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Abstract 

 
This study delves into the leadership practices within secondary schools in the Gedeo Zone, with a specific 
focus on those achieving high performance. Employing an embedded mixed research design, the study 
selected four high-performing and eight low-performing schools. Data collection methods encompassed 
surveys, document analysis, focus group discussions, and interviews, engaging 48 principals, 311 teachers, 6 
senior teachers, and 7 supervisors, totaling 372 participants. Statistical analyses including regression, 
correlation, and independent t-tests, coupled with thematic analysis, were utilized. Both qualitative and 
quantitative findings indicate notable differences in leadership practices between high-performing and low-
performing schools, with principals in high-performing schools demonstrating a blended approach of 
instructional and transformational leadership styles. Positive correlations emerged between principal 
effectiveness, employee effort, and satisfaction, linked to the adoption of instructional and transformational 
leadership styles. Regression analysis suggested that blended leadership styles positively impact academic 
achievement in high-performing schools but may have adverse effects in low-performing schools due to 
insufficient implementation of such leadership styles. The study proposes that principals in Gedeo Zone's 
secondary schools adopt a blended leadership approach, incorporating full-range and instructional models to 
enhance school performance. Additionally, the education department in the zone is encouraged to arrange 
workshops integrating full-range and instructional leadership practices. 
 

Keywords: Leadership practice, school performance, full range leadership, instructional leadership, principal’s 
blended leadership styles, school principals and school Supervisors 

 
 
1. Introduction  
 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the dynamics of blended leadership, specifically focusing 
on transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, and instructional approaches, within high and low 
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achieving secondary schools in Ethiopia. Scholars have highlighted the significance of school 
leadership in fostering student achievement and creating supportive learning environments (Choi, 
Lee, & Oh, 2022). Principals contribute significantly to school success through practices like 
enhancing teacher development and fostering community participation (Jacobson et al., 2014). 
Policymakers are urged to prioritize instructional leadership to meet the demands for 
transformational leadership (Harverson & Kelley, 2014). Indigenous leadership practices also play a 
crucial role in instilling moral values conducive to students' attitudinal changes post-schooling 
(Msila, 2014). Blended leadership styles, incorporating transformational and instructional practices, 
are pivotal in the success of top-performing secondary schools in Ethiopia (Kebede, 2020; Tadesse, 
2021; Gebremariam, 2022). Gebre (2023) explores the impact of blended leadership styles on student 
outcomes, affirming its contribution to school success. Asrat (2024) delves into the influence of 
principals' blended leadership styles on school climate and student achievement, reaffirming the 
significance of a balanced leadership approach. 

Despite efforts like the Education Sector Development Program V (ESDP V), challenges persist 
in ensuring effective leadership in Ethiopian secondary schools (Ethiopian Ministry of Education, 
2015; Ahmed, 2015; Tefera, 2019). There is a notable research gap in understanding the specific 
influence of principals' blended leadership styles on school climate and student achievement in top-
performing secondary schools, necessitating comprehensive investigations into its impact (Asrat, 
2024; Gebre, 2023; Gebremariam, 2022; Kebede, 2020; Tadesse, 2021). Understanding contextual 
factors affecting the effectiveness of blended leadership styles among principals can optimize 
leadership interventions and improve education quality and student outcomes (Asrat, 2024; Gebre, 
2023; Gebremariam, 2022; Kebede, 2020; Tadesse, 2021). 
 
1.1 Purpose 
 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the dynamics of blended leadership, specifically focusing 
on transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, and instructional approaches, within high and low 
achieving secondary schools in Ethiopia. 
 
1.2 Research Questions  
 
How do blended leadership dynamics, encompassing transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, 
and instructional approaches, vary between high and low achieving secondary schools in Ethiopia? 
 
1.3 Objectives  
 
To analyse the dynamics of blended leadership styles, including transformational, transactional, 
laissez-faire, and instructional approaches, in high and low achieving secondary schools in Ethiopia. 
 
2. Literature Review 
 
Effective principals significantly impact school success by enhancing teacher development, 
instructional activities, and community participation (Jacobson et al., 2014). Positive correlations 
exist between school leadership and performance, suggesting a significant influence on school 
efficiency (Khumalo, 2015). Effective principals foster learning cultures, collaboration, and student 
activity, influencing academic performance and social development positively (Merugu, 2021). 

Grounded in the Full-Range Leadership Model (FRLM), the study analyzes transformational, 
transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles, allowing for detailed behavioral analysis (Avolio & 
Bass, 2004). While widely used, the FRLM has limitations, prompting exploration of additional 
leadership styles (Barnett, 2019). The research assesses principals' and teachers' perspectives on 
leadership using the FRLM as the primary framework (John & Don, 2010). 
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Emphasizing transformational leadership, the study highlights a shared vision and collaborative 
learning environment, prioritizing followers' growth, and motivation (Emmanuel & Valley, 2022). 
Transformative leaders adapt styles based on situational needs, challenging conventions for 
organizational success (Yukl, 2002). Transactional leadership, with its focus on contingent rewards 
and management-by-exception, promotes compliance but may lack commitment (Ugwu, Onyancha 
& Fombard, 2020). Integrating both styles is vital for organizational success (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; 
Bass & Avolio, 2004). 

