially meets Expectations or Needs Improvement, perceived the 

implementation process negatively, more painful and less rigorously designed evaluation 

to impact their instructional behaviors compared to the level of negativity Group 1, 

higher performers perceived the evaluation. 

The importance of the value of stages. Seeing a similar response by Participant 

7 confirmed how the CSB-PMS was implemented the way it was designed. As described 

by the principal, “regardless of whether I was highly evaluated or not highly evaluated 

the 3-stages protocol process is implemented based on the 5-point rating scale.” 

Participant 9, a middle school principal, stated: “The follow up procedure is helpful to 

meet and maintain a good progress in student outcomes.” However, in middle schools as 

described by the principal:  

We are attracted to students’ behaviors more than improving instructional 

behaviors and the system is implemented with me in the same procedure and the 

same mechanism as it is implemented with the other schools, regardless of the 

stage or grade level, needs or reality of the school situation.  

Through the discussion with Participant 8 it was quickly apparent that the value of 

stages theme disregards the principal performance level or the school situation and 
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focuses on making sure they implement all 3 stages appropriately. She continued 

commenting on the value of stages with disappointment by saying, we “use a 

predetermined set of goals in collaboration with the SDH based on the previous year’s 

student results and recommendations of the Quality Assurance and Training Authority.” 

This explains the acquiescence theme as both Participants 8 and 10 addressed this theme 

and feel they have to comply with the CSB-PMS by following the three stages because 

there is a higher authority outside the Ministry of Education that needs to be reported to 

based on the 3-stage protocol operation.  Participant 10 elaborated with a conclusion in 

which he expressed discouragement about the value of stages by saying, “the CSB-PMS 

is still not accepted by many principals because of the way it is structured and the way it 

fails to reflect the reality of what is happening at the school.”  

Dominance to encourage commitment. The 3 stages were important recurring 

themes for Participant 9 in “setting sharp and defined goals, establishing a vision and 

direction of school.” He indicated that the 3-stage protocol operation is the dominant 

approach used by the CSB-PMS so it “reminds me of the action plan, framing my work 

and reminds me to stick to the rules and regulations.” This statement confirms the theme 

dominance to encourage commitment and the ideas of exercising control, power or 

authority over principals. Although principals were aware of the importance of the 3 

stages, the implementation process was viewed as a negatively recurring theme for not 

being useful to the lower performers. He reiterated, “the CSB-PMS preoccupied me with 

operational tasks rather than focusing on teaching and learning.” Participant 7 displayed 

persistently the existence of the theme dominance and its capacity to increase 
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commitment to the development of his school that will impact upon students, both in 

terms of their learning and their wellbeing. However, Participant 7 believes that the 

theme dominance is obvious and the CSB-PMS is not designed to avoid later negative 

outcomes associated with 3-stage protocol operation. He expressed the dominance by 

saying, “it derails me to develop and implement the established work goals that will 

enhance desired learning outcomes because there are other social and non-instructional 

issues I am trying to solve in the school.”     

Acquiescence in the operation of the bell curve. Participants 7 and 9 both 

addressed this theme and feel they are complying with the CSB-PMS by following the 

three stages because there is a higher authority outside the Ministry of Education to 

which it needs to report. She explained, “there is a lack of clarity in the applications 

because of the requiring the same procedure regardless of individual differences and 

particular needs procedure for all schools regardless of any certain needs.”  Participant 7 

addressed the acquiescence theme by showing how unsatisfied he feels with the 

implementation procedure as a principal who was rated Partially meets Expectations 

stating; “there is a lack of implementation of the evaluation procedure, specifically the 

teaching and learning objectives assigned by the SDH are too heavy with unrealistic 

weightings.” Similarly, Participant 9 says, “we just have to obey the system.” Moreover, 

the acquiescence theme was clearly explicit and perceived as an unfair ranking system.  

Participant 8 stated: 

The compulsory bell curve changes my expectations and causes problems in my 

relationships with teachers because I am forced to use the CSB distribution 
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percentage 5% Far Exceeds (FE) Expectations, 10% Exceeds Expectations EE, 

70% Meets Expectations (ME), 10% Partially meets Expectations (PE) and 5% 

Needs Improvement (NI), which [affects my ability to] carry out tasks in 

accordance with my strategic plan.  

He explained why it does not measure what it is expected to measure: “a 

flexibility factor to choose and add the competencies and appropriate weightings will help 

to improve instructional behaviors.” Finally, he stated: “The individual development plan 

[is] not helpful to measure what it is expected to measure and has no significance to 

instructional behaviors.”  Similarly, both Participants 7 and 9 asserted that the CSB-PMS 

negatively impacted them as the bell curve requires that the school have 5% Far Exceeds 

(FE) Expectations, 10% Exceeds Expectations EE, 70% Meets Expectations (ME), 10% 

Partially meets Expectations (PE) and 5% Needs Improvement (NI). This distribution is 

“reversing reality” of the principal performance and it is not measuring what they expect 

to measure because of the normal distribution or the bell curve.   

Documentation–based evaluation to capture progress. Participants 8 and 10 

from the lower performers group made reference to the themes addressed by other groups 

of participants who were highly rated. However, their main focus on explaining the 

implementation process revolved around building a community relationship with students 

and teachers. Both participants addressed how the system was objectives-based 

evaluation and dependent on documentation but it was not contributing to building 

professional relationships as it did with the highly evaluated principals. Participant 8 and 

10 claimed that because of the fewer resources, less time to focus on instructional 
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behaviors and disregarding individual needs made the documentation-based evaluation 

less helpful to encourage interaction between principals and students to capture the 

learning progress.  

Other Negative Findings.  Despite the fact that six participants from the higher 

performers groups expressed generally positive themes that emerged from the analysis, 

negative perspectives and suggestions for improvements were highlighted throughout the 

analysis process.  Although I had a separate category for negatively perceived themes 

when grouping data, there were a lot of examples for significant themes, which emerged 

from analysis, regardless of the principal’s rating. All of the 12 participants including 

(higher performers, lower performers and SDH) voiced their concerns over the 

implementation of the normal distribution known as bell curve rating with strong 

emphasis on coming up with a fair, equitable system and to reward principals and 

teachers based on how the CSB-PMS is designed.  When I asked participants in the 

higher performers group about the value and the importance they perceived regarding the 

effectiveness of the CSB-PMS implementation process, they thought the system is not 

flexible, too rigid to suit all principals. From the discussion, the following themes 

emerged. 

A checklist approach. Reading the summary of my interview with Participant 1, 

it was obvious that the principal felt the CSB-PMS was not measuring all of what she 

expected because she was rated “Far exceeds Expectations” and believes that using 4 

objectives to measure her instructional behaviors are too few. This was also indicated in 

her conversation: “I need flexibility in the selection of competencies with more authority 
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and freedom to choose my objectives.” To measure her expectations, Participant 1 wanted 

an evaluation system that is designed for her as an educator to give more attention to 

instruction rather that “a one size fits all” evaluation.” More important, the non-financial 

incentive system is below her expectations, impacting her satisfaction and she does not 

feel appreciated for her hard work. Finally, assessing the effect of the bell curve system, 

she commented, “to an extent I can say it is unfair and de-motivating to meet my 

expectations.”  Flexibility is another expectation that Participant 3 needed to see in the 

new CSB-PMS, especially in the bell curve distribution. Participant 3 thinks the CSB-

PMS is limiting her expectations and said, “the bell curve is limiting the principal to the 

incentives and rewards.” 

Non- relevance. Non-relevance emerged as a negative theme from the summary 

of my interview with Participant 5.  He stated that “evaluating two strategic goals and one 

operational objective is not sufficient to impact instructional behaviors.” Moreover, “the 

CSB-PMS does not serve the principal significantly nor [does] it directs me to focus on 

teaching and learning.” When I asked what is its relevance to the instructional behaviors 

out of 100% to get a quantifiable and easy percentage, the principal expressed an average 

relevance of 45% out of 100% and he said, “This percentage is with exaggeration to the 

real impact.”   He elaborated regarding the way the CSB-PMS should measure his 

expectations by saying, “the CSB-PMS must evaluate me based on points, like it used to 

be on the old PMS, with a specific formula to identify actions and its impacts to increase 

instructional behaviors relevance.  He reiterated the reasons why it is less relevant by 

saying: “It is now based on evidence, written indicators, visit observation by the SDH 



      
 

92 
 

that contribute to a lesser degree than what principals expect, specifically to measure my 

expectations in instructional behaviors.”   

Performance - based compensation. Participant 4 spoke of a similar expectation 

to be measured by the CSB-PMS, with the intention of offering rewards.  She suggested 

the following changes to the CSB-PMS:  

Adjusting the performance incentives with a fair distribution curve that reflects 

the reality of my school, changing the competencies form to suit my needs, and 

adding indicators so we can effectively monitor our progress instead of having a 

fixed template. 

 This emphasized the importance to her of shifting towards a more flexible system that 

“gives me the flexibility to choose goals and competencies that fit the reality of the 

school.”  

When I asked participants in the lower performers group about the value and the 

importance, they thought the CSB-PMS is not aligned with their expectations and there 

are too many variables and unforeseen circumstances to predict the future with any 

certainty, especially with middle school principals. Moreover, the CSB-PMS is too rigid 

to suit elementary principals who received lower ratings and the middle school principals. 

From the discussion, they had this to say and the following themes emerged. 

Aligning expectations. Aligning principal expectations with the SDH 

expectations is vital in the process of principal evaluation. Participant 7 suggested “the 

CSB-PMS should be designed to serve me [to] improve the instructional behaviors and 

improve the proficiency [of teachers and students] in all subjects by giving us more 
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autonomy to make leadership decisions.” Thus, the importance of autonomy and building 

collaborative approaches for decision making to create a better supportive organization 

for learning is needed and was demonstrated as a desire by the participants.  

Accounting for unforeseen factors. The CSB-PMS measures the principal’s 

expectations but there are a lot of unforeseen elements and unexpected situations, which 

intervene to cause further delay in achieving goals. Many factors and inputs changed 

Participants 7 and 9 expectations through the academic year. As identified by Participant 

7, considered the “nature of the community, quality of teachers, teachers’ turnover, 

students’ gender and grade levels… as pressure to measure the expected goals we 

committed to with the SDH, which disrupts the continuity of a student’s learning 

experience.” Participant 9 expressed his agreement with this perspective and described 

the unexpected factors stating; “elementary schools are more responsive to the CSB-PMS 

and there are less barriers to tackle in comparison to a middle school where objectives 

can barely be achieved.” Thus, structuring the CSB-PMS to the demands in middle 

school is a requirement to improve instructional leadership behaviors. 

Theme 2: Expectations and interest for effective implementation of the CSB-PMS 

revolves around emphasis on involvement in instructional behaviors. 

The second question posed, “2) How do principals perceive the impact of the 

evaluation system by which they are evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the 

achievement of their students?” was answered by applying the unified framework for 

effective leader practices (Hitt & Tucker, 2016), to explore what principals said they 

expected from the CSB-PMS to impact their instructional behaviors. Additionally, this 
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process of analysis utilized the similarities between the higher and lower performers’ 

perceptions of each element in the unified model by using a contiguity-based relations 

coding to describe how principals’ involvement revolved around the same elements.  

