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Abstract: School performance is the main agenda in school organizations in achieving the
vision and mission as well as the main objectives of the Ministry of Education. Issues on
performance in the context of school organizations are based on leadership management.
The main issues highlighted are based on leadership in achieving the ultimate goal of the
Ministry of Education (MOE). This study examines the leadership among the headmasters
and principals in schools in improving the performance of schools in Malaysia. From the
concept of leadership, the leadership that forms the leadership of entrepreneurship among
teachers in every school leader plays an important role in the education system to deal with
changes and challenges. Entrepreneurial leadership is a leader who is classified to achieve
the same goal of using entrepreneurial behavior. Hence, this study focuses entirely on
entrepreneurial leadership relationships with school performance in Malaysia. This study
also tests the sustainability leadership as a second variable. Supported by the Model Leader-
Member Exchange theory, this study proposes a framework by outlining the factors that exist
in entrepreneurial leadership and sustainable leadership A total of 171 school organization
from public schools have participated in this study. Data for this study variables were
collected through a self-administered survey. Partial Least Square - Structural Equation
Modeling (PLS-SEM) is the main statistical technique used in this study. The findings show
that some variables such as entrepreneurial leadership and sustainability leadership are
significant in relation to school performance. The findings will contribute to future research
that researchers can research deeply on leadership 4.0 towards the performance of public or
private schools in Malaysia.
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Introduction

Revolution Industry 4.0 is currently a top priority in increasing transformability and
responding to demographic change for many organizations, research centers and education.
Majority of experts in the academia believe that the Revolution Industry 4.0 term itself is
unclear and manufacturing firms are facing difficulties when it comes to understanding this
phenomenon and identifying the steps required for the transition towards Industry 4.0.
Gilchrist (2016), Liao et al. (2017), Santos et al. (2017), Ustundag and Cevikcan (2017) and
Vogel-Heuser and Hess (2016) believe that Revolution Industry 4.0 can be defined and
identified based on its design principles and technology trends. To identify the key design
principles and technology trends of Revolution Industry 4.0, globalised world has called
organizations to look for ways to compete more effectively on performance.

Academicians have identified several issues regarding to the organization performance. They
have identified performance from global perspective issues which highlighted by three main
factors leadership, process and result (Hocevar, Janzen & Wilson, 2012). However Lu, Zhu
and Bao (2015) mentioned that performances are distinguished by excellent leadership and
dynamic leaders who are committed to the success of organizational variables. The effective
leader is a leader who played a role as a visionary leader who is clear about his organization,
employees and result. Performance in school organization also distinguished by excellent
leadership and dynamic leaders in controlling their process and students achievement towards
effectiveness school (Rahimah & Ghavifekr, 2014). The issues of leadership towards
performance are similarity to the factors contribute to the school performance. There are a lot
of factors that significance to the school performance excluding leadership. Shaked and
Schechter (2014), mentioned that leadership element needs to investigate because of not
influencing indirectly and evaluating significance toward school performance. In general
requirement of the demands to improve the performance of the school is very urgent
especially with the availability of internationally competitive today (Jones & Harris, 2014).

The issue of preparing and developing school leaders has a long history of research and
empirical inquiry in the performance perspective. Malaklolunthu and Shamsudin (2011)
emphasize the importance of developing school and need to investigate for school leaders in
their distinctive role as educational leaders. This same priority is reflected in Malaysia, as a
new mandatory qualification, the National Professional Qualification for Educational Leaders
(NPQEL), for all new school leaders has recently been introduced (Institut Aminudin Baki,
2014). Leithwood and Sun (2012) reinforce that leadership strategies are crucial, within an
educational setting, to secure better performance and outcomes. As emphasized earlier,
school leaders in Malaysia are now viewed as transformational leaders who are expected to
lead change and improve performance in line with national expectations (Malaklolunthu &
Shamsudin, 2011). This means that, Malaysia school leaders are now expected to bring about
change in their schools and to improve school performance year on year (Tie, 2012).
Malaysia are now expected to create the different leadership in developing the goals, mission
and values of the school toward to the global challenges as the transformational (Rahimah &
Ghavifekr, 2014). Therefore, Pihie et al., (2014) introduce a different leadership in school
organization as an entrepreneurial leadership in facing all the barriers, environment and
global challenges in order to improve the school performance.
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There are several studies regarding to the elements of entrepreneurial leadership regarding to
the performance and achievement of the organization. Park (2012) found a significant
relationship between school leaders and support for innovation at schools. Eyal and Inbar
(2013) found that the relationship between primary school principals’ proactiveness and
school innovativeness. They defined school principals' proactiveness as the willingness to
start intrinsically motivated actions and found that proactive leadership has a good impact in
improving a school organization. Keempster and Cope (2010) mentioned that risk taking is
the best of the willingness of entrepreneurial leadership to absorb uncertain environment and
take on big responsibility and challenge for the future. In addition, entrepreneurial leadership
is considered as having a superior tendency to take risks than cope and need to take a
different risk in a various platform of their project and organization growth. Renko,
Tarabishy, Carsrud and Brannback (2015) mentioned that creativity in entrepreneurial
leadership was influencing and directing the performance of group members towards the
achievements of those organizational goals which involve recognizing and exploiting
entrepreneurial opportunities.

