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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to examine the SIP practices and challenges. Specifically the study 

was designed to answer the following research question: How is the school improvement 

program, implemented, evaluated and being monitored at government secondary schools of 

Kirkos sub city, in Addis Ababa?. The research was designed to be conducted through a mixed 

method which employed both quantitative and qualitative approaches. The quantitative part of 

the study specifically used the triangulation type of the mixed method design. Primary data was 

collected from teachers, supervisors, principals and PTSA members of schools. A sample of 168 

participants were selected randomly. Data were collected through a survey questionnaire and 

interview guiding questions. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze data. 

Specifically, performance levels while inferential statistical procedures were applied to estimate 

confidence intervals of parameters and to compare perceptions between respondent groups. 

Analysis of data revealed that the planning of SIP at the secondary school was not participatory 

and not based on assessment results. The teaching process was not directed towards enhancing 

students’ learning; The school environment was not supportive to empower students. The school 

leadership was not consistent in implementing strategic plans. Schools were characterized by low 

level of community involvement in school affairs. Moreover the target schools faced two major 

challenges; ineffective leadership and demoralization of teachers. It was concluded that the 

planning, implementation, and evaluation practices of SIP in the secondary schools of Kirkos sub 

city did not meet the required levels of performance standards that were stipulated by MOE to 

realize CPD programs. It was recommended that school leaders should encourage the 

participation of teachers, students, and the community in the process of planning implementing, 

and evaluating SIP programs. Teachers and school leaders should strive to improve performance 

of students through enhancing knowledge and skills of teachers on their classroom practices. 

School leaders should run SIP programs based on guidelines and standards developed by MOE. 

Key words: Planning, teaching-learning, school environment, leadership, community 

environment.          
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the Study 

Education has remained a social process in capacity building and maintenance of society 

for decades. It is a weapon for acquiring skills, relevant knowledge and habits for 

surviving in the changing world. Today, with a great understanding of the role that 

education plays in societal development the world is striving to deliver primary education 

to every child (Hopkins, 1994) 

Educators around the world have been trying to make changes in schools and trying to 

make schools more efficient and effective. Throughout the mid and late 1970s, school 

improvement efforts were directed at improving students‟ basic skills and implementing 

state wide testing program to ensuring questions of these skills (Carlson, 1996). The rapid 

growth and change of the needs of the society enforces schools to update their system in 

accordance with the growth and varying necessity of the society. Such increasing 

competitive environment in which schools operate forced them to raise standards and 

improve the quality of their service (Harris, 2005).  

Mortimore in Hopkins (2004) has recently described school improvement as, “the process 

of improving “the way a school organizes, promotes and supports learning… It includes 

changing aims, expectations, and organizations, ways of learning, and method of teaching 

and organizational culture. In supporting this Hopkins (2004) described school 

improvement as an appropriate response to the current pressures for educational reform 

that focuses both on the learning needs of students and on establishing the appropriate 

organizational conditions within the school. Based on the above description of scholars 

and by scaling up the experience of other countries, Ethiopia has initiated to reform 

change to improve teaching –learning and school conditions of the country as the result 

school improvement program started in all schools of the country since 2007 by setting 

strategies and the objectives of school improvement program. 
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According to MOE (2007), the objectives of school improvement program are: to 

improve the capacity of schools to prioritize needs and develop a school improvement 

plan; to enhance school and community participation in resource utilization, decisions 

and resource generation; to improve government‟s capacity to deliver specified amount 

of schools grant at woreda level; and to improve the learning environment by providing 

basic operational resources to school. 

Education is an important instrument for development and many nations are exerting 

their efforts on quality to get the best out of it. However, quality of education cannot be 

achieved at ease and has been a great challenge to many countries. Nowadays quality of 

education is a top agenda across the world and countries are employing different quality 

improvement strategies. Ethiopia is one of those countries which are practicing the 

GEQIP (General Education Quality Improvement Package) in primary and secondary 

schools, aimed to improve the quality of general education throughout the country. 

The General Education Quality Improvement Package which has been practiced by the 

Ethiopian government comprises the six pillars: such as Teacher Development Program 

(TDP), Curriculum, management and leadership, School Improvement Program (SIP), 

Civic and Ethical Education and Information Communication Technology (ICT). 

Since it is included in the GEQIP improving, the school environment plays a vital role in 

order to have quality education. If a school is well designed and improved, it enables 

individuals and society to make all rounded participation in the development process by 

acquiring knowledge, ability, skills and attitudes (MOE, 1994). 