Laissez-faire leadership, characterized by minimal involvement, allows followers independent 
determination (Northouse, 2010). While not always effective, it can yield results with committed 
followers (Nowak et al., 2019), remaining valuable in contexts with dedicated staff.The study adopts 
the instructional leadership model, focusing on principals' roles in education shaping (Townsend, 
2019), as outlined by Hallinger and Murphy (2013). Liebowitz and Porter (2019), and Agirdag and 
Muijs (2023) link principled behaviours to academic achievement. Shen et al. (2021) stress principal 
leadership's role in enhancing parent involvement and student performance. Instructional leadership 
emphasizes clear objectives, effective strategies, and teaching evaluation for improved student 
outcomes (Day & Sammons, 2016), integrated here with the Full-Range Leadership model for a 
comprehensive understanding. School effectiveness theory posits a significant impact on students' 
achievement and well-being, with research indicating its role in fostering positive outcomes reflective 
of the school's socio demographic composition (Zamir, 2020). Various models and theories of school 
effectiveness have been identified in literature, each aiming to enhance school efficacy by 
incorporating diverse elements (Zamir, 2020). These include Rutter et al.'s (1979) theory, Marzano's 
(2005) Model, the K-12 SEF framework (2011), and theories by Scheerens (2015) and Fullan (2013). 
While six theories are the focus of this study, Creemers' (2010) Comprehensive Model was excluded 
due to its lack of emphasis on leadership components (Zamir, 2020). 

Recent research indicates a lack of emphasis on diverse leadership models to maintain 
supportive environments (Perera, 2015). Challenges like inadequate curriculum development culture 
and context-specific instructional leadership methods hinder school performance improvement 
(Gedefaw, 2020). Despite increased enrolment, issues such as teacher turnover, classroom 
overcrowding, and inadequate leadership persist, necessitating system-based interventions, including 
diverse leadership styles (Wondemagegn, 2016). Further investigation into leadership practices, 
especially instructional leadership, is crucial for enhancing school performance in Ethiopia. Similarly, 
literature on leadership practices in top-performing secondary schools in Ethiopia underscores the 
significance of principals' blended leadership styles and their impact on school climate and student 
achievement. Asrat (2024), Gebre (2023), Gebremariam (2022), Kebede (2020), and Tadesse (2021) 
collectively emphasize how these leadership styles influence school climate, academic achievement, 
and overall effectiveness. Their studies highlight the correlation between leadership practices and 
student outcomes, offering insights for enhancing educational leadership practices and improving 
student outcomes in top-performing secondary schools in Ethiopia. 
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3. Conceptual Framework 
 
3.1 Research Model for School Performance Enhancement  
 

 
 
Figure 1: Model for Principals Blended Leadership Styles to Improve School Performances 
 
 
The conceptual framework for enhancing school performance integrates governing policies, school 
leadership practices, influence indicators, and desired outcomes. Governing policies shape the 
operational environment, while leadership practices include instructional leadership, collaborative 
decision-making, resource management, and fostering a positive school culture. Influence indicators 
involve stakeholder engagement, professional development, community involvement, and socio-
economic context. Desired outcomes comprise improved academic achievement, enhanced school 
climate, increased stakeholder satisfaction, and overall performance enhancement. This framework 
emphasizes the crucial role of effective leadership in driving school performance 
 
4. Methods 
 
The study draws upon a comprehensive foundation of educational research methodologies, as 
outlined by Cohen et al. (2020), Creswell and Creswell (2021), Fraenkel et al. (2021), Gall et al. (2021), 
Leedy and Ormrod (2020), Merriam and Tisdell (2020), Mills (2020), Punch (2020), Salkind (2020), 
and Thomas (2021). By utilizing a mixed research methodology, combining quantitative and 
qualitative techniques, the study categorizes variables and explores associations, aiming for a holistic 
understanding (Jacobs, Ary, & Sorensen, 2010; Creswell, 2012).Adopting pragmatism as its paradigm, 
the study integrates quantitative and qualitative approaches, offering flexibility, effectiveness, and a 
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practical orientation for real-world problem-solving (Creswell, 2014; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2020; 
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2021). This approach allows for diverse methodologies and employs both 
deductive and inductive methods to understand leadership practices' impact on school performance 
(Johnson & Gray, 2010; Cooksey & McDonald, 2011; Shah, 2021). 

Employing a concurrent embedded mixed methods design, the study gathers qualitative and 
quantitative data, ensuring a comprehensive approach (Creswell, 2012; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2022). 
Principled integration maximizes strengths, emphasizing robust interpretation and exploring 
complex research questions (Fetters, Curry, & Creswell, 2023; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2020; 
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2021). The investigation focuses on school principals' leadership styles in the 
Gedeo Zone, using various sampling methods to ensure representation across secondary schools, 
resulting in a sample size of 386 individuals. Quantitative data collected through the Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5x Short) and qualitative data gathered through interviews, focus 
groups, and document analysis are analyzed using SPSS version 28 and ATLAS ti software, 
respectively. Regression and correlation analyses examine the impact of leadership practices on 
student academic performance. 
 
5. Results 
 
The findings are presented below: 
 
5.1 Leadership practices of secondary schools’ principals in the Gedeo Zone, as rated by level 2 and 

level 3 school teachers 
 
The study compared the practiced leadership styles of principals in two categories of sampled 
schools. Descriptive analysis, including mean values and standard deviations, was conducted and 
compared between the schools. An independent t-test was performed to assess differences. See table 
below for details. 

As indicated above, the eight low-achiever and the four top performing schools of the zone were 
selected deliberately, based school performance evaluation report of Zone education department in 
2022. To make the analysis easy and to ensure the anonymity of the participants, a code name was 
given to each sampled school, as well as to the two groups of schools. The code name for top 
performing schools were given to the category of the four high  achievers (level 3 schools),; whereas 
the code name level 2 schools  were  given to the category of the eight  lowachiever schools of the 
zone. Likewise, the code name of Level 3 SS-1, Level 3 SS-2, Level 3 SS-3, and Level 3 SS-4 was given 
for relatively top performing schools. On other side, Level 2 SS-11, Level 2 SS-12, Level 2 SS-13, Level 2 
SS-14, Level 2 SS-17, and Level 2 SS-16 have been assigned to eight low performing schools of the Zone 
respectively.   
 