Fontana et al., (2017) mentioned that innovation of entrepreneurial leadership has a
significance relationship to the performance, Ruvio et al., (2010) mentioned that
entrepreneurial leadership has significance relationship to the non-profit organization. Renko
et al., (2015) also mentioned that creativity of entrepreneurial leadership has a significance
relationship to the organization. Based on the argument of the relationship between the
elements of entrepreneurial leadership, conclude that dimension of entrepreneurial leadership
has significance relationship toward organization achievement either in profit or non-profit
organization.

This study also needs a different leadership toward the organization performance. The
priority of this second leadership in this study based on the argument of the past research of
the element of entrepreneurial leadership and performance. First, Renko et al., (2015)
mentioned in their recommendation that entrepreneurial leadership needs an element as
resilience toward organization performance. School leaders currently face new challenges
arising from the new transformational agenda. For the example, measurement of school
performance based on Key Performance Index (KPI) and student achievement. In order to
meet such demands now, more than ever, school leaders need to have the high resilience
necessary to ensure lead transformation and change (Anthony et al., 2015).

Second, Kozlowski (2014) mentioned in the recommendation that entrepreneurial leadership
needs decision making the element to achieve the performance. Despite such investment in
school leaders preparation and strategies in Malaysia, the empirical evidence about its impact
and indeed any contemporary, independent evidence about the decision making of school
leaders remain relatively limited. A recent review of the leadership literature in Asia has
highlighted an urgent need for more systematic research into the decision-making of leaders
in many countries, including Malaysia (Hallinger & Chen, 2015). Consequently, this outlines
emerging empirical evidence about school leadership practices in Malaysia as part of a larger,
contemporary study of leadership preparation and strategies. These elements may also prove
important for the development of entrepreneurial leadership and agreed by Anthony, Said,
Mohamad and Mokhtar (2015); Hallinger and Chen (2015). Based on the elements of
resilience and decision-making, Avery et al., (2011) mentioned that the two elements are
related to the sustainability leadership. Therefore, Suriyankietkaew (2016) propose that the
increase in school leaders accountabilities has created a need for sustainability leadership. A
growing trend of international literature on sustainability leadership suggests that it is one of
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the most popular leadership models of the twenty-first century (Bush and Glover (2012).
Kantabutra and Saratun (2013) mentioned that sustainability one of the factors in leadership
can increase the performance of the organization.

Therefore this study contributes the integrated model of entrepreneurial leadership and the
second independent variable of sustainability leadership based on recommended past
research, Renko et al., (2015); Pihie et al., (2014); Kozlowski (2014) and Men et al.,(2013).

Theory Development And Hypotheses

The Relationship of Entrepreneurial Leadership towards School Performance
Entrepreneurial leadership is a distinctive type of leadership required for dealing with
challenges and crises of the current organizational setting. This leadership style enables
leaders to successfully direct their organization and solve the problems through different
steps of the organization’s growth and development. It also has great influence on leaders’
competency in recognizing new opportunities to improve the organization’s performance
(Soane, Butler & Stanton, 2015). These influential effects have led scholars to increasingly
apply entrepreneurial leadership to improve various aspects of education and specifically
school performance (Mastrangelo, Eddy & Lorenzet, 2014). Entrepreneurial leadership has
been emphasized to create a supportive environment for change and innovation at schools
(Jena & Sahoo, 2014).There are different complexities and challenges of school organization
such as higher demands for improving the quality of education in public schools, fast changes
in the environment and growing shortages in school resources and funds (Kansikas,
Laakkonen, Sarpo & Kontinen, 2012). Researchers believe that school performance require
entrepreneurial leadership characteristics and the knowledge and competence to execute their
tasks based on leadership. Researchers also looked at the benefits of entrepreneurship for
school performance in two ways. Firstly, entrepreneurship in general and entrepreneurial
leadership in particular have been considered as ways of thinking and lifestyle rather than
merely establishing organization (Castelli, 2015). In this sense, entrepreneurial characteristics
and approaches can be applied to improve all aspects of education and schooling, specifically
school leadership through influencing individuals’ behaviours and their task performances
(Ng, Thorpe, 2010).

Accordingly, school leaders need to acquire and practice entrepreneurial leadership
characteristics in order to improve their school effectiveness and to facilitate the process of
quality school. Secondly, past researchers have focused on the advantages of organizational
entrepreneurship for school organization improvement (Mastrangelo, Eddy & Lorenzet,
2014). In this context, organizational performance reflects the capacity of a school to develop
and implement novel ideas that lead to critical changes and improvements at the school
(Jarvet & Murphy, 2014). School performance has three main components including the
capacity to explore new educational opportunities, the tendency to take action and exploit the
opportunity and the changes that implemented innovations created in the school performance
(Kurland, Peretz & Lazarowitz, 2010). Therefore, entrepreneurship features are applied in
school organizations to enhance their success in providing quality leaders and learning
environment. Entrepreneurial leadership competencies, help school leaders to face the
complexities and constraints of the school environment such as fast pace changes, limited
resources, the variety of factors affecting school performance and the urgency in need for
preparing learners for their highly competitive future (Xaba & Malindi, 2010). These
competencies also enable school leaders to create the dramatic changes and innovations
required in public schools by looking beyond the current status of the school and developing
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new opportunities for school improvement (Mitchelmore & Rowley, 2010). While the first
approach looks at the critical role of individuals in adopting entrepreneurial behaviours, the
second approach highlights the importance of entrepreneurial elements in the school
organization. Past studies on the innovations implemented in schools have provided empirical
evidence that they cannot fundamentally change and improve school performances (Burnes &
Donnell, 2011). This can be partially attributed to school leadership that has failed to provide
supportive environment for changes and innovations in the school (Park, 2012). In a recent
study, Xaba and Malindi (2010) specified entrepreneurial characteristics of the principals in
history has advantaged schools. Fontana et al., (2017) and Park (2012) found a significant
relationship between innovation to the performance. Innovative has been well defined as the
quality and ability of the entrepreneurial leadership to think differently, creatively and
develop performance of organization. Eyal and Inbar (2013) found that the relationship
between primary school principals’ proactiveness and school innovativeness. They defined
school principals’ proactiveness as the willingness to start intrinsically motivated actions,
which are not imposed by the authorities and school innovativeness as the perceived amount
of innovations implemented in school during a given time. They found that proactive
leadership has a good impact in improving a school organization.