The School Improvement Program (SIP) is a national program, developed by the 

Ministry of Education (MoE) in 1999, to improve student results in primary and 

secondary schools.  It is one of the most important programs among the six General 

Education Quality Improvement Package (GEQIP) of the country, Ethiopia. The program 

has four important domains namely teaching-learning, leadership, conducive school 

environment and community participation.  All of them aimed at students' learning and 

their learning outcomes.  
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In addition it has 12 elements, 29 standards, 150 indicators and 516 descriptors. The 

concept of this program is when the four domains of SIP are effectively implemented in 

schools thus; it is possible to make the students' learning outcome more effective. Hence, 

this present study is designed with the purpose of assessing implementation of SIP 

practices and its challenges in some selected government secondary schools in Kirkos 

Sub-City in Addis Ababa City Administration. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

School improvement is the distinct approach to educational changes that enhances 

students‟ outcome, raising students‟ achievement focusing on teaching learning process 

and conditions that support it. It is a strategy for improving the school capacity for 

providing quality education in times of change. 

Currently, much emphasis has been given for school improvement in every part of the 

world in order to improve quality of education. Schools are expected to make school 

improvement program the integral and necessary part of their work. Of course, more 

dynamic schools consider improvement as an ongoing process and part of everyday life. 

On the contrary, some schools may see improvement as discrete phenomena and use it 

when problems arise and leave it when it gets solved. 

Despite the existence of contrary views, School improvement attempts should be 

perceived as continuous and integrated vast process of the overall school development. 

School improvement efforts ideally focus on a clear set of goals which per sue on two 

types: goals that are explicitly written in terms of student out come and goals that are 

focused on change (Hopkins, 1995). Indeed, it is estimated that many schools follow this 

pattern on their school improvement initiatives. 

As statistics shows, in the Ethiopian education system, success has been made in access 

since the current Education and Training Policy has been put in to effect. For instance, 

the annual statistics of MoE (2011) indicated that the enrolment rate increased by 109% 

in 2011 as compared to that of the year 2005.However, this success has not been 

accompanied by reasonable improvement in quality of education. 
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As reported by MoE (2005) the education system in Ethiopia has been suffering from 

quality and relevance, efficiency, educational leadership practices and organization 

problems. These problems caused dissatisfactions from stakeholders and suggestions and 

recommendations from educators for change in the education system at national level. 

This condition in turn calls for reform or improvement at schools. MOE, (2007), 

suggested that it is widely acknowledged that in general, achievements in access have not 

been accompanied by sufficient improvements in quality- in fact in some areas quality 

has deteriorated at least partly as a result of rapid expansion. In response to this MOE 

(2010) stated that schools to experience sustained improvement, it is probably necessary 

that school staff and their surrounding communities take responsibility for their own 

improvement. But for schools to be able to take such improvement actions they need to 

be supported by experts and supervisors in administration and they need to receive some 

funds (MOE, 2010).  

To ensure an effective implementation of SIP, the Ethiopian government has developed a 

framework that provides guide lines, principles, standards, and indicators concerning the 

performances of SIP activities However, some studies indicate that the performance of 

schools in this regard is not performance of schools in this regard is not sat is factory. For 

and instance Tigstu (2012) conducted a descriptive study and concluded that SIP was not 

effective due to lack of competent leadership at school level. Furthermore; Tigistu 

indicated that the weakness of school leadership has resulted with a negative impact on 

the achievement of students. Nevertheless, based on a descriptive study Tigistu did not 

describe how the incompetent leadership had an impact on the performance of students. 

Abdurahman (2011) examined the practice of SIP in secondary schools and confirmed 
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that program accomplishment was not satisfactory as it was characterized by lack of 

precise and clear planning. The finding of Abdurahman can be taken as a supportive 

argument to that of Tigistu (2012) by attributing poor planning to incompetent leadership. 

Frew (2010) and Mesele (2011) assessed the challenges SIP through descriptive studies 

Frew reported that the major challenge of SIP was the low level participation of 

stakeholders. Melese attributed the problem to lack of sufficient awareness on the part of 

stakeholders. Frew identified insufficient budget, lack of school facilities and low level of 

program awareness as main challenges.  

Tigistu (2012) and Abdurahman (2011) examined the practices of SIP with out adopting 

standards and indicators developed by MOE (2011). Many other local researches have 

also tried to analyze the practice of SIP in schools by developing their own indicators. 

This approach reduced the findings of such studies in evaluating strengths and 

weaknesses of SIP programs as the programs have to be tested against their stipulated 

standards. This approach can be taken as a research gap to be addressed. As IIP is a 

newly introduced initiative to Ethiopia empirical studies conducted so far are not 

sufficient to draw lesson from strengths and weakness of the program. 

This study was designed to fill this gaps and it is different from many others since it 

employed standard others since it employed standard indicators designed for the program 

in measuring the implementation of SIP. The problem of this study was to assess the 

performance of SIP practices and challenges in Kirkos sub city, in Addis Ababa city 

Administration. So what is important now is to reflect on SIP implementation in our 

schools and draw lessons from the strengths and weaknesses in the light of standards 
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stipulated in the SIP framework (2011). This research was then designed to answer the 

following major research question how is school improvement program being planned, 

implemented, and evaluated at government secondary schools of Kirkos Sub city? To 

answer this question the study has posed the following specific basic questions,  

1. How were secondary schools of Kirkos sub city practice the planning and 

implementation of SIP? 