Those elements were (a) establishing and conveying the vision, (b) 

facilitating a high-quality learning experience for students, (c) building 

professional capacity, (d) creating a supportive organization for learning, and (e) 

connecting with external partners. Although it was clear that participants addressed 

similar emphases as those Hitt and Tucker (2016) identified as important pillars 

for effective leader practices, it was also apparent that assessing the degree of the 

perceived impact varied due to the nature of the CSB-PMS and its implementation 

process and policies. Thus, the second theme uncovered the principals’ perceptions 

for each of the 5 elements described below and in Table 8 clarifying their beliefs 

regarding why the CSB-PMS exercises a low, medium or high impact on their 

display of the Hitt and Tucker (2016) leader practices.  Collected statements of 

principals’ level of involvement, expectations and interests in instructional 

behaviors were combined with the participants’ shared personal practice to make 

judgments regarding impact.  To make the final judgments regarding the level of 

impact, the criteria described below were used to determine how to assign a 

principal to one of the three impact categories (high, medium, or low). Given the 5 

elements of instructional leader behaviors described in the unified model 

suggested by Hitt and Tucker (2016), here are the criteria I applied to measure the 

impact level. Moreover, the four criteria for effective principal evaluation 
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described in Figure 1 (clear and obvious implementation, accuracy and relevance 

to improve instructional leadership behavior, and validity and reliability to support 

instructional leadership behavior) were used to identify pertinent statements made 

by participants: 

1- Significance Criterion. The first criterion that I applied was to determine the 

significance of the instructional behavior as reflected in the narrative responses, the 

frequency of its mention as a support to instructional behaviors, and how participants’ 

instructional behaviors were affected by the change in their evaluations. For example, a 

high influence was assigned if there were clear and obvious effect statements by the 

participant with clear evidence of involvement in the element. A medium influence was 

assigned if little pressure was perceived to increase a principal practicing a particular 

element.  A low influence was assigned if there was no change in how the principal 

executed the element because it was not relevant to improving his or her instructional 

behaviors.  

2- Urgency Criterion. The second criterion that I applied was the urgency of an 

element in supporting principals’ jobs. For example, a high urgency was assigned to a 

participant who viewed the CSB-PMS as critical for improving instructional behaviors, a 

medium urgency was assigned to a principal who perceived the involvement could 

slightly lead to improving the instructional behaviors. A low urgency was assigned to a 

principal who perceived further involvement and relying on a specific element would not 

lead to a change in an instructional behavior.  

 
3- Priority Criterion. The third criterion I applied was the degree to which a 
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certain element of instructional leader behavior was regarded as more important than 

another. For example, a high priority was assigned if a certain element was viewed as 

extremely important in improving instructional behaviors. A medium priority was 

assigned if the participant perceived the application of a particular element as moderate in 

improving instructional behaviors.  Finally, a low priority was assigned to a principal 

who believed the element would make no difference in improving instructional 

behaviors.   

To make the final judgments regarding the level of impact for each instructional 

behavior, I assigned a principal to one of the three impact categories (high medium or 

low) by treating the three criteria (significance, urgency and priority) as shown in the 

Table 7. 

High impact was assigned if a participant regarded 3 criteria were important 

though their statements for each of the elements of instructional leader behaviors 

described in the unified model.  The medium impact was assigned if a participant 

regarded 1-2 criterion was important though their statements for each of the elements of 

instructional leader behaviors described in the unified model.  The low impact was 

assigned if a participant regarded none of the criteria as important though their statements 

for each of the elements of instructional leader behaviors. described in the unified model.  
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Table 7 
Criteria for determining level of impact for each instructional behavior 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

To establish and convey the vision involvement of the principal in setting relevant 

instructional goals is needed. To achieve facilitating a high-quality learning experience 

for students, principal involvement in instructional and curriculum alignment should be at 

the heart of the CSB-PMS. To achieve building professional capacity, principal 

preparations and the development of innovative instructions must be part of the CSB-

PMS. Last, but not least, creating a supportive organization for learning influencing 

students’ achievement through constructive and instant feedback should be done in a 

systematic and timely manner. Finally, to ensure connecting with external partners the 

CSB-PMS should care about the importance of establishing positive rapport with families 

in the community.  

Table 8 below is a summary of findings, which reflects the higher and lower 

performing principals’ perceptions regarding the degree to which the CSB-PMS process 

includes assessment of instructional behaviors found to enhance student achievement, 

                  

Impact Category  

Impact Decision: Number of yes responses on the criteria per 

instructional behavior 

High Impact  3 yes responses  

Medium Impact  1-2 yes responses  

Low Impact  0 yes responses   
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and the degree to which the evaluation of each instructional behavior exerts an impact on 

their work.  

G1-Higher Performers.  
 

1-Involvement of principal in setting relevant instructional goals. Participant 1 

indicated that she expects the CSB-PMS to allow her to “review and adjust the school 

plan to ensure relevance” to the needed achievements, school objectives and mission to 

articulate the vision to the staff. Participant 2 expressed her expectation and the necessity 

of the CSB-PMS to help convey the vision by setting the direction for the school. She 

said, “When I emphasize the process and communicate effectively with the SDH it 

positively improves the instructional practices and assists [me] to convey the school’s 

needs and directions clearly to specialists in the Directorates who are assisting in the 

school’s programs.” Moreover, it’s clear from her statement that Participant 2 expects the 

CSB-PMS to enhance the communication to encourage attainment of goals and vision. 

Similarly, Participant 3 indicated that she expects the CSB-PMS to offer a fair evaluation 

with “no surprises.” When asked about expectations, Participant 3 stated “I had a specific 

plan which I committed to with the SDH through setting goals that emphasizes improving 

teaching and learning.”  
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Table 8 
 
Summary of findings based on the second theme  

 
 
 Higher performers  Lower performers  

Participants 

Rating   

P1  

(FE) 

P2 

(FE) 

P3  

(EE) 

P4 

(EE) 

P5 

(ME) 

P6 

(ME) 

P7 

(PE) 

P8 

(PE) 

P9 

(NI) 

P10  

(NI) 

Involvement of principal 
in setting relevant 
instructional goals 

High  
Impact 

High  
Impact  

High  
Impact  

High 
impact  

Medium 
impact  

Low 
Impact  

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Principal involvement in 
instructional and 
curriculum alignment 

High  
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

High  
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

High 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Principal preparations 
and the development of 
innovative instruction 

Medium 
Impact  

Medium  
Impact  

Medium  
Impact  

Medium 
Impact  

Medium 
Impact  

Medium 
Impact  

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Influence students’ 
achievement through 
constructive and instant 
feedback 

High 
Impact 

High  
Impact 

High  
Impact 

High 
Impact 

Medium 
Impact  

Medium 
Impact  

Low 
Impact 

Medium 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Medium 
Impact 

Importance of 
establishing positive 
rapport with families in 
the community  

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 

Low 
Impact 
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Likewise, Participant 5 indicated the importance of conveying the school vision by 

being more involved early on with the SDH and he stated “I expect myself to be involved 

in setting the school goals to promote a quality learning environment for my students.” 

Although this element was really important to the principal, her tone translated this 

expectation as a sense of being held accountable, especially by the Education and 

Training Quality Authority. The principal referred repeatedly to instructional behaviors 

and how they are reflected in the new CSB-PMS stating: “we are obligated to include 

clear objectives to raise academic achievement for a particular cycle and for a specific 

period of time.”  

Moreover, Participant 1 believes that her instructional behaviors are reflected through 

the clarity of goals. She said, “I do not accept any goals from teachers unless it is a 

priority.” This indicated to me how she determines areas for improvement in instructional 

behaviors and how Participant 1 assists her teachers in choosing skills and strategies that 

are necessary to ensure they remain outstanding, especially in the application of 21st 

century practices.   

Similar to the response of Participant 1, Participant 3 stated, “I think the CSB-PMS 

reflects the principal instructional behaviors because the evaluation illustrates my 

strengths and weaknesses and gives me the opportunity to allocate resources strategically 

to fit the vision and mission.” This response pointed out how instructional behaviors are 

reflected as the principal reviews school practices and emerging trends in education in 

order to develop and implement innovative school programs for next year that will 

enhance desired learning outcomes. Moreover, Participant 3 stated: “the CSB-PMS 
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allowed me to include instructional behaviors and related goals because the system is 

designed to setting four goals at the beginning of the academic year with a specific 

weighting for a total of 100%.”   

Also, Participant 2 believes that her instructional behaviors are reflected through the 

CSB-PMS because she believes that her involvement is demonstrated “in conveying the 

school vision by setting the school direction and identifying specific short-and long- term 

goals.” It seems that engaging in ongoing professional learning and applying it to 

improve teaching using the short and long-term goals in the 3-stages protocol operation 

would reveal whether the students have achieved the learning objectives identified at the 

beginning of the evaluation cycle. Setting performance expectations as addressed by 

Participant 4 was reflected in her answer: “I use the CSB-PMS to demonstrate my 

instructional performance to know aspects of improvement and the adequacy of raising 

the performance of teaching and learning by adding more weight to the goal.”  She 

commented about her expectations by saying, the theme involvement of principal in 

setting relevant instructional goals “is my guide for instructional performance 

expectations.” 

Moreover, the SDH believes that using the CSB-PMS prepares the principal with 

the ability to influence and inspire teachers to buy in to the school’s vision. Also, it 

supports the idea of leading by example and allowing principals to manage people and 

resources to create a conducive environment for teaching and learning. This was an 

explicit statement from the SDH to validate that theme and the importance of the element 

involvement of principal in setting relevant instructional goals and how the CSB-PMS 



      
 

103 
 

centers on its emphasis to create effective instructional behaviors.   

Participant 12 expressed the importance of establishing and conveying the vision 

by being involved in setting relevant instructional goals. His expectation revolved around 

this element because he believes that “The first strategic goal of the Ministry of 

Education (MoE) is to improve the quality of teaching and learning and each school 

principal sets a strategic objective from the ministry's strategic objective.” Therefore, the 

SDH feels there is no gap between the goals set by the principal and the strategic 

objectives of the MoE.   

Finally, the findings illustrated that the perceived degree to which the CSB-PMS 

impacts assessment of the first theme, instructional behaviors identified as involvement of 

principal in setting relevant instructional goals, plays a key role with high impact on 

Participants 1, 2, 3 and 4. However, the degree of influence was medium on participant 5, 

because he demonstrated less involvement in setting the school goals to promote a 

quality-learning environment, and insignificant or low impact on Participant 6. This 

result helps to answer a part the second research question, by suggesting how principals 

perceive the impact of the evaluation system varies by the evaluating rating they 

received. The lower the evaluation rating, the lower the impact on the display of 

involvement in setting goals. 

2- Principal involvement in instructional and curriculum alignment. Being 

engaged by setting goals and performance expectation is an indication to translate the 

expectations to reality as described by Participant 1.  According to Participant 1 it is 

expected that the CSB-PMS will “help stabilize my level and raise my ambition to give 
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more consideration to instructional behaviors and less priority to traditional teaching and 

learning methodologies.” It was clear from her language that she expects the CSB-PMS 

to prioritize the set of goals identified at the beginning of the academic year. Also, 

Participant 2 expects the CSB-PMS to care about linking the strategic plan to the 

assessment program and in particular as stated for “developing and monitoring the 

implementation of the school action plan to allow facilitating high quality learning.” 

Participant 6 expects the CSB-PMS to involve him in recommending and sharing 

pedagogical approaches so he can adopt and refine teaching practices through 

continuous learning and reflection, using a variety of sources and resources. Basically, 

this discussion leads me to be sure that Participant 6 expects the CSB-PMS to assist in 

creating an alignment between the curriculum and instruction and assessment. He 

confirmed my understanding because he stated: “the system is useless to help me assist 

teachers who need improvement and immediate action regarding instructions.”   