Keempster and Cope (2010) mentioned that risk taking is the best of willingness of
entrepreneurial leadership to absorb uncertain environment and take on big responsibility and
challenge for the future. In addition, entrepreneurial leadership are considered as having a
superior tendency to take risks than cope and need to take different risk in various platform of
their project and organization growth. Renko, Tarabishy, Carsrud and Brannback (2015)
mentioned that creativity in entrepreneurial leadership were influencing and directing the
performance of group members towards the achievements of those organizational goals
which involve recognizing and exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities. Many researchers
proof in their research that communicative of the leadership related to the vision of future
possibilities and shared throughout the organization performance. The communicative of
leaders deals to the ability to persuade followers of the organization, to manage conflicts and
to foster knowledge management by understanding emotions in social interactions (Musa &
Fontana, 2014). Communication is important for effective entrepreneurial leadership, which
it first deals with influencing others toward a goal through persuasion for upward, lateral and
downward influence. Communicative of entrepreneurial leadership shares vision of future
possibilities enables an organization to transform its current transaction sets through
adaptation and leading, through direct involvement, a process of value creation for the
stakeholders employing innovation to achieve goal and organization performance (Hejazi et
al., 2012). Motivational of entrepreneurial leaders related to the human action within the
organization that affects both motivation and cognition of people in the organization
performance. Musa and Fontana (2017) stated that motivation leaders play a critical role in
the entrepreneurial process toward the organization achievement. It addresses the ability to
motivate people in the organization, to understand the needs of the organization, to maintain
an entrepreneurial spirit in people within the organization and to have the self-confidence to
influence others.

Personal of entrepreneurial leaders related to the creativity, stability, proper resource
allocation and discipline. Creativity deals with the creative skills to organize the needed
resources and enact the role of framing the challenge. Stability refers to emotional stability at
the individual level, passion and the commitment of the organization to entrepreneurial
activities. Proper resource allocations refers to managing resources and maintaining dynamic
capabilities to enhance knowledge management within the organization, which in turn could
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support efforts to recognize opportunities, while organizational discipline deals with building
a bridge that links entrepreneurship and strategic management. The creativity, proper
resource allocation and disclipline in the personal of the entrepreneurial leaders will enhance
the organization performance (Hejazi et al., 2012).Strategic of entrepreneurial leaders refer to
the ability to determine the organization system in a comprehensive manner taking into
account resources, people and strategy toward organization success. The strategic leaders also
addresses strategic thinking that entrepreneurial leaders must have to ensure the vision of
future possibilities that is shared, so that the organization will have a sense of direction,
destiny, discovery and goals achieve (Musa & Fontana, 2017). As the conclusion, leaders in
such schools unconsciously practice innovativeness, proactiveness, creativities, risk taking,
strategic, communicative, personal and motivational in order to overcome the constraints in
the school environment, particularly in relation to the required resources.

The Relationship of Sustainability Leadership towards School Performance
Researchers also have proven in their recommendation finding that sustainability leadership
can be a new variable of leadership. Suriyankietkaew et al., (2014) suggest that sutainability
in competence and control the leadership and reputation in the organization. Furthermore,
sustainability also significance relationship between leadership and innovative work
behaviour. The suggestion also supported by Kantabutra et al, (2013) that sustainability also
influence of leadership on the engagement of effective commitment with the health service
workers sampling. The resilience of sustainability leadership partially significance the
relationship of leadership behaviour and intention to stay (Opuku et al., 2015). The resilience
sustainability leadership can be seen as the respective cause and effect of insinuating that
leaders can have an influence on the empowering experiences of the subordinates
developmental (Horward & Irving, 2012). The resilience effect the relationship between
transformational leadership and followers’ welfare (Dartey- Baah, 2015). Several studies
have shown that decision making is suitable for the variable of leadership relationship. There
are essentially two types of sustainability leadership given as resilience and decision making
(Metsamuuronen et al., 2013; Avery et al., 2011).