2.  To what extent do the major activities of SIP were being implemented in 

secondary schools of Kiros Sub city?  

3. What monitoring and evolution mechanisms were put in place in Kirkos Sub City 

secondary schools?  

4. What were the major challenges of SIP in the target school?  

1.3 Objectives of the Study 

1.3.1 General Objective 

The main objective of this study was to assess the current challenges and practice of 

implementation of SIP in government secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City in Addis 

Ababa City Administration.  

1.3.2 Specific Objectives 

The specific objectives of the study were: 

1. To assess the planning practice of SIP. 

2. To examine the extent to which the major activities of school improvement 

program are being implemented. 

3. To describe how schools monitor and evaluate implementation of SIP. 

4. To explore major challenges of SIP.  
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1.4 Significance of the Study 

The study is expected to have the following significances. 

 It might hopefully provide some insight that could trigger other researchers to 

extend the study into a wider scope to make similar studies at other level. 

 It provides information for teachers, students, parents, and different level 

educational leaders how SIP implementation is going on in secondary schools of 

the area under investigation. 

 It may serve as an input for other researchers on the area of the study. 

 It may add to the existing body of knowledge on school improvement. 

 It may serve as good input for planners and policy makers to set strategy for better 

school improvement. 

1.5 Scope of the Study 

The study is delimited to sample of four selected secondary schools with regard to the 

implementation of school improvement program. Since SIP has four domains, the study 

will also be delimited to the variables under the four domains. The study was conducted 

at first cycle of government secondary schools (grade 9-10) to make the research 

manageable and identify the challenges of SIP implementation. The research was also 

delimited to the practice of SIP in the year 2015/2016 academic year in secondary 

schools of Kirkos sub-city. 

1.6. Limitations of the Study  

One of the main limitations of this study was the absence of students as participants. The 

ultimate objective of SIP is to improve student learning. Thus lack of the perception of 

students may reduce the quality of the study. Parents have been represented in the study 

only by committee members of PTSA. But taking participants of parents on their own 

could have improved the quality of the study. 



8 

 

The other limitation of the study could arise from the number of standard indicators used 

in the study. MOE (2011) proposed 88 indicators, but the study used 48 of them. This 

fact may limit the spectrum of findings across SIP practices.  

The study did not employ the opportunity of obtaining information from focused group 

discussions. Moreover, the study analyzed only SIP processes without considering its 

impact on performance of students. This might limit the picture strengths and weaknesses 

of SIP to be captures.  

1.7 Definition of Key Terms 

Improvement Program: Government plans and initiatives to enhance the quality of 

education. 

Program: Scheduled or planned series of events related to school activities 

Secondary School: A general school system that involves grade levels of 9 and 10. 

(MoE, 1997) 

1.8 Organizations of the Study 

This thesis is organized into four chapters. The first chapter deals with the introduction 

which encompasses background of the study, statement of the problem, objectives of the 

study, significance of the study, delimitation of the study, limitation of the study and, 

definition of some key terms. The second chapter is about the review of related literature. 

The research design and methodology is discussed in the third chapter. The fourth chapter 

is about data presentation and analysis. The fifth or the last chapter contains the 

summary, conclusion and useful recommendation based on the findings and the research 

questions. At the end, a list of reading materials and appendices are attached. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This chapter deals with the concept of school improvement, definition of school 

improvement, rational of SIP, assumption of SIP, principle of school improvement, 

school improvement committee, frame work for school improvement, the school domains 

and elements, the school improvement cycle, school improvement planning, the school 

improvement program initiatives in Ethiopia, school improvement and teachers 

professional development, conditions for school improvement program and challenges of 

SIP. 

2.1. The Concept of School Improvement 

The basic idea behind school improvement is that its dual emphasis on enhancing the 

school  capacity for change as well as implementing specific reforms, both of which have 

their ultimate goal of increasing in student achievement. Hence, school improvement is 

about strengthening schools organizational capacity and implementing educational 

reform. Another major notion of school improvement is that, school improvement cannot 

be simply equated with educational change in general. Because many changes, whether 

external or internal, do not improve students‟ outcome as they simply imposed. They 

should rather focus on the importance of culture and organization of the school (Hopkins, 

1994). 