Participant 3 described the importance of actively being involved in alignment of 

curriculum. When I asked in what area specifically, Participant 3 stated; “I expect a gain 

in the direction of the school instructional alignment with the Ministry of Education 

strategic goal.” Participant 3 elaborated by saying: “The CSB-PMS contributes to student 

achievement and emphasizes developing social, emotional and physical well-being of 

students because my priority is to participate in resolving students' problems in my 

school.”  

 Participant 5 described the importance of actively being involved to facilitate quality-

learning opportunities for his students based on their prior achievement. He stated; “I 
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expect the system to care more of what I believe I can achieve rather than what they want 

me to achieve during the academic year with my students.” To influence alignment of the 

curriculum Participant 5 stated that: “I develop new programs by coordinating with my 

teachers to actively and directly be involved in curriculum and instruction improvement.” 

He commented on how his instructional behaviors are reflected in the CSB-PMS and 

said: “my regular classroom visits to the teachers is the evidence to how much I care 

about teacher practices.”  

Participant 11, the SDH, referred to the expectation principal involvement in 

instructional and curriculum alignment and how the CSB-PMS engages principals  

“to give more or less priority to the goals based on what principals at the school believe is 

more important to organization, especially in curriculum alignment across subject areas 

and implementation of new teaching methodologies to improve learning outcomes.”  

Participant 12 agreed with the importance of facilitating high quality of learning 

experience and it was explicitly expressed as a vital theme by the SDH when I asked 

about the degree to which he feels it is instrumental out of 100%. The answer was 

immediate, stating: “I believe that 85% of the principals use the CSB-PMS to develop 

instructional behaviors, specifically improving teaching and learning, improving quality 

and proficiency of teaching and learning, impacting academic achievement, [and] 

personal development of students.” Most important, it was interesting to hear how the 

CSB-PMS is instrumental in organizing and conducting appropriate and lively 

educational lessons and/or co-curricular activities that sustain interest of students and 

supports their mental, physical and social development. 
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Finally, I found there is a difference in the perceptions to which the CSB-PMS 

impacts assessment of the second theme of instructional behaviors identified as principal 

involvement in instructional and curriculum alignment. It was clear that Participants 1, 3 

and 5 were highly impacted while Participants 2, 4 and 6 were asking for better alignment 

between curriculum and instruction. This result helps to answer a part of the second 

research question by suggesting that the lower the evaluation rating the lower the impact, 

although the impact was mixed among high performers.  

3- Principal preparations and the development of innovative instructions.  

Participant 2 did express her expectation of wanting the CSB-PMS to focus on the aspect 

of instructional practices.” Advancing teachers’ knowledge and principal instructional 

behaviors seem to be a priority for Participant 2. While still on the subject, Participant 2 

continued addressing the issue by stating, “my involvement through short or long-term 

training workshops, and internal or external exchange visits are good reflections of my 

innovation and creativity in improving individual professional practice.”  

This professional development element was highlighted by Participant 3 as an 

important aspect because “it allowed me as a principal to refine teaching practices 

through continuous learning and reflection.”  The existence of this element was clear and 

explicit because it shows that it gave the principal the opportunity to include methods of 

assessment and training that the school needs to improve teaching and learning. 

When I asked the same question of Participant 4, who is evaluated as EE, she 

commented about the importance of building professional capacity by supporting and 

recognizing individuals.  Then Participant 4 explained how the “CSB-PMS should be 
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linked to rewards and compensations because she “believes the CSB-PMS will not only 

motivate the principal but also alert and discipline the work.”  This professional 

development element was demonstrated also by Participant 1 as an important aspect to 

develop the activities for the purpose of instructional improvement.  This indicated to me 

that the principal could achieve her desired instructional behaviors by adapting and 

refining her teaching practices through continuous learning and reflection, using a 

variety of sources and resources. Participant 4 added to the same subject by stating “my 

expectations from the CSB-PMS towards building professional capacity is not too high 

but I use the system to plan lessons and teaching materials effectively  … especially for 

new teachers.”  

Similarly, Participant 11 expected the CSB-PMS to effectively contribute to 

building professional capacity. The SDH described the importance of this theme and how 

effective the tool to improve effective leadership practice is by saying, “I use the CSB-

PMS to develop principals’ skills and abilities by optimizing the school’s corporate 

capability through knowledge and innovation.” This statement showed how the SDH 

perceived professionalism and school improvement a key competency that elementary 

school principals should collaboratively demonstrate.  According to the SDH: “This will 

engage the principal in ongoing professional learning and [in] applying these skills with 

his teachers to improve their teaching practices.”  Additionally, Participant 12, a SDH, 

believes that building professional capacity is at the center of the CSB-PMS because it is 

designed as stated by the SDH, “to constantly develop teachers and open opportunities 

for their professional growth.” 
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Finally, based on the analysis, I found equal perceptions regarding the impact of 

the third theme on instructional behaviors identified as principal preparations and the 

development of innovative instruction. The results help to answer a part the second 

research question and clearly demonstrate that all higher performers, Participants 1, 2, 3, 

4, 5 and 6, perceived medium impact on their involvement.  The medium involvement 

was due to the application of the third dimension of the unified model, building 

professional capacity. The SDH and the higher performers group regarded themselves as 

already performing well in professional development. Thus, they did not treat 

professional development as a priority, which resulted in the medium impact in principal 

preparations and the development of innovative instruction. 

  The finding is rather discrediting, because the main purpose for the CSB-PMS is 

“developmental”, which means that principals with difficulties or who lack certain skills 

may be identified with a view to assisting them to make improvements, but in reality it is 

not helpful to give them the same rating rather than a helpful comment intended to 

improve their instructional behaviors.  

4-Influence students’ achievement through constructive and instant 

feedback. By using the CSB-PMS, Participant 1 now expects to provide the support 

needed for her school “to develop and implement an innovative school program that will 

enhance desired learning outcomes.” This is explained by the principal as her expectation 

from the CSB-PMS to create “a dynamic and innovative learning environment.” Thus, 

the principal expects the CSB-PMS “to help in influencing student achievement” by 

“aligning the objectives and goals with the desired outcomes.” The principal indicated 
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that this would maintain her high expectations and enhance teachers’ performance.  

Moreover, receiving a far Exceeds Expectations rating according to Participant 1 is “… 

by itself a reflection that I use the CSB-PMS and mainly to identify and share sound 

pedagogical approaches with teachers.” This indicated to me that involving teachers to 

identify practices to influence student achievement was an approach used by the principal 

to construct the environment she aspires to achieve while making sure she achieves her 

personal, instructional and organizational goals.  

Participant 3 expects herself to display more commitment towards monitoring 

instruction and curriculum by building a stronger two-way communication as described 

by Supovitz et al., (2009). The principal expressed the benefit of the ongoing 

communication between the principal and SDH, which lead Participant 3; “to 

systematically gather feedback on ways to improve students' learning outcomes and 

welfare.” I see this as an approach used by the SDH to promote overall well-being of 

students and willingness to effectively communicate by receiving information from the 

principal and helping her to support the organization for learning. Participant 4 also 

indicated the she expects the CSB-PMS to assist in creating a supportive organization for 

learning and stated: “the CSB-PMS is supposed to help as a developmental tool of 

students’ cognitive domain so that [the] principal is able to demonstrate the conduct of 

these roles and functions. Participant 4 believed that the CSB helped her to address 

“students’ background and facilitated her role with teachers to personalize learning.”  It 

seems to me that her expectation is for the CSB-PMS to offer better-described activities, 

which can influence student achievement.   
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On the other hand, Participant 5 expects himself to display more commitment 

towards classroom structure. He stated, ”I expect the CSB-PMS to provide more freedom 

in allowing me to structure my classrooms in a way to encourage teachers to build 

stronger relationships with the students to positively influence student achievement.” 

Similarly, Participant 6 believes that instructional behaviors are reflected “in the CSB-

PMS 3 stages protocol operation 1- Performance Planning at the beginning of the 

academic year, 2- Performance Coaching and Revision at the middle of the academic 

year, and 3- Performance Appraisal at the end of the academic year.”  He continued 

addressing this issue saying:  

We can only ensure the continuity of planning lessons and teaching materials 

effectively, [and] use of effective pedagogy if we understand students’ personal 

problems and difficulties.” This can be achieved if the CSB-PMS is improved to 

offer constructive and timely feedback.  

Participant 11 addressed how instructional behaviors are reflected in the CSB-

PMS.  The SDH said: “assigning 35-40% weight out of 100% on teaching and learning 

proficiency is a message to the principal to focus on instructional leadership behaviors.” 

She described the element of creating a supportive organization for learning and 

compared it to the “The old PMS which lacked reflecting these behaviors and now 

principals devote their time to visiting classrooms and evaluating teaching and learning.”  

Then she followed her statement with another compliment that “the CSB-PMS works like 

a “Compass” to steer the principal in the right direction.” 
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Equally, Participant 12 expects the CSB-PMS to create a supportive organization 

for learning through engaging in the process of feedback. He explained that: 

“constructive and timely feedback in elementary schools makes the expectations relevant 

to the outcomes needed due to fewer challenges compared to the middle and secondary 

schools.” Additionally, as described by the SDH “we are committed and required to hold 

principals accountable for their actions, so it is logic to see a positive gain and progress in 

instructional behaviors.” It was explicitly clear that the SDH highly values feedback as an 

instructional behavior that the CSB-PMS included within the implementation process. 

However, he was not sure to what degree other SDH’s apply his triangulation approach 

to maintain an excellent level of expectations with principals.  He elaborated on 

multisource rating emphasizing that; 

using other ratings techniques in this CSB-PMS process for evaluating 

principals based on three elements, 1- evidence using indicators, 2- evidence 

using figures and 3- narrative observation to rely on the reality of our visit to the 

school gives a better feedback to principals from three different perspectives.”  

This indicated to me that observing instructional practices in reality and 

comparing them to results could provide a confirmation to principals’ effectiveness 

without making biased judgments based on only one source of data.  Goldring (2015) 

highlighted a similar topic, that principals do react differently to how they receive 

feedback and its source when evaluating their performance and that “bringing evaluation 

from others in line with self-view can increase motivation to reduce dissonance” (p. 574).  
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Finally, the findings illustrated that the perceived degree to which the CSB-PMS 

impact assessment of the fourth theme, influence students’ achievement through 

constructive and instant feedback, plays a key role with high impact for Participants 1, 2, 

3 and 4 because two-way communication was maintained consistently with instant 

feedback between teachers and principals.  However, the degree of influence was 

perceived medium on participants 5 and 6 because they demonstrated less involvement in 

influencing students’ achievement.  This result helps to answer a part the second question 

by indicating that the higher the evaluation rating the higher the perceived impact and the 

lower the evaluation rating within the higher performing category, the less likely the 

CSB-PMS will create a dynamic and supportive organization for students.  Additionally, 

the CSB-PMS was perceived less helpful in impacting their instructional behaviors due to 

the lack of receiving constructive and timely feedback.  

5- Importance of establishing positive rapport with families in the 

community.  After a careful analysis of the data collected from the higher performers 

group, I found no difference in how they perceived the impact of the fifth theme on 

instructional behaviors identified as Importance of establishing positive rapport with 

families in the community. Participant 3 confirmed why there are certain elements not 

prioritized and stated that, “the CSB-PMS helps to direct me as an elementary school 

principal so as NOT to repeat the objectives in the future if I reach my goals.” This result 

helps to answer the a part of the second question by suggesting that the higher 

performers, including all participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and even 11 and 12 as SDHs 

perceived the CSB-PMS insignificant in involving principals to connect with external 
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partners, because they already had established good rapport with parents, families and 

stakeholders, meaning that and it was not a priority on which to work for the higher 

performers.   