Table 1:  Teachers view on Leadership Styles Practiced by secondary School principals 
 

Group Statistics 
 Respondents of the Study N Mean X SD T p. 

Transformational Leadership style 
level 3 schools’ teachers 127 3.05

2.29 .761 71.573 000 
level 2 schoolteachers 184 1.53

Transactional Style of the Leaderships 
level 3 schoolteachers 127 1.72 

1.60 .472 -25.852 .000 
level 2 schoolteachers 184 1.52 

Laissez-faire Leadership Style 
level 3 schoolteachers 127 .838 

2.49 1.349 42.671 .000 
level 2 schoolteachers 184 3.36 

Instructional Leadership model 
level 3 schoolteachers 127 2.36 

1.67 .539 25.950 .000 
level 2  schoolteachers 184 1.44 

Note: mean score 0.00 to < 0.80 not at all, 0.80 to < 1.60 once in a while, 1.60 to < 2.40 sometimes, 2.40 to < 3.20 fairly 
often, & 3.20 to < 4.00 frequently; * p < .05. 
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Table 1 illustrates existing perception difference between top-performing and low-performing teachers' 
assessments of the leadership style of their principals. Therefore, generated mean of level 3 school 
teachers releases M= 3.05, 1.72, .838, and 2.36 respectively for leadership styles that are transformational, 
transactional, laissez-faire, and instructional. These assure that transformational leadership behaviour 
exhibited often, transactional leadership behaviour sometimes, laissez-faire leadership behaviour once 
in a while, and instructional leadership behaviour sometimes. In contrast, mean results of level 2 
schoolteachers indicate M= 1.53, 1.60, 3.36, and 1.44 respectively for stated leadership styles. Therefore, it 
reveals that transformational, transactional, and instructional leadership behaviour are exhibited once 
in a while. In contrast, laissez-faire leadership behaviour is demonstrated frequently in the school. 
Computed independent t-test for equality of means confirms p= .000 < 0.05 for all leadership styles, 
authenticating that there are statistically significance differences between top, and low-performing 
schoolteachers. Also, independent samples effect size for occurred significance difference showed that 
Cohen's d = 8.257, -2.982, -4.923, and 2.994 point of estimate authorising existing effect size is large 
since it is greater than 0.8 points, except laissez-faire and transactional leadership style. Therefore, 
based on this result, it is rationale to summarise that there are significant statistical differences of the 
views between top-performing and low-performing schoolteachers concerning principals leadership 
styles practised in their school. The differences explain that top-performing schools principals are likely 
demonstrate transformational and instructional leadership behaviour than low-performing school 
principals did. In contrast, low-performing school principals more exhibit laissez-faire leadership style 
behaviour than top-performing school principals.    
 
5.2 Leadership practices of secondary schools’ principals in the Gedeo Zone, as rated by level 2 and 

level 3 school principals 
 
Table 2: Principals view on Leadership Styles Practiced by secondary School principals 
 

Group Statistics 
 Respondents of the Study N=48 Mean SD t Sig. 

Transformational Leadership style 
level 3 school principals 16 3.1156

0.124 40.374 .000 
level 2 school principals 32 1.5844

Transactional Style of the Leadership  s 
level 3 school principals 16 1.7656

0.238 -11.097 .000 
level 2 school principals 32 2.5729

Laissez-faire Leadership style 
level 3 school principals 16 .6406

0.401 -20.338 .000 
level 2 school principals 32 3.4219

Instructional Leadership style 
level 3 school principals 16 2.2692

0.319 8.556 .000 
level 2 school principals 32 1.4712

Note: mean score 0.00 to < 0.80  not at all, 0.80 to < 1.60 once in a while, 1.60 to < 2.40 sometimes, 2.40 to < 3.20 fairly often, &  
3.20 to < 4.00 frequently;  * p < 0.05. 

 
Table 2 illustrates perception variation between level 3 and level 2 institutional leaders' survey self-
evaluation of their leadership approaches. Therefore, generated mean of level 3 school principals 
indicates M= 3.11, 1.76, .640, and 2.26 respectively for transactional, transformative, laissez-faire, and 
instructional styles of leadership. These confirm that transformational leadership behaviour exhibited 
often, transactional leadership behaviour sometimes, laissez-faire leadership behaviour not at all, and 
instructional leadership behaviour sometimes. In contrast, revealed mean results of level 2 school 
principals indicate M= 1.58, 2.57, 3.421, and 1.47 respectively for stated leadership styles. Therefore, it 
comprehends that transformational and instructional leadership behaviour exhibited occasionally 
transactional leadership behaviour exhibited sometimes. But laissez-faire leadership behaviour was 
practised frequently in the school. Computed independent t-test for equality of means confirms 
p=.000 < 0.05 respectively consolidate existences of statistically significance differences between top 
and low-performing school principal’s perceptions.  

Likewise, independent samples effect size for occurred significance difference showed that 
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Cohen's d = 12.362, -3.398,.6.227, and 2.620 point of estimate confirming effect size is large since it is 
>0.8 points, except laissez-faire leadership, and transactional style of leadership. Therefore, based on 
this result, it is rationale to summarise that there are significant statistical differences of the views 
between top-performing and low-performing school principals concerning principals’ leadership 
styles exhibited in their school. Existing perception difference validates top-performing schools 
principals are more demonstrate transformational and instructional leadership behaviour than low-
performing school principals did. In contrast, low-performing school principals exhibit laissez-faire 
leadership style behaviour than its country part. On other side, transactional leadership behaviour 
demonstrated fairly in both high- and low-performing educational institutions.        
 