When we are talking about school improvement as a process, it is continuous activity of 

fulfilling different inputs, upgrading school performance and bringing better learning out 

comes at school level (MOE, 2005). This improvement is not a routine practice which 

can be performed in a day-to day activities of schools. Educational institution have 

different settings and capacity in providing their services to the needy. In general, the 

term improvement is familiar to all. It simply means reforming, transforming or 

upgrading the quality of inputs, process, service or product. The school improvement has 

been defined in different ways by different scholars. According to Harris (2005), school 

improvement is defined as “a distinct approach to educational change that enhances 
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student‟s outcomes as well as strengthens the school‟s capacity for managing 

improvement initiatives”. Hopkins further elaborated that school improvement is about 

raising student‟s achievement through focusing on the teaching and learning process and 

those conditions which support it. And also (Velzen et al., as cited in Reynolds et al., 

1996) has defined “a systematic, sustained effort aimed at change in learning conditions 

and other related internal conditions in one or more schools, with the ultimate aim of 

accomplishing educational goals more effectively.” Hopkins (in Macbeath and 

Mortimore, 1996) also defined school improvement as “a Strategy for educational change 

that enhances student out comes as well as strengthening the school‟s capacity foe 

handling change.” In addition to these definitions, Plan international (2004) define school 

improvement with some explanations as: 

School improvement means making schools for learning. This relies on changes at both 

school level and within classroom, which in turn depends on school being committed to 

fulfilling the expectations of the children and their parents. In other Words, school 

improvement refers to a systematic approach that improves the quality of schools. In 

general, the central idea of SIP is a process of sustained activity intended to improve 

students‟ learning achievement through different strategies and capacity building efforts. 

2.2. Rationale of School Improvement Program 

According to the Plan International (2004), the school improvement supports the program 

initiatives of government and others in achieving the goals of education for all 

by2015.Specifically,this program aims to: support school based improvement plans, 

enhance the quality of children‟s basic education, achieve the enrollment, attendance and 

completion rates that meet the Education for All goals; achieve equality of access to 

school for both girls and boys and achieve better prospects for completing school. 

Therefore, to achieve such aims of school improvement program, Plan International 

(2004) has also suggested core elements which have greater implication by the program 

elaborating that this program aims to support schools in address core elements such 

as:“Ensuring teachers are competent and motivated, promoting active learning methods 

supported by appropriate teaching and learning aids ,promoting the active participation of 
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children and parents in schools governance, ensuring a safe, sound and effective learning 

environment establishing a relevant curriculum--,ensuring empowered and supporting 

school leaders and advocating for supporting supervision”(p,2).Each of the core elements 

is equally important; if any one becomes weak, the strength and the success of the whole 

will be affected. Therefore, the school should give greater attention for each of the core 

elements to attain the purpose of school improvement. Therefore, school improvement is 

an important aspect of the school system. It contributes a lot to the efficiency and the 

quality of the educational provision. As suggested in MOE (2007) school improvement 

helps to create a learning environment to all learners. It enables teachers be responsive to 

the diverse learning needs of students in their teaching-learning approaches. Moreover, 

school improvement is essentials to enhance the involvement of the parents and the 

community in the school activities and to improve the effectiveness of the school‟s 

managements. In general, school improvement helps to realize the provision of quality 

education for all children by making the overall practices and functions of school more 

responsive to the diverse student‟s needs. To this end, schools and educationalists in 

collaborate, designed to strengthen the schools ability to manage changes, to enhance the 

work of teachers, and ultimately to improve students achievements. 

2.3. Assumptions of School Improvement Program 

By treating historical background (Reynolds et al., 1996, p: 97) have discussed the 

approach that school improvements have. They said that, over the past thirteen years, 

school improvement has been characterized by two different sets of assumptions. These 

two assumptions can be discussed as follows for the purpose of clarification. They have 

put their extended explanations as in the 1960‟s and 70‟s, SI in the United States, the 

United Kingdom and internationally displayed a number of paradigmatic characteristics. 

By the time, curriculum innovation was brought to schools from outside, and then 

introduced „top down‟. The innovation were based up on knowledge produced by persons 

outside the school, the focus was on the school‟s formal organization and curriculum, the 

outcomes were taken as given , and the innovation was targeted at the school more than 

the individual practitioner. The whole improvement structure was based up on 
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positivistic, quantitative evaluation of effects. The worldwide failure of this model of 

school improvement to generate 

more than partial take-up by schools of the curricula or organizational innovations 

became an established finding within the educational discourse of the 1970‟s.(Reynolds 

et al., 1996) extended their explanation by saying, out of the recognition of the above 

failure; the new improvement paradigm came in the early 1980‟s, which is still reflected 

in much of the writing on school improvement today. This new orientation celebrated a 

„bottom up‟ approach to school improvement, in which the improvement attempts were 

„owned‟ by those at school level; although outside school consultants or experts could put 

their knowledge forward for possible utilization. This approach tended to celebrate the 

„folklore‟ or practical knowledge of practitioners rather than the knowledge base of 

researchers and focused up on needed changes to educational process, rather than to 

school management, or to organizational features which were regarded as reified 

constructs. It wanted outcomes or goals of school improvement programs to be debated 

and discussed, rather than merely accepted as given. Those working within this paradigm 

also tended to operate at the level of the practitioner as well as the level of the school, 

with a qualitative and quantitative measurement. Therefore, the improvement attempts 

was „whole school‟ oriented and school based, rather than outside school or course based. 