To summarize, the higher performers group demonstrated similar perceptions 

regarding the importance of the instructional leader behaviors identified in the unified 

model by Hitt and Tucker (2016) but. However, it appears there is a need to further 

involve these high performers in the evaluation process, to improve their perceptions 

regarding how the 5 pillars might be implemented to impact instructional behaviors. It is 

explicitly clear in this study that the CSB-PMS plays a key role for all higher performers 

to ensure inclusion of the 5 effective instructional leader practices. Additionally, the most 

important instructional leader practice perceived by the higher performers group was the 

fourth dimension, influence students’ achievement through constructive and instant 

feedback. The second most important practice was involvement of principal in setting 

relevant instructional goal, followed by third ranked principal involvement in 

instructional and curriculum alignment, fourth ranked principal preparations and the 

development of innovative instructions and the fifth and lowest ranked importance of 

establishing positive rapport with families in the community. 

G2-Lower Performers  

1- Difficulty in setting high expectations and relevant instructional goals.  When 

I asked the lower performers group about how they perceived using the CSB-PMS 

to impact instructional behaviors based on the unified model introduced by Hitt 

and tucker (2016), Participant 9 answered:   
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Disregarding the student diversity, population and whether there are 900 or 400 

students in a school makes it hard on a middle school principal to achieve the 

identified expectations.  This means principals at middle schools or in general, if 

the principal was evaluated with a low-ranking grade, it is difficult for him to 

create high-performance expectations. 

  To convey the school vision, Participant 10 addressed a similar issue with setting 

high expectations and relevant instructional goals. He stated: “I believe the three stages 

in the CSB-PMS are not sufficient to achieve our goals through the academic year.” He 

expressed his concern about the SDH for setting unrealistically high expectations,  

As a principal who is evaluated needing improvement (NI); I feel not being 

supported enough by the SDH or the CSB-PMS to make serious changes, and I 

expect the SDH to pay more visits to me for being a middle school [and] to spend 

more time in setting attainable goals.  

Participant 8 had this to say regarding expectations and relevant instructional 

goals; “Inviting teachers to play a bigger role in [the] vision of the school is how the 

instructional behaviors are reflected.” The principal also believed that the CSB-PMS 

indirectly increased her awareness for prioritizing instructional goals, and elaborated, 

“it indirectly prioritizes certain goals depending on the needs and to an extent that 

70% out of 100% of goals I select at the beginning of the academic year are relevant 

to instructions.”   

Finally, after reading the respondents transcripts, I observed an explicit negative 

agreement regarding how lower performers perceived the impact of the first theme, 
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difficulty in setting high expectations and relevant instructional goals, according to 

the rating received by the CSB-PMS. This result helps to answer a part of the second 

question by indicating that the members of the lower performers group including 

participants 7, 8, 9 and 10 were neither impacted by the CSB-PMS to set high 

expectations, nor to identify relevant goals to significantly enhance student 

achievement. The four participants from the lower performers group attributed this 

perception of a low impact to their involvement in this dimension to several factors 

such as being a middle school principal, high student population, acquiescence or 

compliance to non-realistic goals and not receiving enough support from the SDH.  

2- Lack of principal involvement in instructional and curriculum alignment.  

Although Participants 7 and 9 want to facilitate a better learning experience for their 

students and offer a high-quality education, they did demonstrate how hard it was to 

develop and identify instructional practices that can help their students due to other 

operational and administrative issues. Both Participants 7 and 9 agreed that the CSB-

PMS is an indicator-based evaluation to show the progress made towards achieving a 

specific output or outcome. Participant 7 indicated also how little instructional 

behaviors are reflected by stating; “Honestly, the old system is linked to a portfolio 

that collects all the evidence instead of the current CSB-PMS as a “bureaucratic” 

system with unaligned indicators.  

Participant 8 addressed a similar issue regarding the benefit of using the CSB-

PMS by stating “it facilitated my role, defined my tasks for the purpose of promoting the 

social and emotional wellbeing of students.” This gave the principal the hope that she can 
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reach to the highest ranking based on the five-point rating scale “Exceed Expectations” 

one day. Participant 10 also addressed the element of facilitating a high-quality learning 

experience for students by enforcing safety as a priority and he expects the system to care 

more about this aspect as a fundamental element. He also expected that “well-being and 

development of my students is my top priority before accomplishing the educational 

goals.” This was an explicit indication that Participant 10 prioritizes safety before 

instructional and curriculum alignment and this was his justification for his lack of being 

involved in instruction. Participant 10 viewed his performance of reflection of 

instructional behaviors as less effective than it was supposed to be and further 

engagement to facilitate high quality learning for students is needed. He clarified that 

“the CSB-PMS engaged the principal in all roles and functions and now I am able to 

assist teachers to work more effectively.” Also, the principal now leads in the 

implementation of school-wide instructional initiatives and duties, which will bring about 

greater school effectiveness and improved student performance.  He expressed more 

expectations, which revolved around emphasis on involvement and how he demonstrates 

his instructional behaviors by saying, “now I am able to provide greater professional 

guidance to professional teachers and lead teachers towards excellence.” This response 

demonstrated how principals perceived the impact of the CSB-PMS in encouraging the 

inclusion of practices such as collaborative teaching and learning strategies with the 

emphasis on team- based approaches.   

Finally, these responses help to answer a part of the second research question by 

indicating that the lower performers group perceived that the systematic approach used 
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by the CSB to track results was not based on a transparent and reflective, logical way to 

measure the impact of the CSB-PMS or to improve the performance of principals. As 

described by all lower performing principals, the CSB-PMS “changed our roles to mirror 

the 3-stages protocol process and constricted us on what we believe are important 

strategies to improve student achievement because we have to respond to the system and 

not to our needs as instructional leaders.”  Hearing repeatedly from the lower performers 

group that “instructional behaviors are reflected through the use of the CSB-PMS but in a 

very superficial way” with a depressing tone implies principals’ anxiety and loss of 

courage in instructional and curriculum alignment. 

The theme lack of principal involvement in instructional and curriculum 

alignment revealed equal agreement about the degree to which the CSB-PMS impacts 

assessment to enhance student achievement according to the rating received. It was clear 

that Participants 7, 8, 9 and 10 were not impacted by the CSB-PMS to perceive 

transparent, logical and reflective instructional behaviors due to the following factors: 

being a middle school principal, setting unaligned indicators with the SDH and being 

occupied by operational and administrative issues instead of focusing on instruction to 

improve teaching and learning. 

3-Lack of selecting and retaining quality teachers.  Participant 10 addressed 

the issue of maintaining the quality of in-service teachers because it is one of the 

expectations he wishes to gain from the CSB-PMS. He argued; “the CSB-PMS is useless 

in building professional capacity because I cannot select quality teachers or retain staff 

who I believe are effective for my elementary- middle school students.” Participant 8 had 



      
 

118 
 

a similar expectation but his argument was about retaining good teachers through 

recognitions and rewards for their quality teaching. She said: “I wish to see the CSB-

PMS support and recognize us fairly.” Lastly, not receiving any examples from the lower 

performers group 7, 8, 9 and 10 on how currently they are improving instructional 

behaviors was clear evidence of how they negatively perceive the CSB-PMS’ impact on 

building professional capacity.  

Like the first two themes, it was easy to conclude that all lower performers 

perceived the third theme, lack of selecting and retaining quality teachers being an 

instructional behavior, as getting little attention. This helps to answer a part of the second 

question by suggesting that the lower performers group, including Participants 7, 8, 9 and 

10, were perceiving the CSB-PMS as an evaluation tool that has low impact on 

encouraging principals to build professional capacity at their schools, given the absence 

of allowing principals to apply leader practices such as selecting and retaining quality 

teachers based on what they see as appropriate.  

4- Customized and personalized principal evaluation for systematic 

feedback.  Both Participants 7 and 9 strove to maintain high expectations by using 

specific objectives along with the agreed indicators during the three stages of protocol 

operation. Participant 9 reflected how he maintains his ambitious plans for the school 

through “the application of teaching materials and effective pedagogy to develop student 

cognition.” However, both Participants 7 and 9 want to feel a sense of regular feedback 

presented by the SDH to create a suitable learning organization for their students. 

Distributing leadership was reflected by Participant 10 as an approach that the CSB-PMS 
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encouraged by suggesting assigning more responsibilities to the teachers to meet 

regularly to make important decisions. When I asked how it encouraged him to apply 

distributed leadership, he stated; “the CSB-PMS allowed me to exhibit my competencies 

in delegating responsibilities effectively to other staff for their development and growth 

but unfortunately there is little personalized feedback from the SDH.  

 This answers, in part, the second question by indicating that the lower performers 

group perceived the CSB-PMS to be impractical, along with policies applied by the 

SDHs to engage principals in the application of the third theme, characterized by low or 

medium involvement of the principals owing to the absence of feedback and the 

assignment of unrealistic and superficial goals which interfered with principals’ desired 

goals.  

5- Influence of intervening factors to establish rapport with families and 

parents connecting with external partners.  It was shocking to hear from Participant 7 

that to support effective classroom and school activities, we need to reach out to parents 

but the SDH views connecting with external partners element not a priority! On the other 

hand, Participant 9 believes that the connecting with external partners element is 

practiced positively and professionally when communicating with parents. He described 

his behaviors by saying, “I invite them to participate in the school community-based 

activities to enable teacher involvement with parents in the interest of improving 

instructional outcomes.”  However, they expressed their annoyance, particularly 

Participant 9, who complained about “the demographic of the schools is not very helpful 

and the CSB-PMS is not designed to handle the students’ background.”  
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Responses from participating principals helped to answer some parts of the 

second question by suggesting that the lower performers group perceived that the CSB-

PMS was impractical in including the fifth dimension introduced by Hitt and Tucker 

(2016), influence of intervening factors to establish rapport with families and parents 

connecting with external partners, and viewed it as unimportant to their instructional 

behaviors.  Additionally, the lower performers were not influenced by the CSB-PMS to 

connect with external partners. This theme was neither of interest nor a priority to 

principals because the SDH do not view connecting with parents a priority to the school.  

To summarize, the lower performers group demonstrated similar expectations to 

the ones identified in the unified model by Hitt and Tucker (2016) but in a more negative 

way than the higher performers, suggesting a need for their further involvement in the 

evaluation process to improve their perceptions on how the 5 pillars could be 

implemented to impact instructional behaviors. It was explicitly clear in this study that 

the CSB-PMS makes an insignificant contribution toward the role of all participants 7, 8, 

9 and 10 to ensure inclusion of the five themes/elements to constitute effective 

instructional leadership behaviors. However, the highest perceived ranking statement 

among the lower performers group was the fourth dimension, influence students’ 

achievement through constructive and instant feedback and the rest of the 5 dimensions 

were perceived negatively to impact their instructional behaviors because of the lack of 

coordination between the CSB, MoE and the SDHs. More important, the fifth theme, 

influence of intervening factors to establish rapport with families and parents connecting 

with external partners, was completely ignored with the lower performers group and it 
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needs to be considered for further inclusion in the CSB-PMS to improve instructional 

behaviors.   