5.3 To analyse existing perception difference between secondary schools’ principals’ self-rating and 

ratings made by teachers at their respective schools. 
 
Table 3: Existing difference between level 3 schoolteacher’s ratings and principals’ self-ratings 
 

Group Statistics 
 Respondents of the Study N Mean X SD t P 

Transformational Leadership style 
level 3 schoolteachers 127 3.05 

3.05 .168 -1.475 .071 
level 3 school principals 16 3.11 

Transactional Style of the Leadership   
level 3 schoolteachers 127 1.72 

1.729 .227 -.671 .252 
level 3 school principals 16 1.76 

Laissez-faire Leadership style 
level 3 schoolteachers 127 .83 

.8164 .454 1.651 .051 
level 3 school principals 16 .64 

Instructional Leadership model 
level 3 schoolteachers 127 2.36 

2.35 .377 .953 .171 
level 3 school principals 16 2.26

Note: mean score 0.00 to < 0.80 not at all, 0.80 to < 1.60 once in a while, 1.60 to < 2.40 sometimes, 2.40 to < 3.20 fairly 
often, &  3.20 to < 4.00 frequently;  * p < .05. 

 
Table 5.42 illustrates perception disparities between teachers and principals regarding leadership 
practices in top-performing schools. The mean ratings from teachers indicate frequent exhibition of 
transformational leadership (M=3.05), occasional transactional (M=1.72) and instructional (M=0.830) 
behaviours, and no instances of laissez-faire leadership (M=2.36). Conversely, principals show 
frequent adoption of transformational leadership (M=3.11), occasional transactional (M=1.76) and 
instructional (M=0.64) practices, and no laissez-faire behavior (M=2.26). Independent t-tests reveal 
no statistically significant differences between principals and teachers except for laissez-faire 
leadership (p=.051). Cohen's d of .438 suggests a small effect size, indicating minimal differences. 
Thus, it is inferred that perceptions on leadership styles between principals and teachers in top-
performing schools align, with transformational and instructional leadership being prevalent, while 
laissez-faire leadership is lacking. 
 
Table 4: Existing significant difference between level 2 schoolteachers’ and principals' self-ratings for 
principal’s leadership style 
 

 Respondents of the Study N Mean XǊ SD t-test Sig. 

Transformational Leadership  
level 2 schoolteachers 184 1.53

1.545 .182 4.418 .027 
level 2 school principals 32 1.58

Transactional Style of the Leadership    
level 2 schoolteachers 184 2.52

2.529 .284 1.049 .307 
level 2 school principals 32 2.57 

Instructional Leadership Model 
level 2 schoolteachers 184 1.44 

1.447 .535 .044 .834 
level 2 school principals 32 1.47 

Laissez-fare Leadership style 
level 2 schoolteachers 184 3.36 

3.370 .250 .706 .402 
level 2 school principals 32 3.42 

Note: mean score 0.00 to < 0.80 not at all, 0.80 to < 1.60 once in a while, 1.60 to < 2.40 sometimes, 2.40 to < 3.20 fairly 
often, &  3.20 to < 4.00 frequently;  * p < .05 
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Table 4 compares teachers' and principals' ratings in low-performing secondary schools. Mean scores 
for transformational, transactional, instructional, and laissez-faire leadership styles indicate frequent 
practice of laissez-faire and occasional transactional leadership, while both transformational and 
transactional leadership are less common. An independent t-test reveals no significant differences, 
except for transformational leadership, where p=.027 < 0.05. However, the effect size (Cohen's d = -
.250) suggests a minimal impact. Overall, there's little statistical variance between teachers' and 
principals' views on leadership styles in low-performing schools. 
 

5.4 Principals blended leadership styles contribution for School effectiveness. 
 

Table 5: Effect of leadership style on efficacy, employee extra effort, and satisfactions at top-
performing secondary schools 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 
Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients T Sig.

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 

1 

(Constant) 3.299 .459  7.18 <.001   
Style of transformational 
Leadership .022 .130 .014 .166 .868 .993 1.007 

Style of transactional 
Leadership .001 .098 .001 .013 .990 .964 1.038 

Style of Laissez-fare 
Leadership -.048 .049 -.084 -

.975 .331 .960 1.042 

Instructional Leadership 
model .034 .058 .049 -

.580 .563 .992 1.008 

a. Dependent Variable: Effectiveness, Employee Extra effort, and Satisfaction. 
 

Analysis of regression was conducted under Table 5 to assess the impact of practiced leadership styles 
on principals' effectiveness, employee extra effort, and satisfaction as outcomes in top-performing 
secondary schools. Regression coefficient results for transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, and 
instructional leadership [R=. 022,. 001,. -048, and.034, p=.868,.990,.331, and.563] suggest that only 
transformational and instructional leadership styles positively affect principals' effectiveness, 
employee extra effort, and satisfaction. Each scale decrease in leadership style corresponds to a 
decline in extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction by an average of C=.459 units' scale. However, 
none of the leadership style measures significantly contributed to the outcomes (p>.05). Thus, 
secondary schools with relatively top-performing status exhibit weak practices regarding the full 
leadership model, with transformational and instructional leadership showing promise, while laissez-
faire and transactional styles are rarely used. 
 