Other scholars like Hopkins and Largerweij (in Reynolds et al., 1996, p: 67) stated 

additional assumptions about school improvement. 

The school is the center of change. This means that external reforms need to be sensitive 

to the situation in individual schools, rather than assuming that all schools are identical. It 

also implies that the school improvement efforts need to adopt a „classroom-exceeding 

perspective‟, without ignoring the classroom. 

Another assumption of school improvement is that, there is a   systematic approach to  

change. 

That is school improvement is not a haphazard activity but it is a carefully planned and 

managed process that takes place over a period of time. In addition to the above 

assumption, Hopkins and Largerweij said that the “internal conditions” of schools are a 
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key focus for change. These include the teaching and learning activities in the school, the 

schools‟ procedures, role allocations and resources uses that to support the teaching 

learning process. 

2.4 Principles of School Improvement 

School improvement process is a systematic approach that follows its own principles. 

Luneburg and Ornstein (1991:294) have listed the following guiding principles that need 

to be followed in school improvement process School should employ asset of goals and 

missions which are easy to understand.  Students achievement must be continuously 

checked and evaluated Schools need to help all students especially the low achievers 

need to be tutored and enrichment program should be opened for high talented students. 

Principals and staff should be actively involved in continuous capacity building to update 

their knowledge, information and to develop positive thinking. Every teachers needs to 

contribute to successful implementation of school improvement program. Teachers must 

involve actively in staff development by planning implementing it.  

School environment has to be safe and health.  School community relationships should be 

strengthened so that community and parents need to involve in SIP implementation; and 

School leader ship should be shared among staff, students   and parents. 

2.5 School Improvement Cycle 

The schools improve their implementation when they draw on a range of evidence from a 

variety of sources to inform their decision-making. Coordination of this evidence-base is 

a continuous process, designed to efficiently and effectively distribute effort and 

resources to best meet changing needs and address school and system priorities. While 

processes, strategies and timeframes within the four-year cycle are largely managed by 

each school to best address their particular contexts, the timing of annual surveys, 

completion of school plans, publication of annual school board reports and external 

validation are generally at fixed points within the cycle. Each school will develop a 

strategic four-year school plan and an annual operating plan, self-assess on an annual 

basis and report the outcomes against this plan to the school community. Each school will 
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also participate in external validation in the fourth year of the cycle to gain an objective 

evaluation of its achievements and standards of performance, and to inform future 

planning for continuous improvement (ACT, 2009).MOE (2010) has also developed 

school improvement cycle, a system consists of several tools and processes by which 

schools able to conduct self-enquiry, develop strategic plan, implement the plan, monitor 

and control the progress and report to the stakeholders. The SIP framework identified 

that, the process of SIP is not only continuous, and cyclical but also modified on the basis 

of information obtained from both external evaluation and self-enquiry which the school 

itself conducted at the end of each year as well as at the end of three years. The strategic 

plan of school improvement program covers three years.  

School Improvement Framework In the first year of the SIP is expected to include such 

major activities as: preparation, collection of information, system survey, deciding 

performance level of the school, designing SIP plan, implementation of the plan, 

monitoring and evaluation as well as reporting are conducted by participating all 

stakeholders (parents, students and teachers etc.). In the second year, schools evaluate the 

improvements achieved in line with the goals set and priorities identified. To this end, 

new issues or priorities that might be considered will be identified and modification of 

the plan will be made. Besides, standards on which self-enquiry was not conducted in the 

first year will be selected and finally, report will be prepared and presented. In the third 

year, while the implementation is on effect, schools monitor those improvements 

observed through self-enquiry. Moreover, external bodies evaluate the performance of 

schools and provide them with the feedback. 

2.5.1 School Improvement Planning 

Planning for improvement is a disciplined process through which a school communities 

and board reflect on relevant information about both context and achievement and design 

strategies for enhancing those areas that can be positively influenced. The true measure of 

improvement planning effectiveness, of course, is the degree to which improvement 

planning, implementation and monitoring produce positive change in student 

achievement and growth over time (OECD, 2005). When board and school staff develops 

improvement plans collaboratively with representatives of their school communities and 
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school councils, they are more likely to engender a sense of shared responsibility and 

shared commitment to bringing about the required changes. Therefore shared 

responsibility and decision making are the cornerstones of successful planning. EIC 

(2000) suggest that, a school improvement plan is also a mechanism through which the 

public can hold schools accountable for student success and through which it can 

measure improvement.  

One of the first steps, a crucial one in developing an improvement plan, involves 

teachers, school councils, parents, and other community members working together to 

gather and analyze information about the school and its students, so that they can 

determine what needs to be improved in their school.  

The improvement plan should incorporate the following key components, to be effective. 