Researchers also found that sustainability and leadership will enhance subordinate work
motivation and performance through the delegating authority for job related to decision
making (Metsamuuronen, Kuosa & Laukkanen, 2013). Benn et al., (2013) mentioned that
emphasize on leadership and sustainability in education context is in similar fashion for
organization success. The previous studies also give the suggestion that leadership influences
sustainability organization through sustain them (Kantabutra et al., 2013). According to the
Wang (2014), leadership can sustain their organization by articulating clear organization
future goals, generating employee enthusiasm for worthy causes and expressing high
performance expectation from employee. Sustainability positively associated to the
achievement, whereas leadership is inversely associated with perceived crisis proneness
(Herrera-Cano, 2016). Avery et al., (2011); Metsamuuronen et al., (2013) founded that
sustainability leadership components including resilience and decision making are found to
be significantly related to innovation performance. Accordingly, when a leader perceives that
their requirements are meaningful and personally valuable, they can increase their
achievement by willingly spending time and effort necessary to thoroughly identify a
problem, search for extensive information, and generate multiple ideas from different
perspectives. According to the (Strand, 2014), sustainability is positively associated with
strategic in performance. (Hoii et al., 2016) founded that sustainability leads to orientation
towards job, management and organization. Luoh (2014) also mentioned that sustainability
play a buffering role relationship to the innovative performance. In addition, sustainability
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may enhance employees intrinsic motivation, leading to a higher level of innovation
performance (Tideman, 2016).

Galpin and Whittington (2012) found that a majority of respondents believe sustainability is
becoming increasingly important to leaders and that the risks of failing to act on are
achievement growing. The pressure organization feel to implement sustainability leadership
practices too often results in a jumble of uncoordinated sustainability activity, disconnected
from the firm’s strategy that neither make any meaningful social impact nor strengthen the
firm’s long-term competitiveness. If a firm’s sustainability efforts are to provide long-term
value to both the organization and society, sustainability must be integrated into the firm’s
strategy. Gerard et al., (2017) mentioned that communicative in decision making are the main
elements in ensuring successful teamwork can be achieved. Additionally, the relationship
between communication leaders an employee as crucial for enhanced sustainability
leadership and organization performance. Sustainability leadership has effects on workforce
performance for the unleashing creativity energy. Specially, information about the
organization mission and performance are crucial for sustainability (Banker et al., 2014). In
addition, the empirical findings demonstrate that organization performance more positively
when they perceived their leaders to be high on resilience (Dartey-Baah, 2015). (Eilers et al.,
2016) mentioned that the measurement of performance system has positively influence the
sustainability. The concept of sustainability is able to foster leaders in active work role,
sustain their organization and support the effective governance of organization. Wang (2014)
demonstrated that sustainability is positively related to the employees’ task, contextual and
innovation performance. The relationship between sustainability, innovation performance
was found to have been significant by locus of control (Banker et al., 2014). A distinction
was made between organisational sustainability as a bundle of HRM activities and decision
making as leaders work related performance. Hence, their role in the performance linkage
was defined. Resilience and decision-making sustainability leadership was positively related
to the HRM performance, job satisfaction, and affective commitment (Avery et al., 2011;
Metsamuuronen et al., 2013). As the conclusion, leaders in such schools unconsciously
resilience and decision making in order to overcome the constraints in the school
environment, particularly in relation to the required resources.

Specifically, this hypothesis is:

H1 Entrepreneurial leadership has significant relationship towards school
performance.

H1la: Innovative has positive relationship to the school performance.
H1b: Proactiveness has significant relationship with school performance.
H1c: Risk taking has significant relationship to the school performance.
H1d: Creativity has positive significant towards school performance.
H1e: Communicative has positive relationship to the school performance.
H1f: Personal has significant relationship with school performance.

H1g: Strategy has significant relationship to the school performance.
H1h: Motivational has positive significant towards school performance.

H2 Sustainability leadership has significant relationship towards school
performance.

H2 a: Resilience has positive relationship towards school performance.
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H2 b: Decision making has positive relationship towards school performance.

Research Objective

Generally, this research is focusing on the relationship between entrepreneurial leadership
and sustainability leadership toward school performance of school leaders in Malaysia. The
research objectives are:

a) To determine the influence of entrepreneurial leadership (innovative, proactive,
creative, risk taking, strategy, communicative, motivational & personal) towards Malaysia
school performance.

b) To determine the influence of sustainability leadership (resilience & decision making)
towards Malaysia school performance.

Table 2.0 Framework

Entrepreneurial Leadership

Innovative

Proactive

Creative

Risk Taking

Strategy

Communicative

School
Performance

Motivational

Personal

Sustainability Leadership

Resilience

Decision Making
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Methodology

Study Population and Sample Size

The population public school in Malaysia for the primary school is 7772 schools and
secondary school is 2436 school. The total for the primary and secondary is 10, 208 school
(Data EMIS 31 January 2019, Education of Malaysia). However, the population in this study
only for the four states in Malaysia which is Perlis, Johor, Wilayah Persekutuan Labuan and
Wilayah Persekutuan Putrajaya. The population school for this study is 196 schools. The
sample size for this study is the school administrators of the school in Malaysia public school.
The school administrator is Senior Assistant of Administration. The administrator selected
based on middle position in evaluate their headmaster or principal which representing the
school organization. These school organization selected categorised the school lowest and
highest awarded excellence cluster school and high-performance school.