 

Theme 3: Principals potential engagement approaches to impact instructional 

behaviors and student achievement. Elicited responses which arose from the answers to 

my interview questions RQ 1 and RQ 2 were used to generate the third theme and final 

major theme which centers on principals’ potential engagement approaches through the 

three stages protocol process in the CSB-PMS.  Through my conversation with the 12 

participants, I was able to generate themes that revolved around processing improvement 

to serve as a model for all involved stakeholders, especially the CSB, MoE and the SDH 

to elevate the three sub-themes (create a meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS, 

inclusiveness and accessibility, and equitable resources and appropriate instructional 

strategies) to the high key officials in the Kingdom of Bahrain.  

The results indicated that participating principals, especially the G2- lower 

performers, reported the need for building more interactional relationship between 

principals and SDHs, establishing partnerships with parents and community and 

customized evaluation approaches which cater to the needs of the school context, 

environment and background.  

 

G1- Higher Performers. 

1- Create a meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS. 
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Embrace new ways for effective learning. The three stages were helpful in 

identifying areas of improvement but allowing the principal to adjust the 

weighting for the determined goals as described by Participants 1 would “help to 

revive the goals to systematically gather feedback on ways to improve student 

learning outcomes and welfare.” Moreover, to embrace new ways for effective 

learning, Participant 6 believed that improving instructional behaviors requires 

that the CSB-PMS allow the principal more flexibility in identifying the goals. He 

stated, “Through setting clear goals and directions that are related to improving 

instructional leadership behaviors and engaging me as a principal in the CSB-

PMS, then instruction will change.”  The issue with the CSB-PMS as explained 

by Participant 6 is that it “forces me to apply the objectives given by the SDH.” 

This was an explicit complaint about the absence of trust and that adjustment to 

these objectives based on what the SDH perceives appropriate was ineffective in 

creating a meaningful and relevant engagement.  

Ease burdens. As Participant 1 mentioned, “I think the presence of 

discussion and meetings”, especially the first and second stage with the school 

principal not only would ensure basic resources were provided but would also 

help [in] setting meaningful and relevant goals through the “continuation of 

classroom visits” between the principal and the SDH. Additionally, to create a 

meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS Participant 1 asserted the importance of 

easing the principal job by sharing school tasks between two principals. Dividing 

the work by having one principal to supervise instruction and the other one to take 
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care of administrative issues. This approach as suggested by Participant 1 would 

help the principals to spend more time on instructional leadership and hence the 

leader would have more accurate understanding of the school’s needs.  

Standards for success. Participant 2 believes that to improve instructional 

behaviors the CSB-PMS should emphasize developing and monitoring the 

evaluation system using indicators. She stated: “Indicators are like measures that I 

use to determine how well a result has been achieved in a particular area of 

interest, but they also help to know the speed of development, stability of 

teachers' instructional behaviors and percentage of progress of learning.” 

According to Participant 2, offering a quality education should involve learning 

life skills and the CSB-PMS “allowed me to utilize knowledge and effective 

pedagogies for the creation of wide-ranging opportunities for students to achieve 

to the best of their ability.” Therefore, Participant 2 not only touched on the 

importance of understanding the CSB-PMS to help her develop curriculum and 

improve the students’ achievement, but also suggested this as a potential 

engagement approach for moving away from traditional teaching and learning 

methods with her teachers.  Participant 4 also addressed the importance of 

indicators during her interview. She recognized the importance of, identifying 

goals with the SDH, including indicators and weightings. She continued, 

explaining how standards contributed to her work by saying, “it challenged me as 

a principal but also empowered me to justify teachers’ performance, based on the 

actual performance against national standards.”  
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A power example of the kind of engagement approach one needs to see 

came up as I was speaking with Participant 3. She believed that a principal could 

improve her instructional behaviors when the CSB-PMS is used to reflect the 

principal self-assessment. This speaks to a greater culture in which instructional 

leadership behaviors are improved while interaction between principals and SDH 

is enhanced by knowing the performance of teachers in the different subjects. 

Simply by listening to principals the SDH might learn about the performance of 

the school in teaching and learning.    

Autonomy to recruit and retain good fit individuals. Participant 5 

suggested that “to improve instructional behaviors in my school I need to create a 

supportive organization through the function of management. To carry out 

necessary activities was captured throughout Participant 5’s interview.  He hit 

upon the topic of staffing and retention when discussing approaches to further 

engage the principal. He stated: “the CSB-PMS does not allow me to choose and 

recruit the right teachers, neither allocate the needed budget to improve 

instructional behaviors as I wish.” Therefore, offering more autonomy using the 

CSB-PMS would positively impact the principals’ engagement behaviors to 

adequately use the system. 

Addressing problems and enhancing skills. Participants 1 and 3 

highlighted the issue as a serious concern that needs to be resolved. Both 

participants indicated that the CSB-PMS helped them to train teachers and focus 

on methods of learning through problem solving in order to give students realistic 
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experience. From their perspectives the problem was being involved and engaged 

in a meaningful way. This, in turn, not only engages principals in relevant 

instructional practices, it would also, as noted by Participant 1: “help accomplish 

objectives and celebrate the achievement of the defined goals in a specific time.” 

Likewise Participant 3 also stressed the importance of the building professional 

capacity element and the need for “recognizing high quality teaching practices.”  

2- Inclusiveness and accessibility.  
 

Building relationships. The element of connecting with external partners 

was mentioned by Participant 1 in order to improve instructional behaviors and 

most importantly to “create and sustain an inclusive learning community.” It was 

clear in the voice of the principal that this element resulted in strengthening 

student learning because she values this relationship with families and 

community. Participant 2 also indicated, “the element of reaching out to parents 

and families was not a result of the CSB-PMS”! When I asked how, it was 

informing to hear from Participant 2 stating, “being an excellent school and a 

principal who is evaluated ’Far exceeds Expectations‘; the CSB-PMS has not 

increased or decreased any instructional leadership behaviors that could be noted. 

She then described proudly about her school:  

We already have been building rapport with parents and the larger 

community so as to make them willing to contribute to the school’s development 

in various ways.”  However, “The CSB-PMS helped us to document this behavior 

and to bring us to the surface as a model school.  
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The element of connecting with external partners as described by Hitt and 

Tucker (2016) was mentioned by Participant 3 in order to improve instructional 

behaviors and most importantly to “create and sustain a learning community.” 

Thus, referencing building relationships repeatedly as an important element by 

participants raises the concern to add this as a factor when developing the CSB-

PMS.  

Creating knowledge with others. Just as importantly, Participant 2 believes that 

the key to improve inclusive instructional behaviors was when the CSB-PMS allowed her 

to spread instructional practices to the other schools. When asked how, she answered, 

You cannot expect the principal to perform effectively if the CSB-PMS does not 

have a form for exchanging instructional leadership behaviors. The exchange of 

knowledge can basically develop my performance and principals who partially 

meets expectations and needs improvement to reach the results [to which] they 

aspire.  

Moreover, Participant 2 defined inclusiveness and accessibility when allowing for 

the exchange of experiences to occur. Her argument was that exchange of experiences can 

lead to a focus on sustainable development by identifying effective instructional practices 

of other principals through their visit to the school and vice versa. Building a 

collaborative learning experience for the students was obvious and Participant 3 did see 

this instructional behavior reflected as a result of using the CSB-PMS in creating a 

“shared instructional leadership. ” She added the benefit from the “integrated 
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leadership” approach was to create high quality curriculum, shared instruction and 

monitored assessment” to influence student achievement.  

Timely and meaningful feedback. The CSB-PMS helped Participant 5 to improve 

instructional behaviors because of feedback. Participant 5 described the engagement 

behavior he noticed after using the CSB-PMS stating: “I believe a constructive, timely 

and meaningful feedback are the most significant elements to create quality learning 

experiences for students.” Participant 5 recognized the importance of this element to 

support inclusiveness and accessibility stating: “the specificity of objectives in the 

evaluation process created an effective approach for me and my SDH to improve 

instructional behaviors along with the teachers.” Moreover, Participant 5 believed that 

“reliance on oral and written communication between the principal, SDH and the 

teachers was instituted to improve instructional behaviors, because meetings and progress 

steps are well documented.” Thus, to improve instructional behaviors the CSB-PMS 

should enforce the importance of two-way communication to ensure an inclusive CSB-

PMS.  

3- Equitable resources and appropriate instructional strategies 

A customized and flexible evaluation approach.  When addressing the idea of 

improving engagement approaches all the higher performers believed that the CSB-PMS 

was not a motivating tool for them to engage teachers who Far exceed Expectations due to 

the limitation that only 5% of the teachers could receive this ranking.  Participant 1 was 

wondering if 70% of the employees were working the best they could and were still 

considered average by the principal, then what is that principal going to do to increase 
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their engagement level and what kind of rewards might the others receive? According to 

all the principals in the higher performers group, this issue of inequity was a serious 

concern because, “they are going to feel demoralized and lack [of] productivity will 

continue going forward, which will ultimately result in them leaving the teaching 

profession or not working too hard for at least one year.” Thus, she suggested, “a flexible-

curve system to allow us to choose the distribution percentage on a bell curve will better 

reflect the reality of my school’s performance…and ensure fair rewards.”  

Even Participant 11, a SDH, suggested that the bell curve should not be applied 

on all schools using the same mechanism because schools are different. The SDH stated: 

“the bell curve should not be applied on all schools and it should not be linked to 

incentives the way it is now without any consideration to the variation in schools.” 

Likewise, Participant 12 as a SDH called for a customized CSB-PMS because, 

...a guidance and simple advice could be helpful to one principal but it could be 

ineffective to another principal who needs maybe more attention with a focus 

group discussion, workshops or a book to read and understand how to implement 

new teaching methodologies to improve learning outcomes.  

 

G2- Lower Performers. 

1- Create meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS. 
 

Coach principals and enhance skills. Participant 10 believed that “the 

system negatively impacted all of his teachers and they do not view it as a 

credible system, because “it does not put the teacher as a priority.”  The principal 
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believes that while the system helps to lead the teachers toward excellence, it does 

not help much in coaching and advising him in “building interactional 

relationships” with teachers to create meaningful and relevant instructional 

behaviors! Therefore, this explicitly showed the need to develop a system, which 

caters to the needs of principals.  

2- Inclusiveness and accessibility.  
 

Distributed leadership.  Participant 9 argued that the CSB-PMS lacked 

inclusiveness and accessibility.  Although from his experience the CSB-PMS 

assisted the principal to establish partnerships, and networks with parents, and 

community to enhance overall quality of education for the students, it still is not 

inclusive towards marginalized groups. From an inclusive leadership standpoint, 

Participant 9 suggested that for the CSB-PMS to involve and engage parents and 

community, distributed leadership should be a key factor. Moreover, Participant 9 

believed that relying on four agreed goals with indicators leads to improved 

instructional behaviors, and specifically as stated it “gave comfort with senior 

staff members to set the overall direction for the school’s instructional program in 

alignment with current educational policies, national curriculum, school’s long 

term and short term goals and students’ learning needs.” This indicated to me that 

the middle school principal believed in promoting student achievement through 

collaborative work effort that the CSB-PMS encouraged. This finding was 

important because it indicated how the principal needs to apply distributed 

leadership as a key practice when using the principal evaluation system.   
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 Similarly, Participant 10 believed that “reaching out to parents and to 

diverse local communities, inviting them to share their knowledge and skills in 

supporting effective classroom and school activities” were vital for improving 

instructional behaviors but it was not applied effectively due to other intervening 

factors such as nature of the community, quality of teachers, and students’ gender 

and grade level.  