These are: a review of the previous improvement plans (before the creation of a new 

improvement plan, all stakeholders should be given the opportunity to re-examine the 

data that have been gathered throughout the year and to discuss the effectiveness of the 

previous improvement plan); strategies(selecting the strategies that will make a difference 

to student achievement is a critical); indicator of success(it provide schools and board 

with standard against which they can measure their progress toward a goal); timelines for 

status updates (timelines must allow for data collection and analysis, reflection, 

implementation, professional development, status updates and revisions); resources 

required( both staff and community members need to understand the implication of 

improvement planning on budgets); roles and responsibilities( clearly assigning 

responsibility will ensure that each strategy of the improvement plan has a “champion” to 

support its implementation) and performance targets( precise target- setting requires that 

the school and the board determine the level of student achievement expected) (OECD, 

2005). 

According to MOE (2007) the purpose of school improvement is about improving 

students learning and their learning outcome at higher level. Hence, schools primarily 

need to conduct self-enquiry on the weaknesses and strengths of their current 

performance. This gives them the actual current picture and a basis for future 



16 

 

improvement. Self-enquiry is an essential means for schools to create a sense of 

responsibility and accountability for students learning and to practically show their 

accountability to their stakeholders, to assess the extent to which they are satisfying the 

needs of their students and the impact of their services as well as future directions of 

improvement.  

The first stages of the school improvement planning process in the Ethiopian context 

involves: creating a school improvement planning team that is school improvement 

committee; assembling and assessing information about student achievement, the school 

environment, and parental participation (that is, the context for the plan); and establishing 

priorities for improvement through a series of activities. Therefore, school principal play 

a crucial role in these early stages. He/she facilitate the formation of a planning team, 

which will be responsible for establishing priorities, and they ensure that the information 

required for effective planning such as aggregate report card marks, the results of 

assessments conducted by the SIP committee and a summary of responses to the parent 

survey is collected and made available to the committees. Also, Principals should make 

every effort to inform teachers, school council members, parents, and other community 

members about the improvement process in a way that welcomes their participation.  

All participants are expected to a positive attitude towards the process and understand 

that they must work as a team. Scheduling meeting times for the planning team that are 

acceptable to both staff and parents may be a challenge. One solution is to organize 

parallel processes, whereby staff meets during after school staff meetings and parents 

meet in the evening. The advantage of this arrangement is that it allows more parents to 

participate. To ensure that one group does not make decisions without hearing the views 

of and having a discussion with the other group, certain teachers could volunteer or be 

delegated to participate in both the afterschool staff meetings and the evening parent 

meetings. The school improvement planning team has the task of analyzing data and 

information about the level of student achievement in the school, the effectiveness of the 

school environment, and the level of involvement of parents in their children‟s education. 

Based on their analysis, team members make decisions about areas that need to be 

improved. Therefore, the ultimate goal of their activity is on improving the learning 
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outcomes of students and to do this, cooperation and team spirit are essentials. Planning 

should also occur at the classroom level. Classroom planning is central to school 

Improvement as it is what teachers do in their classrooms that impact most directly on 

student achievement. 

2.5.2. The School Planning Process 

The planning process allows schools to identify its priorities and targets over each year 

cycle. The school plan in the Ethiopian also describes how progress is monitored and 

how achievement will be measured, including the evidence that will be gathered. 

Through planning, a school embeds into its processes and practices a capacity to meet 

internal and external demands. So, schools typically prioritize their strategic intentions in 

ways that provide the best balance between available resources (including human, 

physical and financial resources) and competing demands of stakeholders across the 

school. It is important that schools set an achievable number of priorities, at the same 

time providing the school with a broad range of significant challenges for each year of 

the cycle (MOE, 2007). By identifying a school‟s priorities and describing them in a 

strategic and operational context, a school community can begin to systematically map 

out a plan for improvement in its cycle. 

For each strategic priority a school will establish an intended course of action. Schools 

will need to reflect system commitments into their priorities. School planning is a 

dynamic and systematic process. Schools should ensure that their processes allow 

planning to evolve to meet changing needs and circumstances. Schools will establish a 

school improvement committee to work with the principal to develop and monitor the 

school‟s planning and improvement processes. In devising a planning process the 

school‟s improvement committee should ensure: full and open consultation with the 

school community, strategies for improvement, data sources and monitoring processes , 

communicating the process of improvement to key personnel, the availability of 

documentation to support the improvement process and future plans are informed by 

what has been learned (ACT , 2009). 
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2.6. School Improvement Committee 

According to Hopkins (in Harris et al., 2005), school improvement groups are an 

essential feature of sustained school improvement. We sometimes refers to these “internal 

change agent “as the cadre- group, a term borrowed from Schmuck and Runkels (1985) 

organizational development cadre in Oregon who fulfilled a similar role in those schools. 