Table 1.2 Sample Size

State Secondary School Primary School Total
W.P Putrajaya 11 14 25
W.P Labuan 10 17 27
Perlis 30 74 10
Johor 20 20 40
Krejcie and Morgan Table (196=200) 200N =136 S
Measurement

School Performance
School performance is measured with 22 items across the five dimensions namely leadership
and direction (8 items), organization management (5 items), education programme
management (3 items) learning and teaching (3 items) student achievement (3 items). The
questionnaires were adapted from Malaysia Education Standard Quality (2010) and supported
by Sammons, Hilman & Mortimore (1995).

Entrepreneurial Leadership

Entrepreneurial leadership is measured with 53 items across the eight dimensions namely
creative (3 items), risk taking (3 items), proactive (8 items), innovative (4 items), strategic
(10 items), communicative (9 items), motivational (7 items) and personal (9 items).The
questionnaires of entrepreneurial leadership items were adapted from Thornberry (2006);
Fernald, Solomon and Tarabishy (2005); Tierney and Farmer (2004); Gupta, MacMillan and
Surie (2004);Becherer, Mendenhall and Eickhoff (2008); Chen (2007); D’Intino, Boyles,
Neck, Hall (2008); Mumford (2002); Cogliser and Brigham (2004); McGrath and MacMillan
(2000) ; Musa and Fontana (2014) ; Hejazi, Maleki and Naeiji (2012).

Sustainability Leadership
Sustainability leadership is measured with 11 items across the two dimensions namely
resilience (6 items) and decision making (5 items). The questionnaires of sustainability
leadership dimension were adapted The Connor- Davidson Resilience Scale (CD-RISC)
Connor and Davidson (2003); Smith, Dalen, Wiggins, Tooley, Christopher and Bernard
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(2008); General Decision-Making Style (GDMS) Scoot and Bruce (1995); Verma, Bhat,
Rangnekar and Barua (2015).

Finding and Result

Common Method variance

As this study adopted a self-report, single-informant approach in gathering data, it was
necessary to check for the possibility of common method bias (MacKenzie & Podsakoff,
2012). To address this problem, Harman single factor test was conducted to determine the
existence of it. According to MacKenzie & Podsakoff (2012), common method bias is
problematic if a single latent would account for the majority of the explained variance. The
unrotated factor analysis performed on all measurement items, extracting 15 factors with
eigenvalues greater than 1.0 as shown in the table 4.1. Thus, based on result of common
method variance was not a serious problem in this study.

Table 4.1: Harman’s One Factor Test-Total Variance Explained (CMV)

Initial Eigenvalues

Factor Total Variance (%) Cumulative (%)
1 13.137 77.278 77.278
2 .897 5.275 82.552
3 512 3.014 85.566
4 372 2.188 87.754
5 .329 1.933 89.687
6 .296 1.742 91.429
7 .250 1.471 92.901
8 234 1.375 94.276
9 .204 1.200 95.477

10 185 1.087 95.564
11 153 .902 97.467
12 121 714 98.181
13 107 627 98.808
14 .053 310 100.000
15 .055 .326 100.000

Measurement Model

Based on PLS measurement analysis, show that the absolute correlation between the
construct and its measuring manifest items (factor loading) was above than the minimum
threshold criterion 0.4. The factor loading was ranging from 0.546 to 0.899 and satisfied the
requirement of the psychometric reliability test. According to table 4.2 shown that four items
was removed because factor loading value is not fulfil the condition (less 0.6). These items
are from latent variable strategic (1 item), innovative (1 item) and school performance (2
items).
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Hypothesis Testing

Table 4.2 Second Order Result of Hypothesis Testing Entrepreneurial Leadership to
School Performance

Hypothesis Path Path t p Results
Relationship  Estimation ~ Value Value
Between (i)
Variables
H1 EL->SP 0.657*** 9.556 0.000 Supported
Hla RT->SP 0.015 0.550 Not
0.583 Supported
H1b CRE->SP -0.260 1.065 0.287 Not
Supported
Hlc PRO->SP 0.613*** 5196 0.000 Supported
H1d INO->SP 0.005 0.081 0.935 Not
Supported
Hle COM->SP -0.068** 2.108 0.036 Supported
H1f PER->SP 0.261*** 4392 0.000 Supported
Hlg STR->SP 0.072** 2.278 0.023 Supported
H1h MOT->SP -0.028 0.243 0.808 Not
Supported

Note: Significant level = ***p<0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.10; not significant.

EL = Entrepreneurial Leadership; SP = School Performance; INO = Innovative; PRO= Proactive; CRE =
Creative;

COM = Communicative, PER = Personal; STR = Strategic; MOT = Motivational.

In supporting Hla to H1h, this study discovers a relationship between variables of
entrepreneurial leadership towards school performance. The result of structural relation and
path significance, the t-value and their significance level, p-value shown in Table 4.3. In
addition, the result also revealed that the entrepreneurial leadership variable provides an
evidence that significant support to school performance. However, the dimension of risk
taking, creative, innovative and motivational provides evidence not significance toward
school performance.
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Table 4.3 Second Order Result of Hypothesis Testing Sustainability Leadership to
School Performance

Hypothesis Path Path t p Results
Relationship  Estimation  Value Value
Between ()]
Variables
H2 SL->SP 0.414*** 7587 0.000 Supported
H2a RES->SP 0.544*** 7,704 0.000 Supported
H2b DM->SP 0.434***  6.607 0.000 Supported

Note: Significant level = ***p<0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.10; not significant.
SL = Sustainability Leadership; SP = School Performance; RES = Resilience; DM= Decision Making

As can be seen from Table 4.3, this study discovers that the relationship between
sustainability leadership to school performance is significant. In addition, the result also
revealed that sustainability leadership provide an evidence that significant support to school
performance. The resilience dimension of sustainability leadership also provides a significant
support to the school performance and decision making of sustainability leadership also
provide a significant support to the school performance.