3-Equitable resources and appropriate instructional strategies. 

A customized and flexible evaluation system. Participant 7’s negative 

comments about the bell curve distribution and requesting more flexibility for his 

school situation was mentioned in several statements. For a low-performing 

school with a principal who was evaluated “Needs Improvement” he argued, “we 

need more flexibility from the CSB-PMS and the SDH to consider the context, 

environment, [and] student background so we can function and create a 

supportive organization to improve our instructional behaviors.” Similarly, 

Participant 9 stated the “CSB-PMS does not offer special care to the students’ 

gender, and boys require more attention than girls in middle schools in order for 

the principal to make a big leap in student achievement.” These statements 

revealed that to maximize organizational function with principals who were rated 

negatively (Partially meets Expectations and Needs Improvement), particularly 

with middle school principals, it is highly recommended to have a context based-

evaluation.  Principals believed a context-based evaluation that is customized to 

speak directly to their concerns principals would allow educators to improve 



      
 

131 
 

student achievement based on the students’ social and racial origins, as well as 

their socioeconomic status.  

Likewise, Participant 8 believed that “designing and implementing 

customized school wide guidance programs [motivated] and enabled all students 

to give of their best and maximize their potential through games and hands-on 

practice.” Hence, she believed the CSB-PMS helped in leading teachers in 

keeping classrooms conducive to learning and better classroom management. This 

indicated that Partially meets Expectation principals do need a customized and 

personalized evaluation system to affect student achievement. Similarly, when I 

asked Participant 10, how the CSB-PMS improves instructional behaviors he 

answered:  

While the CSB-PMS helps to consult teachers, guide and train teachers to enable 

them to promote positive values and citizenship responsibilities, the CSB-PMS is 

not very helpful in improving instructional leadership behaviors and the 

incentives are not structured to motivate principals or teachers. 

  This indicated to me the need to develop an evaluation on the basis for 

recognizing principals, particularly in middle schools that their students need to go 

through a transition period. Thus, a customized transition evaluation model for 

elementary principals and more importantly for middle school principals to meet the 

requirements is necessary. The evaluation system should take into account that the 

students are transitioning from one level to another.  
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Conclusion 

The aim of this study was to explore the following research questions:  

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation 

of the process by which they are evaluated?  

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they 

are evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their students? 

Using interviews was helpful in revealing rich sources of information and a 

myriad of themes regarding principals’ perspectives. Additionally, the interview helped 

me to collect in-depth information on principals’ opinions, thoughts, experiences, and 

potential approaches to create a meaningful and engaging evaluation process which 

would impact instructional behaviors and address their needs. Table 9 below provides an 

overview of the themes and subthemes reveled in this study. 

 
 
 
Table 9 

Identified themes and subthemes 

 
Theme 1: Value, awareness and importance of the CSB-PMS implementation process.  

 

 

• The importance on the value of stages. 

• Dominance to encourage commitment. 

• Establishing a culture of accountability. 

• Establishing professional relationships. 
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• Acquiescence in the operation of the bell curve. 

• Indicators - based evaluation to evaluate success. 

• Documentation- based evaluation to capture progress. 

• Time- bound goals. 

• Self - evaluation.  

Theme 2: Expectations and interest for effective implementation of the CSB-PMS 

revolves around emphasis on involvement in instructional behaviors 

Higher Performers sub-themes: 

 
• Involvement of principal in setting relevant instructional goals. 
• Principal involvement in instructional and curriculum alignment. 
• Principal preparations and the development of innovative instruction. 
• Influence students’ achievement through constructive and instant feedback. 
• Importance of establishing positive rapport with families in the community.  

 

Lower performers sub-themes: 

 

• Difficulty in setting high expectations and relevant instructional goals. 
• Lack of principal involvement in instructional and curriculum alignment. 
• Lack of selecting and retaining quality teachers. 
• Customized and personalized principal evaluation for systematic feedback.  
• Influence of intervening factors to establish rapport with families and parents.   

 Theme 3: Principals potential engagement approaches to impact instructional behaviors 

and student achievement. 

Higher Performers sub-themes: 

• Create meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS.  
Embrace new ways for effective learning  

Ease burdens  

Standards for success.  

Autonomy to recruit and retain good fit individuals (freedom).  

Addressing problems and enhancing skills 
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• Inclusiveness and accessibility.  
Building relationships  

Creating knowledge with others  

Timely and meaningful feedback 
• Equitable resources and appropriate instructional strategies.  

A customized evaluation approach/ system 
Lower Performers sub-themes: 

• Create meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS.  
- Coach principals and enhance skills 

• Inclusiveness and accessibility.  
- Distributed leadership 

• Equitable resources and appropriate instructional strategies. 
- A customized evaluation approach/ system 

 
 
 

The two research questions were helpful to investigate my research interest, 

collect necessary data and conduct analysis to answer the purpose of this study. As for the 

first research question (How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the 

implementation of the process by which they are evaluated?), it was easy to conclude 

from the semi-structured interview that principals do place a high value on the CSB-PMS 

implementation process. The principals in elementary schools do value the three stages 

protocol operation to track their growth. Moreover, it is a dominant system to explicitly 

demonstrate progress and commitment toward principals’ instructional objectives. The 

CSB-PMS was built to establish a culture of accountability, and so much of the system is 

structured based on smart indicators for performance measurement and documentation 

strategies to evaluate and capture principals’ success, including a self- evaluation to 

highlight strengths and weaknesses.  

As for the second research question, (How do principals perceive the impact of the 
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evaluation system by which they are evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the 

achievement of their students?), it was easy to conclude from the semi-structured 

interview responses that there were numerous elements that seem to positively impact 

principal instructional behaviors and influence student achievement.  Although the 

participants had high expectations and interest in using the evaluation tool because they 

believed it could assist principals to exhibit instructional behaviors, it was explicit that 

principals were demanding a system that could involve principals in setting relevant 

instructional goals.  Moreover, all principals agreed that there was a need for better 

approaches to improve instructional and curriculum alignment and a need for 

development of innovative instruction to improve teaching and learning. Additionally, 

influencing students’ achievement through constructive and instant feedback and 

establishing positive rapport with families in the community are important to impacting 

instructional behaviors.  The identified themes are evidence that while instructional 

behaviors may not be the central focus on which principals depend when using the CSB-

PMS, they appear to contribute positively to impact the process of exhibiting innovative 

instructional behaviors. Furthermore, the five identified themes using question 2 in this 

study are key elements for potential engagement approaches to create meaningful and 

relevant evaluation, which will offer principals a more inclusive, and diverse set of 

evaluation methods.  

Question 1 and 2 from the semi-structured interview method were designed to 

elicit answers to the two research questions and ignite deep conversations. Responses 

which arose from the answer to my interview questions RQ 1 and RQ 2 which were used 
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to generate the third theme, Principals potential engagement approaches to impact 

instructional behaviors and student achievement; 

1) How do elementary principals perceive the effectiveness of the implementation of 

the process by which they are evaluated? 

2) How do principals perceive the impact of the evaluation system by which they are 

evaluated on their instructional behaviors and the achievement of their students? 

 
The identified themes based on the thematic analysis of the codes found within 

the textual data presented in this chapter illustrated that to create a meaningful principal 

evaluation in elementary schools in Bahrain, actions are needed to address the serious 

problem of misaligned objectives forced by the SDH.  Instead, the CSB-PMS should 

allow the principal more flexibility in identifying the goals to stop the SDH’S from 

requiring accomplishment of inappropriate objectives (e.g. raising students achievement 

and increase their proficiency percentages in specific subjects) and creating a meaningful 

and relevant engagement. Increasing the visits between the principal and the SDH would 

enhance the instructional behaviors and ease the burdens on principals. Moreover, to 

emphasize the aspect of developing and monitoring principal evaluation using indicators 

for success would help in creating a relevant and meaningful evaluation. Additionally, 

this study explicitly revealed that relevant and meaningful instructional behaviors using 

the CSB-PMS could potentially be practiced more often if principals were given the 

autonomy to recruit and retain good fit individuals. Addressing the problem of how to 

enhance principals’ skills was revealed as important, along with recognition of the high 

quality instructional behaviors to be promoted by a relevant and meaningful CSB-PMS.  
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Inclusiveness and accessibility was a second subtheme for potential engagement 

approaches to enhance principals’ perceptions regarding the evaluation to impact 

instructional behaviors and student achievement. As revealed in this study, building 

relationships with families and community, creating knowledge with others by spreading 

effective instructional practices with other principals, along with timely and meaningful 

feedback from the SDH, would potentially impact instructional behaviors favorably.  

The lack of integration and inappropriate engagement practices, mainly because 

of the requirement to evaluate teachers in accordance with the bell curve, the CSB-PMS 

dominance approach and the use of accountability as a punishment rather than as a 

support produced weak instructional behaviors, a serious problem that today challenges 

the schools in Bahrain.  For six years, since the establishment of the new CSB-PMS, 

principals have not been feeling engaged appropriately and with fairness to impact 

instructional behaviors. Thus, it was helpful that equitable resources and appropriate 

instructional strategies were discovered as a third subtheme for potential engagement 

approaches to impact instructional behaviors and student achievement. A flexible system 

where principals could use their own distribution percentage based on their assessment of 

teacher performance will better reflect the reality of school performance and more likely 

offer fair rewards. Finally, to improve student achievement, greater flexibility from the 

CSB-PMS and the SDH which considers the context, environment, [and] student 

background of schools would help principals improve their instructional behaviors. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 
 
 

In this chapter, I presented an argument regarding the significance and the effects 

of these findings for future consideration of principal evaluation policy in Bahrain 

schools as a result of conducting multiple analyses.  

This chapter was divided into four sections. First, revealed findings that 

developed from this research study outlining and discussing the merits of the results. 

Second, the implications of these findings according to practical results this study 

revealed, theoretically based on the conceptual framework in Chapter One. Third, the 

limitations of this study were discussed by sharing uncontrolled shortcomings and 

conditions that placed restrictions on the methodology or conclusions. Finally, a 

conclusion regarding the CSB-PMS and interpretation of its perceived impact on 

instructional behaviors to promote students’ learning and growth was described along 

with relevant policies, specific measures and directions in need of development.  

Summary of Findings 

 This study involved numerous rounds of coding using analyses of words, key-

words in context, capturing repeated ideas which contained different words and phrases, 

looking through the answers to all the interview questions and searching for unique ideas.  

Combining all the collected information under major themes was of a great help to 

inferring themes relating to principal evaluation and its perceived impact on instructional 
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behaviors. The following recommendations are offered to serve the Ministry of Education 

and the Civil Service Bureau for future development and consideration of policy 

decisions related to the evaluation of elementary school principals.  

Recommendation 1: Ensure that the CSB-PMS process provides the principals 

sufficient autonomy to engage in the setting of goals relevant to their school 

conditions and determining the actions needed to accomplish the goals.  