They are responsible for the day-to-day running of the project in their own schools, and 

for creating link between the principals and idea of school improvement and practical 

action. Typically, the cadre group is across hierarchical team of between four six 

members of the staff. Though one of these is likely to be the head teacher, it is important 

to establish groups that are genuinely representative of the range of perspectives and 

ideas available in the school. Cadre group members should also not come together in any 

existing group within the school, such as the senior management team or heads of 

department group, so that the problem of pooled rationalization is minimized. In terms of 

their school improvement work, cadre group members are involved in: Out of school 

training session son capacity building and teaching and learning, Planning meetings in 

school, consultancy to school working groups, Observation and in-classroom supports. 

The cadre or school improvement group is essentially a temporary membership system 

focused specifically upon inquiry and development (Harris, 2005). According to the 

MOE (2012: 104), school improvement committee is a committee set up from teachers, 

supportive staff members, students, parents and local communities to lead the 

improvement program of their school. 

According to the document the head of the committee is the school principal and the 

working period of time is three years. The committee has the following roles and 

responsibilities to run school improvement program in their school: To attend and 

actively participate, in all school improvement meetings; participate actively in all school 

improvement program activities; assist the committee to develop and successfully 

implement, a three-year school improvement strategic plan, and a one- year school 

improvement action plan.; assist the school to raise resources from parents and 

community to implement the one year school improvement action plan.; assist the school 

to realize measurable improvement in student results for all students; assist the school to 
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assess their achievement and the end each school year and to report to parents and 

community members twice a year (six month and twelve month). Therefore, school 

improvement committee is essential a group of members to run the effective 

implementation of school improvement program in all schools of the country. 

Fig. 1: School improvement domains and its elements in Ethiopia  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Source: (MOE, 2011), School Improvement Framework  
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2.7. Domain of School Improvement Program 

School improvement domains are key areas of concern for improvement activities in 

which its main focus is enhancing students learning outcome. It serves as a frame of 

reference coordinating activities, planning, monitoring and evaluation of school tasks. 

The domains of SIP vary from country to country based on their priorities. For instance, 

MOE (2006) and ACT (2009) divided school domains into four categories. According to 

ACT the four domains of the school; includes; learning and teaching, leading and 

managing, conductive environment and community involvement. The domains represent 

the four key areas in which school improvement takes place. They describe the essential 

characteristics of an effective school. The form a structure with which school can review 

question and analyze their systems and process (ACT, 2009). 

2.7.1 Learning and Teaching Domain 

The learning and teaching domain describes the context in which the curriculum is 

delivered high quality learning occurs when teachers make appropriate decisions about 

what is taught, how to engage students in meaningful experiences and how progress will 

be assessed to inform future action. Some educators claim good teaching cannot be 

defined because the criteria differ for every instructional situations and every teacher. 

Harris (2002) states that, while it cannot be denied that there are conditions at school 

level which can make class room improvement more possible, there teaching-learning 

process the main determinant of educational out comes. Fulan (1992) in Harris 

(2002)have stated that school improvement research highlights the center of teaching 

learning in the purist of sustained school improvement. Curriculum is the issue that 

should be taken in to account in the process of teaching-learning process. In development 

and implementation of curriculum, teachers are the fundamental agents and direct in an 

institutional delivery and evaluation of the curriculum.  

2.7.2 Safety and Conducive Learning Environment Domain 

The student environment describes the promotion of positive and respectful relationships 

which are stable, welcoming and inclusive in safe and productive learning environments. 
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Students willingly engaged and participate in the broad range of learning opportunities. 

They contribute to decisions about their learning and their contributions are valued. In a 

safe school is secure and disciplined environment personal and school property are not 

subject to theft, destruction, students and staff respect each other and behave in ways that 

contribute to effective teaching and learning. Hence, safe conducive climate and health 

school environment plays significant role for school improvement.(MoE,2006) states 

school environment consists of students focus, students empowerment and students 

support and decisive domain for the implementation of school improvement program.  

2.7.3 Community Involvement Domain 

The community involvement domain describes the development quality, ongoing, 

community partnerships and networks. Schools are responsive to community 

expectations, suitable environment for learning, school administration and community 

participation. Community involvement in educational affairs is one of the most over used 

but least understood concepts in developing countries. Community participation is a 

process through which stake holders influence and share control over development 

initiatives and the decision and resource which affect them. Kruger (1996:83), has also 

indicated the following activities as a means for parents to get involved in schools; 

helping children with homework, fund raising; maintenance building and grounds; 

transporting of pupil’s; Organizing functions at school helping with extracurricular 

activities and supporting school activities. Several reports on community involvement 

indicate that the school in general and teachers and students in particular benefit a lot 

from the involvement of the community in the issue of schools.  

2.8. The School Improvement Program Initiatives in Ethiopia 

In Ethiopia, with the intention to improve the quality of education, much effort has been 

exerted. Due to a great effort exerted to implement the education and training policy, 

various promising results were registered. For instance, during beginning of the program 

many efforts were made to assess the experience of the best promoting schools within the 

country and the experience of the other countries. Different guidelines and frameworks 

were developed and awareness raising training was conducted at different level (MOE, 

2007). However, school improvement program is a very widespread phenomenon and a 
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wide variety of improvement efforts can be create. To be of any importance for school 

effectiveness, school improvement should use the school practices school improvement 

program. As already noted, though, significant improvement like access to education has 

been occurred. But, still there are problems related to access, quality, equity, relevance as 

well as leadership and management that require critical interventions, if the education is 

to be an instrument for the realization of the goals set by the ministry of education.  