Conclusion

Discussion
The finding of this study demonstrate that entrepreneurial leadership provide significant
relationship toward school performance in Malaysia. Back to the literature mentioned that
entrepreneurial leadership is a distinctive type of leadership required for dealing with
challenges and crises of the current organizational setting. The different leadership style
enables leaders to successfully direct their organization and solve the problems through
different steps of the organization’s growth and development. The result also support the
statement from Soane, Butler and Stanton (2015) which mentioned that this style of
leadership has great influence on leaders competency in recognizing new opportunities to
improve the organizations performance. The result also supports the literature which
mentioned by Mastrangelo, Eddy and Lorenzet (2014), influential effects have led scholars to
increasingly apply entrepreneurial leadership to improve various aspects of education and
specifically school performance. In this study conclude that school performance require
entrepreneurial leadership characteristics and the knowledge and competence to execute their
tasks based on leadership. Castelli (2015) mentioned that the benefits of entrepreneurship for
school performance in two ways. Firstly, entrepreneurship in general and entrepreneurial
leadership in particular have been considered as ways of thinking and lifestyle rather than
merely establishing organization. The entrepreneurial characteristics and approaches can be
applied to improve all aspects of education and schooling, specifically school leadership
through influencing individuals’ behaviours and their task performances (Ng, Thorpe, 2010).
The result in this study also agree that school leaders need to acquire and practice
entrepreneurial leadership characteristics in order to improve their school effectiveness and to
facilitate the process of quality school. Secondly, this study found that the advantages of
organizational entrepreneurship for school organization improvement (Mastrangelo, Eddy &
Lorenzet, 2014). School performance reflects the capacity of a school to develop and
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implement novel ideas that lead to critical changes and improvements at the school (Jarvet &
Murphy, 2014). This study also agreed by Kurland, Peretz and Lazarowitz (2010) that school
performance has three main components including the capacity to explore new educational
opportunities, the tendency to take action, exploit the opportunity and the changes that
implemented innovations created in the school performance. Entrepreneurship features are
applied in school organizations to enhance their success in providing quality leaders and
learning environment. Entrepreneurial leadership competencies, help school leaders to face
the complexities and constraints of the school environment such as fast pace changes, limited
resources, the variety of factors affecting school performance and the urgency in need for
preparing learners for their highly competitive future (Xaba & Malindi, 2010). These results
also support the literature that school leaders to create the dramatic changes and innovations
required in public schools by looking beyond the current status of the school and developing
new opportunities for school improvement (Mitchelmore & Rowley, 2010).

In this study, the result for the innovation of entrepreneurial leadership show the not
significant relationship toward school performance. The result of hypothesis not support the
literature of the innovations implemented in schools have provided empirical evidence that
they cannot fundamentally change and improve school performances (Burnes & Donnell,
2011).The innovation of entrepreneurial leadership can be partially attributed to school
leadership to provide supportive environment for changes and innovations in the school
(Park, 2012). Xaba and Malindi (2010) specified an innovative entrepreneurial characteristic
of the principals in history has advantaged schools. However, the hypothesis result not
support the literature by Musa et al., (2017) and Park (2012) that innovative have a
significant relationship to the performance. This not significant result because of the school
leaders are weak in in radical improvement ideas for the performing school. The result
highlighted that some school leaders still weak in bring the teachers challenge the current
way in teaching and still weak in push teachers to act in more innovative ways.

The findings in this study also support the literature by Eyal and Inbar (2013) that the
relationship between proactiveness and school performance. They defined school principals’
proactiveness as the willingness to start intrinsically motivated actions, which are not
imposed by the authorities and school innovativeness as the perceived amount of innovations
implemented in school during a given time. They found that proactive leadership has a good
impact in improving a school organization performance. The risk taking hypothesis result
show that is not support the past study in the literature. The literature by Keempster and Cope
(2010) mentioned that risk taking is the best of willingness of entrepreneurial leadership to
absorb uncertain environment and take on big responsibility and challenge for the future. In
addition, entrepreneurial leadership are considered as having a superior tendency to take risks
than cope and need to take different risk in various platform of their project and organization
growth. However, the result in this study show that risk taking are not supported in context
because of the different context of profit and non-profit context. This is because in non-profit
context, their need to incorporate techniques of not just risk management but also uncertainty
management within their diligence activities around decision-making. In profit context,
entrepreneurial activity is never dependent on a known future or known facts, entrepreneurial
risk-taking incorporates action taken by enterprises that facilitate the transformation of
uncertainties into opportunities (Marshall & Ojiako, 2015).The result in chapter four also not
agreed the finding by Renko, Tarabishy, Carsrud and Brannback (2015) that creativity in
entrepreneurial leadership were influencing and directing the performance of group members
towards the achievements of those organizational goals which involve recognizing and
exploiting entrepreneurial opportunities. The literature approves that creativity are important
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element as an effective leader in school organization. Leaders need to creation of powerful
learning environments Leaders differ in their creative problem solving style, manage their
style for the significant effect on school performance, The most creative effective leaders of
the 21% century will help leaders to coordinate and integrate their differing style to drive
change through a process of applied creativity that includes continuously discovering and
defining new problems, solving those problems and implementing the new solutions. The
result highlighted that some of school leaders still weak to become a creative person in school
issues solution. The school leaders need to create processes that enable to bypass the
unnecessary rule, regulations and bureaucratic nonsense of the school. The school leaders
also need create a culture in which teachers are rewarded for trying new and different things
even if they do not work in the end.