A myriad of themes emerged during the analysis procedure for this study. The 

importance of the principals’ engagement was a significant factor to all participants and it 

seems as though it is the central focus to ensure a successful implementation process. To 

have meaningful and relevant results related to instructional behaviors, increase the 

number of meetings between the SDH and the principals. These meetings will better 

assist principals, especially the lower performers group and principals who meet 

expectations, to set more relevant goals rather than superficial objectives. By listening to 

the answer to the first question in my interviews, it quickly became apparent that the two 

most significant factors that principals would like to see is autonomy to identify relevant 

goals and minimal bureaucratic layers. They all agreed that further flexibility in the 

selection of competencies with more authority and freedom to choose objectives relevant 

to their schools would encourage principals to commit to their work and establish a 

culture of empowerment and trust rather than acquiescence. The middle school 

participants expressed that the CSB-PMS would continue to be useless in improving 

instructional behaviors until they are permitted to outline their goals based on what they 

believe is attainable and not what the SDH believes is necessary for the students.    
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Furthermore, all participants from the lower performers group (elementary and 

middle school principals) made reference to how instructional behaviors have become an 

issue because they are less involved than before the implementation of the CSB-PMS in 

instructional and curriculum alignment. While the elementary school principals attributed 

the reason for less involvement to lack of agreement on the priorities of goals between 

SDHs and principals, the middle school principals believed the bureaucracy forces 

principals to set illogical goals. To avoid the negative perceptions among participants of 

the CSB-PMS as an accreditation requirement and a waste of time, I recommend that this 

system be used as an opportunity for principals to collect information that they believe is 

meaningful for their instructional behaviors.  This would encourage the lower performers, 

including the middle school principals, to genuinely do meaningful things and do so in a 

way that could help them invest in their results to inform future practices.  

Recommendation 2: Ensure the principal is engaged in the CSB-PMS to create 

inclusiveness and provide accessibility to ways of improving practice.  

The second recommendation from this study is to ensure that the CSB-PMS 

maximizes the use of all human resources in order to create and sustain a learning 

community. The two significant issues this research suggested to resolve are creating 

approaches within the CSB-PMS for recognizing diversity within the school, individual 

differences and providing accessibility in distributing knowledge and experience. All 

participants agreed that recognizing individual differences such as the school principal 

rating, school population, teacher experience, student background, and school level are 

factors that need to be considered in order for the principals to feel fully engaged. The 
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lack of inclusiveness aspect came up frequently among the lower performers group due to 

the other intervening factors described in Chapter Four such as nature of the community, 

quality of teachers, and students’ gender and grade level in the school.  The higher 

performers group raised the importance of creating an inclusive classroom to create a 

learning environment that encourages improvement in principals’ instructional behaviors. 

Another factor that goes hand in hand with recognizing diversity is developing strategies 

to offer alternative feedback in a timely manner. Considering the feedback, an alternative 

strategy like the multisource feedback approach suggested by Goldring (2015) will avoid 

the reliance on oral and written communication strategies and triangulate the principal 

performance evaluation as explained by the SDH/ Participant 12 to offer other means of 

feedback. A multisource feedback as described by Atwater (1998) is a “360- degree 

feedback” because it engages the principals to receive shared experiences about their 

instructional behavior effectiveness instead of receiving feedback from one source. 

Moreover, multisource feedback will motivate principals and engage them in exhibiting 

relevant and meaningful instructional behaviors while “facilitating communication” as 

described by Boyd and Jensen (1972) to provide a reliable source to improve the 

instructional behavior of principals.  

The CSB-PMS was supposed to prepare principals by offering accessibility in 

distributing knowledge and experience. Although integrated leadership or distributed 

leadership was a common practice among the higher performers group only, exchange of 

instructional leadership behaviors between schools was not considered as a way to build 

relationships between schools, especially among the lower performers. To create a 
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meaningful and relevant CSB-PMS, participants suggested (see Chapter Four) spreading 

instructional practices to other schools to create knowledge and disseminate innovative 

instructional behaviors. The sharing of instructional practices suggests the need for 

principals to work together, especially those who have similar issues or concerns over 

instructional behaviors.  This form of experiential learning would engage principals in an 

innovative process oriented towards encouraging principals to develop different ways to 

aid students from different socioeconomic backgrounds.  Involving principals in several 

educational problems that may encourage them to make the most of every opportunity to 

improve their instructional behaviors to ensure a fair and equitable treatment of their 

diverse population.  

Recommendation 3: Ensure the principal is engaged in the CSB-PMS to provide 

teacher evaluation that is fair and encourages improvement in performance. 

In this research, a universal theme emerged from all participants calling for fair 

evaluation of teachers and consistency-based performance. The requirement for 

principals to evaluate teachers according to the bell curve makes it less likely to perform 

as instructional leaders. Principals from the higher performers and the lower performers 

group are forced to place teachers according to the normal distribution in the bell curve, 

just to meet the requirement set by the CSB. All participants, including the SDH, stressed 

the need for a flexible approach to stop principals from manipulating teachers’ ratings. 

This not only will result in making grades more meaningful to the principals, it also 

shows that the evaluator cares about adjusting and improving instructional behaviors to 

impact student achievement. Another component for fair evaluation this research 
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suggested was to customize the evaluation by offering lower performers and especially 

the middle school principals an opportunity to create specific and realistic goals.  

Furthermore, the need to make grades consistent was a vital factor uncovered in 

this study. All participants emphasized that the CSB-PMS focused on improving teacher 

quality with the support of the principal. However, the bell-curve doesn’t reward and 

recognize the principals for their continuous efforts. This results in placing the 5% Far 

Exceed Expectation teachers in the average performance category regardless of their 

actual performance and lowering the FE expectations group to the EE group to ensure 

that some new teachers get the rewards. Thus, to avoid demoralizing high performing 

teachers and placing low performing teachers in a higher rating category than what they 

actually deserve, which could result in inconsistency in instructional behaviors exhibited 

by the principals, a more flexible approach would allow principals to provide ratings they 

believe reflects the performance of their teachers, instead of having the CSB-PMS 

assume that teacher performance distributes the same way in every school.  

Implications for CSB-PMS process  

The following section will describe the impact of my study on future research and 

policy decisions. This research revealed that relying only on grades and scores in the 

school organizations using the CSB-PMS process would never represent everything 

related to instructional behaviors. The CSB-PMS might encompass principals’ behaviors, 

ability of principals to attain specific goals, and principals’ knowledge and competencies. 

It is difficult to encompass engagement and interaction due to the school environment 

and many other intervening factors in education. However, explicit efforts need to be 
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undertaken to prioritize engagement by creating a culture of organizational engagement.   

These engagement actions need to be practiced as part of the CSB-PMS process to 

encourage principals to create and share instructional learning opportunities. Part of 

explicitly focusing on engagement to improve instructional behaviors requires 

interactional fairness between the principal and the SDH. The CSB and the MoE should 

recognize that training and professional development are important factors in improving 

instructional behaviors, but they also need to accept that engaging all principals in a 

single process is not the approach to make a significant impact on student achievement. 

Additionally, one has to recognize that creating interactional fairness requires building 

trust between the principals and SDHs, and therefore the CSB, MoE and all the involved 

stakeholders should explore these instructional learning opportunities and be prepared for 

any risks or consequences as a result of trying these new instructional approaches.  

Another important practice for ensuring healthy engagement to impact 

instructional behavior is allowing principals the autonomy to identify where they can 

extract value in their instruction in order to develop teaching and learning. This action of 

engaging principals in identifying and extracting value needs two components; time and 

feedback. Allowing principals time means granting them space to find, evaluate and 

develop instructional learning opportunities to try new pedagogical approaches and 

hence increase their innovative skills to create innovative instruction. This will engender 

among principals a greater sense of responsibility and satisfaction for principals, because 

by focusing on growth they will spend more time in observing classrooms, coaching 

teachers and providing professional development. Moreover, allowing more time and 
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freedom means granting principals greater responsibilities. Thus, the CSB-PMS must 

provide powerful feedback to keep the engagement level high between the principals and 

the SDH.  

The results of the study suggest the need for revising the CSB-PMS with further 

research on using the 5 elements of instructional behaviors in the principal evaluation or 

perhaps replacing the system with a customized evaluation based on individual 

requirements. First, creating a customized CSB-PMS would accommodate differences 

between individual principals to allow principals in elementary schools to evaluate 

teachers based on the actual assessment of their performance, instead of a forced ranking 

to distribute teachers unfairly along the bell curve. Second, creating a customized 

evaluation could meet diverse principals’ needs with regards to school principal rating, 

school population, teacher experience, student background, and school level. Moreover, 

developing a new evaluation system specifically for principals or educators designed 

serving the Ministry of Education, and including evidence of the use of instructional 

behaviors and impact on student learning, would ensure a more consistent and effective 

application of the evaluation. Finally, the principals were asking for an evaluation system 

tailored to educators and principals that accounts for the nature of the public schools such 

a change may facilitate their role as instructional leaders in hiring, supporting and 

retaining quality teachers at their schools, and provide them with evaluations of their 

performance in which they may have greater confidence. 
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Implication for future research 

This study parallels previous work conducted by Hitt and Tucker (2016), 

supporting the importance of instructional leadership practices that contribute to school 

effectiveness and influence student achievement. However, exploring principal 

evaluation from an instructional leadership perspective to impact student achievement, 

specifically in Bahrain, was not studied. Therefore, I believe this research generated 

implications for future research regarding the principals’ perceptions impact on 

improvement of instructional leadership behaviors, and on student learning, by engaging 

principals in the evaluation process. Although I have conducted several rounds of 

analysis using five identified questions in my interviews, there are ample opportunities 

for specific research topics to be studied towards certain instructional behaviors impacted 

by the CSB-PMS. For example, a study might be constructive to evaluate whether the 

application of the principal evaluation would change instructional behaviors.  

Despite its limitations, this study provided an overview of the principals’ 

perceptions and experiences at different school settings that incorporated instructional 

leadership behaviors in their evaluation process to improve student achievement. 

According to 12 participants, the school environment plays a major role in how schools 

could contribute to engendering effective instructional behaviors or prevent a principal 

from achieving certain instructional behaviors. This study suggests that existence of 

practicing the leader instructional behaviors described by Hitt and Tucker (2016) was not 

enough, especially for the lower performers group, to enhance student achievement.  The 

absence of effective instructional behavior implementation by principals lead to create 



      
 

147 
 

ineffective teaching environments for their teachers. To effectively implement these 5 

instructional leader practices within the CSB-PMS, requires educational policies, which 

support an explicit engagement of the principal in implementing the CSB-PMS.  

Limitation 

A major purpose of this study was to explore the perceived effectiveness to which 

the CSB-PMS process includes assessment of instructional behaviors found to enhance 

student achievement. Although this research design was a coherent and strategic 

approach to address the research problem, there are still limitations that represent threats 

to the findings. The first limitation is the sample size.  Even though 12 participants 

seemed appropriate number for this study, and I opted to ensure including two 

participants from each point on the rating scale (FE, EE, ME, PE and NI) and two SDHs 

reflected perspectives and experiences of different ranks, the responses were nevertheless 

limited.  Expanding the pool of participations to assistant principals would have been a 

plus to capture their views. While the purpose was to capture principals’ perspectives on 

evaluation to impact instructional behaviors, presence of teachers could have benefited 

the study by highlighting particular instructional behaviors they found helpful or 

unhelpful.  Furthermore, this study was designed to explore the evaluation of elementary 

school principals, but due to the lack of finding principals from the NI category, two 

principals from middle schools were selected to get perspectives of the lowest ranking 

level. The addition of a different school level might have skewed the themes slightly, but 

not to an extent that it affected the research problem. Additionally, the study may have 
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benefited from adding two middle school principals from the higher performance group 

to create a balance in illustrating their positive impact to the readers.  