Table 6: Model summary for effect of leadership style on efficacy, extra effort of employees, and 
satisfaction at top-performing secondary schools 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

Change Statistics 
R Square 
Change F Change df2 Sig. F 

Change 
1 .009a .000 -.007 .25861 .000 .011 141 .915 
2 .011a .000 -.007 .25861 .000 .016 141 .898 
3 .085a .007 .000 .25769 .007 1.031 141 .312 
4 .054a .003 -.004 .25825 .003 .405 141 .526 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Transactional Style of the Leadership, Laissez-faire Leadership style, 

Transformational Leadership style & Instructional Management model respectively 
b. Dependent variables: Effectiveness, employee extra effort, and Satisfaction 
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As can be observed in Table 6, the multiple regression model with all four predictors generated [R² =. 
000,000. 007, and .003 F (.011, .016, 1.031, and .405) p=.915, .898, .312, and .526 >.05] respectively 
validated less predictive ability of estimated variables were observed, and not significant. According 
to the illustration, transformational and instructional leadership styles have relatively larger 
predicted R2 values which is R2= 007, and .003; it consolidates transformational and instructional 
leadership have 7 and 3% contribution respectively being other variables are constant in raising 
school effectiveness.  But, they had no significant positive regression weights for effectiveness, 
employee extra effort and satisfaction at top-performing secondary schools of Gedeo Zone. These 
realised that FRLM and instructional leadership had no significant contribution for relatively top-
performing secondary schools effectiveness owing to their little practices. 
 
Table 7: Correlations between styles of leadership and principals’ efficacy, additional work, and 
satisfaction of top-performing secondary schools 
 

Correlations 

 
Lazes-faire 
Style of the 
Leadership 

Instructional 
Leadership 

model 

Transformational 
Leadership style 

Transactional 
Style of the 
Leadership 

Effectiveness, 
additional effort, 
and Satisfaction 

Pearson 
Correlation -.085 .054 .009 -.011 

Sig. (2-
tailed) .312 .526 .915 .898 

N 143 143 143 143 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 7 presents Pearson correlation analysis results examining the relationships among school 
principal effectiveness, staff extra effort, and student satisfaction, based on leadership styles. There is 
a strong, positive correlation between worker satisfaction, extra effort, and effectiveness scores 
among those practicing instructional and transformational leadership styles (C=.009,.054, P=.915, & 
.526 > 0.05), suggesting higher scores on these variables are associated with greater likelihood of 
practicing these leadership styles. However, despite the positive connection between 
transformational and instructional leadership practices, it is not significant. Conversely, laissez-faire, 
and transactional leadership styles show negative correlations with principal effectiveness, staff extra 
effort, and employee satisfaction (C=. -085, & -.011, Sig (2-tailed) =.312, & .898 > 0.05), indicating their 
less frequent use. This confirms a positive and significant correlation between principal effectiveness, 
employee extra effort, and satisfaction with instructional and transformational leadership styles, 
while laissez-faire and transactional styles exhibit weaker associations. 
 
Table 8: Principals' Blended Leadership Style (PBLS) for effectiveness, extra effort, and satisfaction at 
top-performing secondary schools 
 

Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
Change Statistics 

R Square Change df2 F Sig. 
1 .211a .450 .026 .26747 .450 211 3.49 .046 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Transformational, Transactional, Laissez-fare , & Instructional leadership (PBLS). 
b. Dependent Variable: Effectiveness, Extra effort, and Satisfaction. 

 
Table 8 illustrates the impact of Principals' Blended Leadership Style (PBLS) on effectiveness, 
employee extra effort, and satisfaction in top-performing secondary schools. The R2 value indicates 
the proportion of variance in outcomes explained by PBLS, with an effect size of 45% (R2 = .450, F p = 
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.046 < .05), suggesting that PBLS significantly contributes to raising principals’ effectiveness, 
employee extra effort, and satisfaction. This implies that top-performing school principals' use of 
transformational and instructional leadership is promising. The PBLS demonstrates better predictive 
power and model fit to enhance these outcomes, emphasizing the importance of employing a 
blended leadership style. By incorporating transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, and 
instructional leadership, secondary schools can significantly improve effectiveness, employee 
satisfaction, and effort, contributing to sustained performance in top-performing schools and 
enhancing effectiveness in low-performing ones. This approach allows leaders to effectively manage 
change and inspire followers, fostering adaptability to diverse circumstances (Gardner, 2021).  
 
Table 9: Analysis of Students’ academic achievement and leadership practices of principals at top and 
low-performing secondary schools (Level 3 and 2 schools) 
 

R.N Elements of PBLS Results Level 3 schools Level 2 schools l  3 l  3 l  3 l  3  A v l 2  l 2  l 2  l 2   A v

1 Transformational 
Leadership  

X Ǌ 3.77 3.83 3.48 3.33 3.61 1.47 1.48 1.62 1.56 1.53 
SD .138 .181 .187 .168 .168 .212 .172 .209 .170 .190 

2 Transactional Leadership 
X Ǌ 1.97 1.87 1.93 1.91 1.92 1.52 1.64 1.54 1.47 1.54 
SD .218 .223 .257 .220 .229 .291 .188 .293 .210 .245 

3 Laissez-faire Leadership 
X Ǌ .892 .653 .641 .810 .749 3.38 3.70 3.56 3.31 3.48 
SD .810 .381 .479 .405 .518 .222 .253 .357 .582 .353 

4 Instructional Leadership 
X Ǌ 3.94 3.82 2.92 2.88 3.39 1.04 1.38 1.38 1.44 1.31 
SD .346 .372 .394 .379 .372 .198 .270 .250 .269 .246 

5 Grand mean of PBLS 
X Ǌ 2.64 2.54 2.24 2.23 2.42 1.85 2.05 2.02 1.94 1.96 
SD .378 .289 .329 .293 .322 .230 .220 .277 .307 .258 

6 
Percentages of Grade 12 
students’ promotion for ten 
academic years (2008-2018) 

 79.2 71.9 61.8 58.7 67.9 37 29 31.6 30.6 32. 