Many researchers proof in their research that communicative of the leadership related to the
vision of future possibilities and shared throughout the organization performance. The result
of the communicative dimension to school performance agreed that communicative of leaders
deals the ability to persuade followers of the organization, to manage conflicts and to foster
knowledge management by understanding emotions in social interactions (Musa & Fontana,
2017). The finding also support by Hejazi et al., (2012) that communication is important for
effective entrepreneurial leadership, which it first deals with influencing others toward a goal
through persuasion for upward, lateral and downward influence. Communicative of
entrepreneurial leadership shares vision of future possibilities enables an organization to
transform its current transaction sets through adaptation and leading, through direct
involvement, a process of value creation for the stakeholders employing innovation to
achieve goal and organization performance. Communicative in leadership develop certain
knowledge and skills in order to be efficient in contributing to school effectiveness. Four
leadership communicative have been identified, communication through processes,
communication through structures, communication through social interaction and
communication environment.

The result in this study not supported the literature by Musa and Fontana (2017) that
motivational of entrepreneurial leaders related to the human action within the organization
that affects both motivation and cognition of people in the organization performance.
Motivation leaders play a critical role in the entrepreneurial process toward the organization
achievement. It addresses the ability to motivate people in the organization, to understand the
needs of the organization, to maintain an entrepreneurial spirit in people within the
organization and to have the self-confidence to influence others. Motivational leaders explain
the process by which charismatic leader behaviors cause profound transformational effects on
followers. The result highlighted that the school leaders still weak in present the argument
that charismatic leadership has its effects by strongly engaging followers self-concepts in the
interest of the mission articulated by the leader. Therefore, the motivational leaders need to
testable propositions about the behavior of charismatic leaders and their effects on followers,
the role of followers values and orientations in the charismatic relationship and organizational
conditions that favor the emergence and effectiveness of charismatic leaders.

Next the personal of entrepreneurial leaders dimension also showed a significant relationship
to the performance. The personal result support the hypothesis in chapter two mentioned that
performance deals with the personal skills to organize the needed resources and enact the role
of framing the challenge, emotional stability at the individual level, passion and the
commitment of the organization to entrepreneurial activities. The creativity, proper resource
allocation and discipline in the personal of the entrepreneurial leaders will enhance the
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organization performance (Hejazi et al., 2012). The personal dimension of entrepreneurial
leadership highlighted of the strongest of resilience in sustainable leaders. The resilience
sustainable leaders show that leaders will adopt different approaches when faced with
adversity and that there is a direct relationship between the stress of the leader’s job and their
ability to maintain resilience in the face of prolonged contact with adversity. Strategic of
entrepreneurial leaders also show that significant relationship to the performance. Musa and
Fontana (2017) mentioned that strategic refer to the ability to determine the organization
system in a comprehensive manner taking into account resources, people and strategy toward
organization success. The strategic leaders also addresses strategic thinking that
entrepreneurial leaders must have to ensure the vision of future possibilities that is shared, so
that the organization will have a sense of direction, destiny, discovery and goals achieve. In
addition some school leaders are able to illustrate future events and prepare to deal with
unforeseen circumstances. Based on the discussion on the result, conclude that the overall of
entrepreneurial leadership are significant towards school performance in Malaysia. However,
four dimensions of entrepreneurial leadership are significant relationship towards school
performance and four dimensions are not significant relationship toward school performance.
As the conclusion, conclude that leaders in schools need to practice the behaviour of
entrepreneur such as proactiveness, creativities, innovative, communicative, strategic,
motivational, personal and risk taking in order to overcome the constraints in the school
effectiveness, particularly in relation to the required resources and increase the performance.

The finding of this study also hypothesized that sustainability leadership can be a new
variable of leadership. This result also agreed a literature by Suriyankietkaew et al., (2014)
that sustainability in competence and control the leadership and reputation in the
organization. Furthermore, sustainability also shows significance relationship between
leadership and innovative work behaviour (Kantabutra et al., 2013). The findings also
supported by Kantabutra et al, (2013) that sustainability also influence of leadership on the
engagement of effective organization. The resilience of sustainability leadership in this study
has a significance to the school performance (Opoku et al., 2015). The resilience of
sustainability leadership can be seen as the respective cause and effect of insinuating that
leaders can have an influence on the empowering experiences of the subordinates
developmental (Horward & Irving, 2014). The result also supports by Dartey- Baah, (2015)
that resilience effects the relationship between transformational leadership and followers’
welfare. The findings in this study show that decision making of sustainability leadership also
has significant relationship to the school performance. The hypothesis in chapter two
mentioned that there are essentially two types of sustainability leadership given as resilience
and decision making (Metsamuuronen et al., 2013; Avery et al., 2011). Empirical finding also
agreed that sustainability and leadership will enhance subordinate work motivation and
performance through the delegating authority for job related to decision making
(Metsamuuronen, Kuosa & Laukkanen, 2013). Benn et al., (2013) mentioned that emphasize
on leadership and sustainability in education context is in similar fashion for organization
success. The previous studies also give the suggestion that leadership influences
sustainability organization through sustain them (Kantabutra et al., 2013). The finding of
decision making in this study highlighted that the decision leaders in school organization to
are very important for the school performing.