Another limitation to my study was the use of perception as a measure of the 

impact the principal evaluation system on instructional leadership behaviors.  For 

example, among the higher performers, a principal might be biased in communicating his 

or her views by giving more positive opinions if she or he believed that having received a 

positive evaluation requires only positive responses.  As a researcher, I am aware that 

respondent satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the CSB-PMS could be reflected in their 

responses of expectations, beliefs and hopes to improve instructional behaviors. Although 

this could be a key limitation, I attempted to increase the reliability of my collected 

information and to avoid false information and dishonest replies by including enough 

principals to represent all points of the rating scale.   

I am also aware of the impact of social desirability biases and how the lower 

performers might have skewed their answers, believing it might generate better benefits 

for their community, which needs further attention from the government.  My other 

concern in this study relates to how the respondents might have adapted to my semi-

structured questions with fear of not being loyal to the government and believing they 

should respond based on what I wanted them to state.  To summarize this limitation, 

having 100% faith in the results based on the use of principals’ perceptions is not 

guaranteed, but minimized the distortion impact by purposefully selecting a sample 

representative of the range of principals receiving the five levels of evaluation. 
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Also, conducting this research with principals, while being a member of the 

Ministry of Education and an insider who served for 15 years, provided easy access to a 

lot of information. However, being an insider may have resulted in less honest responses 

from some of the participants. In addition, being a member of the education reform 

initiative and specifically being involved in developing the old performance management 

system might have made me biased towards certain issues or findings with the CSB-

PMS.    

Lastly, although lack of prior research on the topic of evaluation and its impact on 

principals’ instructional behaviors in Bahrain was a serious limitation, exploring these 

evaluation processes was an important opportunity to discover gaps and problems in the 

current CSB-PMS.  

Conclusion 

To foster a culture for interactive engagement within the school organization in 

Bahrain, would require a principal evaluation system that can deliver meaningful and 

relevant results to elementary school principals. In order for the CSB-PMS to meet the 

principals’ needs, it should recognize diversity and individual differences with serious 

actions to prioritize what principals feel would impact their instructional behaviors. This 

will provide equity, effectiveness and consistency to principals and make them feel valued 

to create better opportunities aligned with their goals.  

An important element for the achievement of the above aims and objectives 

would be a flexible and customized CSB-PMS where the measurement of performance is 

made objectively and with a clear understanding of what constitutes effective 
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instructional behaviors related to improving student learning. Results of this study call for 

an emphasis on building a more inclusive evaluation system, which explicitly focuses on 

engagement to improve instructional behaviors and sharing instructional learning 

opportunities to build trust.  With these improvements in the principal evaluation system, 

the elements of autonomy for principals to identify where they can extract value and 

actionable feedback is vital to impact instructional behaviors. Finally, the several rounds 

of this analysis provide potentially useful information to upgrade the CSB-PMS and it is 

the only study of principal evaluation since the establishment of the new CSB-PMS. 

Instead of simply using the CSB-PMS for administrative purposes, engaging principals to 

show commitment, and motivating them to excel will open opportunities for their 

professional growth and for a greater impact on student achievement.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 
This research is being conducted to Exploring whether or the degree to which the 
new Civil Service Bureau -Performance Management System (CSB-PMS) process 
includes assessment of instructional behaviors found to enhance student 
achievement. If you agree to participate, you will be asked to answer five research 
questions about your perception  and experience with the new evaluation CSB-PMS 
or the old evaluation PMS or both and its implementation and relavance to 
instructional behaviors on the duration of the partcipation which will last for 60 
minute and it includes 5 steaps: 

Step 1-Ten minutes of introduction with each participant to explain to the individual the 
aim and the purpose of the dissertation.  

Step 2- 60 minute of a qualitative inquiry using five research questions about the Bahrain 
Civil Service Bureau (CSB)- Performance Management System (PMS) to 
understand principals’ perceptions on how the evaluation impacts principal 
instructional behaviors. (Attached the five research questions).  

Step 3-  10 minutes to collect student outcomes from the participants which will include 
(1) students final results in math, (2)student ratings of instruction as a measure of 
instructional effectiveness and it will include (student ratings of instruction measure 
general instructional skill, which is a composite of 3 subskills: delivering instruction, 
facilitating interactions, and evaluating student learning). Collecting copies from the 
participants of the student outcomes will be used to reflect how the instructional behavior 
practices are implemented in the CSB-PMS procedure. In addition to any forms used as 
part of the procedure in the CSB-PMS to identify student progress.  Also, the student 
outcomes would not contain any private identifiable information about the students (ie, 
name, student ID and DOB) and non of the identifiers (ie. Name, student ID and DOB) 
should be provided in the final results, just the overall outcome scores of the students. 
 
   
step 4- 15 minute member- check to improve the credibility of the qualitative research, an 

initial  member check after interviewing a principal from each group (G1 & G2) will 
be performed for feedback from participants prior to interviewing the remaining 
principals. If this cannot be conducted on the same day it will be done next day over 
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phone calls or online via Skype Audio/video calls or emails to exchange feedback 
between participants using the ministry email server (…….moe.gov.bh)  and my 
school email mbuti@gmu.edu.     

Step 5-  15 minute member check will be conducted with each principal from the same 
Group one (G1) FE, EE, & ME and PE and NI of the second Group Two (G2) 
after interviewing them to ensure that the transcripts are accurate and honest. If 
this cannot be conducted on the same day it will done next day over phone calls or 
online via skype  Audio/video calls or emails to exchange feedback between 
participants using the ministry email server (…….moe.gov.bh)  and my school 
email mbuti@gmu.edu. 

RISKS 
The foreseeable risks or discomforts include the risk for Loss of confidentatlity because 
of the subject research sensitivity, dealing with personal research materials and the need 
for greater care in obtaining, handling, and storing data which will be minimized by 
coding any personal information as early as possible to increase the level of 
confidentaility.  

BENEFITS 
This research may benefit society if the results of this research find ways to improve how 
principals should be evaluated in Bahrain and find ways to develop practices related to 
instructional leadership behavior that would enhance student achievement. This will 
benefit all the principals instructional behaviors if the results of this research found 
necessary to improve the way principals should be evaluetd.   

CONFIDENTIALITY 
The data in this study will be confidential. To build a strong relationship and to have all 
my participants feel comfortable and be honest with me, I will assure principals 
confidentiality and guarantee that any criticisms of or negative feelings about the 
Performance Management System will be confidential. Additionally, principals’ opinions 
for what the Ministry of Education (MoE) and the Civil Service Bureau (CSB) should 
change to improve the principal evaluation system will be shared with the MoE and CSB 
but without revealing the identity of the participants and names of principals will be 
coded based on the purposeful sampling selection. The participant’s names will not be 
included on the survey and I (the researcher) will be the only one who is able to link the 
participant’s survey responses to the participant’s identity through the use of an 
identification key; and no one will have access to the identification key except me (the 
researcher). Finally, to protect this study from breaching the ethical duty of 
confidentiality, participants will be fully informed that this research may be published 
because it is important to the trust relationship between me as a researcher and the 
participants and to the integrity of this study 
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The research involve audio-taping and will take place at the principal’s school and the 
Ministry of Education, the information being sought from the tapes will be used for the 
analysis of this subject and to explore the principals perceptions to which the new Civil 
Service Bureau -Performance Management System (CSB-PMS) process includes 
assessment of instructional behaviors found to enhance student achievement. The 
recording will be kept secure both in my position and Mason property at a locked office. I 
(the researcher and my Chair Dr. Robert Smith)are the only two who will have access to 
the recorded data.  The recording will be will deleted after completing the transcription.  
 
While it is understood that no computer transmission can be perfectly secure, reasonable 
efforts will be made to protect the confidentiality of your transmission. Those who 
participate via Skype may review Microsoft’s website for information about their privacy 
statement. https://privacy.microsoft.com/en-US/privacystatement/. 
 
The de-identified data could be used for future research without additional consent from 
participants. 

PARTICIPATION 
Your participation is voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at any time and for 
any reason. If you decide not to participate or if you withdraw from the study, there is no 
penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. There are no costs to you 
or any other party.  

ALTERNATIVES TO PARTICIPATION 
If subjects will receive course credit or the research will be conducted in a classroom, 
describe here the non-research option for students who decide not to participate in the 
research.  Remove this section if there are no alternatives.  

CONTACT 
This research is being conducted by the student (Mubarak Buti- College of Education and 
Human Development) at George Mason University. He may be reached at (202) 664 
6463 for questions or to report a research-related problem. The student’s advisor  Dr. 
Smith Robert can be reached at (703) 993-5079 or emailed at rsmithx@gmu.edu .You 
may contact the George Mason University Institutional Review Board office at 703-993-
4121 if you have questions or comments regarding your rights as a participant in the 
research. 
 
This research has been reviewed according to George Mason University procedures 
governing your participation in this research.  

CONSENT 
I have read this form, all of my questions have been answered by the research staff, and I 
agree to participate in this study. 
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Please check off below if you agree to be audio recorded or not 
 _______ I agree to audio taping. 

 _______ I do not agree to audio taping. 
__________________________ 
Signature 

 
__________________________ 
Date of Signature  
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APPENDIX B 
 
 
 

School District Heads Semi-Structured Interview Protocol 

 
 The following questions were used in my face-to-face interview with the 

participants: 
 

Research Questions: 

1. What is the effectiveness of the applied instructional leadership domains in 

impacting the principal instructional behaviors through the CSB-PMS? 

2. What do you expect the elementary principals to gain from the CSB-PMS? 

3. To what degree do principals find the current CSB-PMS instrumental to 

their instructional leadership behavior? 

4. How, if at all, are principal instructional behaviors reflected in the CSB-PMS 

process? 

5. How, if at all, does the CSB-PMS help elementary principals improve their 

instructional behaviors? 

6. How, if at all, does the CSB-PMS measure what it is expected to measure 
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APPENDIX C 

 
Principals Semi-Structured Interview Protocol 

 The bulleted sub-questions are possible follow-up prompts to be 
used if the respondent has not already answered that question in the response to the 
main question and it is not necessary to use all the sub-questions with all the 10 
principals.  

 
 

Research Questions: 
 

o How is the new CSB-PMS implemented with elementary principals in 
Bahrain? 

• How is the CSB-PMS implemented to evaluate you as a principal?  
• What role or roles, if any, does the CSB-PMS encourage you to play?  How 

would you describe that role or those roles? 
• How is the CSB-PMS useful to you as a principal? 

 
o What do elementary principals expect to gain from the CSB-PMS?  

• What are the benefits you expect from the CSB-PMS? 
• How do the CSB-PMS techniques help you as a principal? 

 
o How, if at all, are principal instructional behaviors reflected in the CSB-

PMS process? 
• To what degree are principal instructional behaviors included in the CSB-PMS? 
• What principal instructional behaviors do you see viewed as a priority by the 

CSB-PMS? 
• What principal instructional behaviors do you believe are given more or less 

consideration in the CSB-PMS? 
 

o How, if at all, does the CSB-MS help elementary principals improve their 
instructional leadership behaviors? 

• Do you believe when principals are engaged in the CSB-PMS, they can perform 
more   effectively? 

• What instructional behaviors have you increased or decreased as a result of the 
evaluation(s) you received?
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•  
• What are the positive or negative impacts the CSB-PMS has had on your job as an 

instructional leader? 

 
o How, if at all, does the CSB-PMS measure what it is expected to measure? 

• To what extent do you think the CSB-PMS measures what it is expected to 
measure?  

• To what extent does the CSB-PMS measure instructional behaviors? 
• What major changes in the measures do you believe are important to improving 

the CSB-PMS?  
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The George Mason University IRB approval 
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activities with the publicity task force members for the entire Kingdom of Bahrain for the 
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