Note: mean score 0.00 to < 0.80 not at all, 0.80 to < 1.60 once in a while, 1.60 to < 2.40 sometimes, 2.40 to < 3.20 fairly often, 
&  3.20 to < 4.00 frequently;  * p < .05 

 
On the base of opinions of the principals and instructors of both high-performing and low-
performing schools, Table 9 presents information concerning the components of blended leadership 
styles, which comprise laissez-faire, instructional, transformational, and transactional leadership 
styles.  Additionally, to descriptive statistics derived from survey data, the promotion rate for Grade 
12 students over the course of 10 academic years (2012–2021) was calculated using document record 
data collected from the Gedeo Zone education department. The components of principals blended 
leadership styles, incorporating transformational, transactional, laissez-faire, instructional, and 
indigenous leadership, have been described thus far in sections 2.4, 3.5, 4.3, 5.1, and 5.3 of this study. 
Since just four types of leadership are supported by quantitative data, four of them were reviewed in 
this section. Transformational leadership inspires followers, while transactional leadership utilizes 
rewards. Instructional leadership enhances commitment and diligence through monitoring. 
Indigenous leadership fosters collaboration, trust, and patriotism. Principals' execution was evaluated 
using this theoretical framework. 

Table 9, items illustrate PBLS at secondary schools. Therefore, the results of Level 3 schools 
revealed for transformational style of leadership XǊ= 3.61, SD= .1688, transactional style of leadership 
X Ǌ=1.92, SD=.229, laissez-faire leadership style XǊ=.749, SD=.518 and instructional leadership model XǊ = 
3.39, SD=.372 confirming that the instructional and transformational leadership styles are among 
those that are frequently used. On other side, transactional style of leadership practised sometimes, 
and laissez-faire leadership styles never used in relatively top-performing secondary schools. In 
summarising this result, the grand mean of PBLS reveal X Ǌ=2.42, SD=.322 validating it was used often 
in schools. Based on this, one can disclose that principals of relatively top-performing secondary 
schools have better practices of using blended leadership styles though the uses of laissez-faire 
leadership styles among the components of PBLS was limited.  
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The results of level 2 schools for PBLS revealed for Transformational Style of the Leadership XǊ= 
1.53, SD= .190, Transactional Style of the Leadership s XǊ= 1.54, SD= .245, laissez-faire leadership styles 
X Ǌ= 3.48, SD= .353, and instructional leadership model   XǊ = 1.31, SD=.246 confirm that the laissez-faire 
styles of leadership was among frequently used. But transformational, transactional, and instructional 
leadership styles are used once in a while in low-performing sampled secondary schools of Gedeo 
Zone. Likewise, the grand mean of PBLS as a summary reveal X Ǌ=1.96, SD=.258 validating it was used 
sometimes in schools. 

This supports the conclusion that, despite the high practices of laissez-faire leadership styles 
among PBLS components, principals of low-performing secondary schools tend to adopt blended 
leadership styles less frequently. In addition to principals’ exhibited leadership styles, the Gedeo Zone 
education department's sampled secondary schools' academic performance for Grade 12 students was 
also analysed for both top-performing and low-performing secondary schools as an outcome of 
leadership practices. According to the data, level 3 SS-1 schools had an average promotion rate of 
79.2%, level 3 SS-2 schools had a rate of 71.9 %, level 3 SS-3 school had a rate of 61.8 %, and level 3 SS-
4 schools had an average promotion rate of 58.7% on the national leaving exam over the course of the 
past 10 academic years (from 2012 to 2021). However, throughout the same ten academic years at low-
performing secondary schools, the percentages of Grade 12 students that were promoted were as 
follows: Level 2 SS-11: 37%; Level 2 SS-12: 29%; Level 2 SS-17: 31.6 %; and Level 2 SS-18: 32% 
respectively.   

Over the past decade, top-performing secondary schools in Gedeo Zone consistently send a 
significant number of students to universities. The principals' blended leadership style in these 
schools correlates with improved academic outcomes, as indicated by regression analysis in Table 8. 
 
5.5 Supervisors’ perception of the leadership styles practised by secondary school principals.  
 
This section presents qualitative results on sampled supervisor’s perceptions on principals leadership 
styles practiced in secondary schools of Gedeo Zone. Thus, three supervisors from top performing 
schools were involved and the codes were given for them; it includes KII- Super level 3-1, KII- super 
level 3-2, and KII- Super level 3.3 respectively from four schools. Also, four supervisors from low 
performing secondary schools were given the code name called KII-Super level 2-11, KII-Super level 2-
13, KII-Super level2-15, and KII-Super level 2-17 accordingly. So, qualitative data analysis concerning 
supervisors’ perceptions on the leadership styles practiced by secondary school principals were 
conducted using those codes as well.   

The results from the qualitative data clearly reveal that, principals at secondary schools who 
perform well do not use a single leadership style. KII-teacher level 3-11 asserted, however, that they 
were using a variety of leadership styles, which he explained as follows: 

 
The best secondary school principals have a solid habit of planning together, consistently monitoring 
instruction, inspiring or encouraging the instructors and students, evaluating the performances jointly, 
and comprehending the opportunities and gaps in the school that need to be addressed. They also get 
input from the staff and stakeholders regarding the administration, librarians, pedagogy centres, 
teaching and learning processes, and teachers. As a result, the principals are  effective thanks to the 
input of various stakeholders. Finally, they address or take measure on the inefficiency and problems 
within schools (5.8.2). 
 