This study contributes the resilience of sustainability leadership and the result showed us the
significant relationship toward school performance. Therefore, the result approves that
resilience part of sustainability leadership elements. Resilience of sustainability leadership
can affect school organization by articulating clear organization future goals, generating
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teachers staff enthusiasm for worthy causes and expressing high performance expectation.
Resilience of sustainability leadership inversely associated with perceived crisis proneness.
Sustainability leadership components including resilience are found to be significantly related
to innovation performance. Accordingly, when a leader perceives that their requirements are
meaningful and personally valuable, they can increase their achievement by willingly
spending time and effort necessary to thoroughly identify a problem, search for extensive
information, and generate multiple ideas from different perspectives. The theory of resilience
leadership, the broader concept of leadership is quite complex to define or to assign a generic
definition. Resilience leaders should provide some understanding as to what resilience
leadership is basically about. This is in view of the fact that several relationships have been
found to exist between leadership and organisational outcomes such as organisational culture.
From the definition, can then suggest that resilience leadership is one that is able to sustain an
organization or a groups competitive advantage over time through its ability to perform two
tasks simultaneously, deliver excellent performance against current goals and effectively
innovate and adapt to rapid, turbulent changes in technologies. In other words, resilience
leadership can be defined as one that is both performance oriented and change oriented and
thus pays attention to the meeting of organizational goals and also focused on initiating and
managing change within the organization to suit the demands of both the internal and external
organizational environment.

According to Farrar (2017) mentioned the challenges leaders face in today organizational
environment can be termed as wicked problems. It is explains that these wicked problems are
characterized by their novelty and uniqueness. They are socially complex and each
stakeholder may have a different understanding and desired outcome. They are messy and do
not have one solution. They cannot fully be solved as there is generally no clear sense of what
the problem actually is and solving one problem may well cause another. Adapt to the school
organization, school leaders would have to adopt unusual and innovative means to provide
direction, rather than using the same approaches in solving what she terms tame problems
which are common day today organizational problems. As the conclusion, the high
performance and excellence cluster school also can sustain a performance if the leaders
practice the knowledge of resilience. Therefore, this leadership style is important to increase
and sustain the performance of the school organization

Directions for Further Research
In the future, there are several directions for the researchers to follow.

Leadership 4.0 need to be explored in full research and articles because there is limited study
focused on leadership 4.0. Leadership 4.0 one of part in Industrial Revolution 4.0 and the first
phase from six of Industry 4.0 roadmap The first phase of Industrial Revolution 4.0 is
strategic management, which starts with defining industry 4.0 short term, medium term and
long-term strategies. These strategies should be defined in time-based plan and describe it
needs to go and how to get there, based on the industry 4.0 pre-set vision and plans.
Digitization and industry 4.0 transition require committed leadership and fundamental
resource allocation (Schumacher et al., 2016).

Entrepreneurial leadership for the future research needs to adapt about the eight dimensions
of this leadership towards profit or non-profit organization. The next study also makes a
research about entrepreneurial leadership towards school funds in public or private school in
Malaysia. The entrepreneurial leadership research is limited study in public or private school.
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Sustainability leadership also need to explore by the new study in school organization. The
elements practices to produce a set of twenty-three sustainability leadership practices by
Avery and Bergsteiner (2011) need to be explore. The twenty there practices include of
developing people, organizational change, labor relations, financial market orientation,
retaining staff, responsibility for environment, succession planning, social responsibility
(CSR), valuing staff, stakeholders, CEO and top team, vision role in the business, ethical
behaviour, decision making, long or short term perspective, self-management, team
orientation, culture, knowledge sharing and retention, trust, innovation, staff engagement and
quality. The twenty-three practices introduce by Avery and Bergsteiner (2011) need to adapt
in public or private school in Malaysia.

The future research can attempt to use additional theories such as LMX in order in enhance
the proposed a new leadership align by leadership 4.0 toward performances or achievement in
organization. The LMX theory occupies a unique position among leadership theories because
of its focus on the dyadic relationship between leader and follower. LMX theory was
originally referred to as Vertical Dyad Linkage (VDL) theory (Dansereau, Graen & Haga,
1975). According to VDL approach, leaders and followers develop dyadic relationships and
leaders treat individual followers differently, resulting in two groups of followers as an in
group and out group. The group consists of a small number of trusted followers with whom
the leader usually establishes a special higher quality exchange relationship. The out group
includes the remaining followers with whom the relationship of the leader remains more
formal.

The framework can be tested in private school in Malaysia on the basis orientation rather
customer satisfaction orientation. In the private school context of profit orientation, the
framework could be enhanced by including the competitive pressure variable and including
the competitive advantage and sustainability to the research framework.
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