These qualitative results consolidate that top-performing secondary school principals have been 

utilising a variety of leadership styles. The implementation of collaborative planning and regular 
monitoring of the teaching and learning process are signs. 

Supervisors go further on this, saying that high-performing secondary schools seem to adopt 
democratic leadership, also referred to as participative leadership, as one of their preferred leadership 
styles. For instance, KII- Super level 3-12 explained that: 
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Leadership styles of schools are differing from schools to school based on their experience and education 
level. For the best of my knowledge, democratic leadership style, which means participative leadership, is 
among exercised style of leadership. 
 
Likewise, the supervisor observed that top-performing secondary schools had adopted laissez-

faire leadership practices by disregarding the degree of employee devotion and expertise. KII-Super 
level 3-13 responded to this by elucidating as follows: 

 
As a supervisor, I had been observing the leadership styles that school principals had been employing. 
Therefore, they frequently utilised a laissez-faire leadership style rather than context-specific situational 
leadership. I am aware that this leadership style is used when a team member is capable and dedicated to 
their work; in such cases, there is no need for close supervision or immediate decision-making. The 
leaders anticipated leaving employee responsibility to others. But sometimes in our institutions, the 
principals don't rigorously follow the actions of the teachers (see par.5.8.2). 
 
Another supervisor's perspective was that teachers and other school stakeholders collaborated 

with school principals of top-performing secondary schools on important topics such as the planning, 
execution, and evaluation of educational activities. This acknowledges that principals have a goal 
setting and stakeholder-communication process that reflects transformational leadership.  With 
reference to this, KII-super level 3-12 states that: 

 
 As to my experience, stakeholder participation is required for major school programmes; the 
government is not the only party that needs to be involved. Whereas not ally principals takes the effort 
to increase stakeholder participation to the same degree. Some of these include community participation 
from the planning stage  through implementation and evaluation.  I know at top performing schools 
they seek the participation of the community in planning, implementation, and evaluation. However, the 
majority of schools do not routinely involve teachers in decision-making except in committee work and 
staff meeting time (par.5.8.2). 
 
On other scenario, cluster supervisors believed that principals at low-performing secondary 

schools had been using an undemocratic and non-participative style of leadership.  In summary, KII-
Super-level 2-13 clarified that:  

 
My observation is school principals have been practising similar and consistent undemocratic 
leadership. Supervisors support is there, but principal’s leadership  practices are not change-oriented. 
Undemocratic leadership means kind of leadership styles principals have been executing by low 
participation of the students, teachers and all stakeholders (see par.5.8.3).   

 
Moreover, an additional participant endorses the idea that some principals of secondary schools 

utilised transactional leadership dimensions, like active management by exception. They attempt to 
maintain control over the teachers, and students by implementing attendance policies and taking 
appropriate action. Regarding this, KII-Super-level 2–14 stated the following: 

 
Our school principals and vice-principals seek to control school teachers and  students. They perceive 
their major responsibility is controlling the attendance of teachers. They are expected to supervise 
instruction, provide short and relevant training for teachers on identified school gaps, and should inspire 
teachers. Should devise strategies to fulfil inputs by mobilising school community and different stake 
holders (see par.5.8.3). 
 
There is evidence in the literature that shows low institutional performance is caused by non-

participative leadership approaches. Therefore, autocratic leadership, also known as authoritarian 
leadership, is a leadership style marked by individual control over all choices and minimal input from 
group members (Katorina, 2021).  

Supervisors believe that, although principals possess the theoretical knowledge required to 
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carry out instructional leadership, they are not actually doing so. Variables associated to commitment 
are the reason of this. Regarding this, KII-Super-level 2-17 supplied the following data: 

 
Our school principals are not properly using instructional leadership; they know theory of instructional 
leadership but, they fail to implement it in its actual practices. According to my perception, failures to 
implement the instructional leadership are the low commitment of teachers and school principals (see 
par.5.8.3). 
 

6. Discussion  
 
This study conducted in secondary schools within the Gedeo Zone reveals that top-performing school 
principals exhibit superior practices of transformational, instructional, and transactional leadership 
styles compared to their counterparts in low-performing schools (Emmanuel & Valley, 2022). The 
qualitative data highlights the effective implementation of transformational leadership among 
principals in top-performing schools, as they embody idealized influence, inspirational motivation, 
intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration (Sosik & Don, 2010). This leadership approach 
fosters a positive school culture, enhances motivation among teachers and students, and contributes 
to improved school performance. Additionally, transactional leadership styles, such as contingent 
reward, are frequently employed by principals in high-performing schools to emphasize 
accountability and satisfaction when goals are met (Bass & Avolio, 2004). 

Moreover, principals in top-performing schools demonstrate superior practices in instructional 
leadership, focusing on defining common objectives, monitoring teaching-learning processes, and 
promoting professional growth throughout the school (Park, Cooc, & Lee, 2023; Meyer et al., 2023). 
This instructional leadership model aligns with Hallinger and Murphy's (2013) perspectives, 
emphasizing the importance of outlining the school's mission, directing the teaching-learning 
process, and maintaining a supportive learning environment. 

In contrast, principals in low-performing schools predominantly exhibit transactional and 
laissez-faire leadership styles, with limited engagement in transformational and instructional 
leadership practices (Sosik & Jung, 2010). These deficiencies contribute to organizational dysfunction, 
dissatisfaction among stakeholders, and hindered student outcomes. The absence of effective 
instructional and transformational leadership practices undermines schools' ability to succeed 
(Townsend, 2019). 

Principals in high-performing schools effectively employ a blend of transformational, 
instructional, and transactional leadership, fostering a positive school culture and driving academic 
achievement. In contrast, principals in low-performing schools exhibit inadequate leadership 
practices, hindering organizational effectiveness and student outcomes. Addressing these deficiencies 
and adopting a proactive and engaged leadership approach are essential steps toward improving 
school performance and creating positive learning environments. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
The study aimed to investigate leadership practices in top and low performing secondary schools, 
analysing the extent of full range and instructional leadership. The primary research question 
addressed the understanding of leadership practices in top-performing secondary schools in the 
Gedeo Zone, Ethiopia. Results indicate disparities between top and low-performing schools, with top-
performing principals demonstrating stronger utilization of transformational, instructional, and 
transactional styles. However, there's room for fuller implementation. Notably, differing perceptions 
exist among principals regarding their leadership styles, with top-performing schools leaning towards 
transformational leadership. The study underscores the importance of transformational and 
instructional leadership in fostering shared visions and academic achievement. Conversely, limited 
use of these styles in low-performing schools correlates with lower satisfaction and institutional 
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performance. The research advocates for a blended leadership approach, tailored to diverse school 
contexts, to improve academic outcomes and overall school performance. 
 
References 
 
Ahmed, M. (2015). Exploring the effectiveness of school leadership in Ethiopia: A  qualitative study. International 

Journal of Educational Management, 29(4), 411-424. 
Alajib, A., Gara, T., & Kannababu, R. (2020). Examining the relationship between  instructional leadership and 

student achievement in Ethiopian secondary schools. Journal of  Educational Administration, 48(2), 135-
148. 

Asrat, F. (2024). The Influence of Principals' Blended Leadership Styles on School Climate and Student 
Achievement: A Case Study of Top-Performing Secondary Schools in Ethiopia. Educational Management 
Administration & Leadership, 52(1), 89-105. 

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2020). Research methods in education. Routledge. 
Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative and qualitative 

research. Journal of Education, 192(2), 51-72. 
Creswell, J. W. (2014). A concise introduction to mixed methods research. International Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 4(2), 121-136. 
Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2021). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

approaches. Sage Publications. 
Creswell, J. W. (2019). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. SAGE 

Publications. 
Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2021). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 

approaches. SAGE Publications. 
Creswell, J. W., & Plano Clark, V. L. (2022). Designing and conducting mixed methods research. SAGE 

 Publications. 
Dawit, D. (2018). Challenges of secondary school leadership practices: The case of Gedeo Zone. 

 Unpublished master's thesis, Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia. 
Ethiopian Ministry of Education. (2015). Education Sector Development Program V (ESDP V): 2015/16-2019/20. 

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia: Ministry of Education. 
Fetters, M. D., Curry, L. A., & Creswell, J. W. (2023). Achieving integration in mixed methods designs—Principles 

and practices. Health Services Research, 58(4), 1215- 1228. 
Fraenkel, J. R., Wallen, N. E., & Hyun, H. H. (2021). How to design and evaluate research in  education. McGraw-

Hill Education. 
 Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2021). Educational research: An introduction. Pearson. 
Gebre, M. (2023). Exploring the Impact of Blended Leadership Styles on Student Outcomes:  Evidence  from Top-

Performing Secondary Schools in Ethiopia. Journal of  Educational Administration and Policy Studies, 15(3), 
112-127. 

Gebremariam, A. (2022). Principal Leadership Styles and Academic Achievement: A Study of Top-Performing 
Secondary Schools in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. International Journal of Educational Leadership and 
Management, 10(2), 78-93. 

Johnson, R. B., & Onwuegbuzie, A. J. (2020). Mixed methods research: A research paradigm  whose time has come. 
Educational Researcher, 49(2), 129-137. 

Kebede, E. (2020). Leadership Styles and School Effectiveness: The Role of Principals in Top-Performing 
Secondary Schools in Ethiopia. Journal of Educational Leadership,  Management & Administration, 8(1), 45-
58. 

Leedy, P. D., & Ormrod, J. E. (2020). Practical research: Planning and design. Pearson. 
Matebe, J. (2020). An investigation into the role of school leadership in enhancing student performance: A case of 

secondary schools in Ethiopia. Journal of Educational  Leadership, Policy and Practice, 35(2), 15-25. 
Merriam, S. B., & Tisdell, E. J. (2020). Qualitative research: A guide to design and  implementation. John Wiley & 

Sons. 
Meresa, F., Tadesse, S., Zeray, G., & Haile, M. (2019). Leadership practices in Ethiopian secondary schools: A 

comparative analysis of top-performing and lower-performing schools. Educational Management 
Administration & Leadership, 47(3), 18-32. 

Mills, G. E. (2020). Action research: A guide for the teacher researcher. Pearson. 
Salkind, N. J. (Ed.). (2020). Encyclopedia of research design. SAGE Publications. 



E-ISSN 2281-4612 
ISSN 2281-3993        

Academic Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies 
www.richtmann.org 

Vol 13 No 6 
November 2024 

 

 91 

Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (Eds.). (2021). Handbook of mixed methods in social & behavioral research. 
 SAGE Publications. 

Tefera, A. (2019). School leadership and its impact on student outcomes: A case study of secondary schools in 
Gedeo Zone. Ethiopian Journal of Education and Sciences, 15(1), 10-22. 

Thomas, G. (2021). How to do your research project: A guide for students in education and applied social sciences. 
SAGE. 

Tadesse, D. (2021). Blended Leadership Practices in Ethiopian Secondary Schools: A Comparative Analysis of Top-
Performing and Low-Performing Schools. Ethiopian Journal of Education and Sciences, 16(1), 45-62. 

 Zamir, S. (2020). The role of theory in research design. Journal of Theory and Research, 18(2), 87-99. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