Accordingly, the MOE has developed the six general education quality improvement 

package (GEQIP, 2007) such as: school improvement program (SIP), ii) teacher 

development program (TDP), iii) school management and school leadership, iv) civic and 

ethical education program, v) curriculum improvement program and vi) information 

communication technology (ICT) program. School improvement initiatives have 

developed as strategies to the strong government commitment to improve the quality of 

general education at all levels. Hence, the implication is that Ethiopia is to meet its EFL 

and MGD enrolment and completion targets, the quality of schooling must improve 

through employing different innovation strategies and the ministry of education, in 

collaboration with Regional Education Bureaus, to ensure the equitable provision of 

quality education (MOE, 2007). 

2.9. School Improvement and Teachers Professional Development 

School Improvement Program (SIP) is the overall strategy of achieving the highest 

pupils‟ learning outcomes in the long run of quality education. The school 

improvement program is the cumulative and collaborative effort of all responsible 

stakeholders such as, teachers, school leaders, students, parents, education officers, 

NGOs and other community members towards the goal of sustaining quality 

education. School improvement program is one of the six pillars of achieving quality 

education, one of which is the strategy for Teachers‟ Development Program (TDP) 

in which CPD is at the centre.  

The quality of education to a great extent depends on the success of school 

improvement program which in turn depends on the quality and competence of 

teachers in their professional development. Teachers are the nucleus of school 
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partners for school improvement program (SIP) and school based CPD is the crucial 

component of school improvement program. In the process of raising pupils‟ 

achievement, CPD and SIP cannot be seen separately, but used together to provide a 

holistic approach to the improvement of learning and teaching in each school (MOE, 

2009). Professional development should necessarily be integrated with the 

comprehensive plan for school improvement. Too often, professional development is 

episodic response to an immediate problem which deals with only part of the 

problem teachers confront when trying to improve student achievement. If 

professional development is to be effective, it must deal with real problems and 

needs to do so over time. Moreover, unless professional development is carried out 

in the context of a plan for school improvement, it is unlikely that teachers will have 

the resources and support they need to fully utilize what they have learned 

(Simpkins, 2009).  

In addition to this, as suggested by Dereje (2012), in the Ethiopian context, teachers 

are expected to have the following benefits of professional competencies which are 

to be achieved through effective CPD, These are facilitating students‟ leaning which 

outlines how teachers plan, develop, manage, and apply a variety of teaching 

strategies to support quality student learning. Assessing and reporting students‟ 

learning outcomes that describe how teachers monitor, assess record and report 

student learning outcomes. Professional competencies are also gained by engaging in 

continuous professional development to describe how teachers manage their own 

professional development and contribute to the professional development of their 

colleagues. Mastery of Education and Training Policy, curriculum and other program 

development initiatives is also significant to determine how teachers develop and 

apply an understanding of the policy to contribute to curriculum and/or other 

program development initiatives, and finally, forming partnership with the school 

community in order to guide how teachers build, facilitate and maintain working 

relationships with students, colleagues, parents and other care givers to enhance 

student learning. 
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Therefore, Professional development should be connected to a comprehensive 

change process focused on specific goals of school improvement. Research clearly 

shows that teacher growth is the most significant school-based influence on student 

learning. Therefore, one would think that investments in enhancing teacher growth 

would be a major focus of school improvement efforts. In the literature on 

professional development, one sees an increasing attention to embedding teacher 

learning opportunities in the day-to-day work of schools (Little, 1994). School 

improvement almost always calls for enhancing the knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions of teachers and supporting staff. Whatever course of action a school 

adopts, success usually is central to providing support and resources for teachers to 

strengthen existing expertise or to learn new practices. Teacher knowledge and 

skills are at stake as well as their beliefs and attitudes, their motivations, their 

willingness to commit, and their capacity to apply new knowledge to their particular 

school and classrooms. Professional development and implementation usually 

should not be separate steps in the process of change in the school improvement 

program (Simpkins, 2009).  

Furthermore, for the comprehensive school improvement, teacher professional 

development is an essential element. The professional development needs of other 

members of school community, including administrators and support personnel, 

must also be addressed to ensure a focus on continuous learning and to create the 

conditions necessary for closing the achievement gap and improving the 

achievement of all students. These standards provide guidance for achieving high 

quality professional development planning, design, delivery and assessment, and 

should serve as a foundation for all professional development in schools. 

Research indicates that teacher quality is the single most powerful influence on 

student achievement; it is essential to ensure that teachers are provided with 

ongoing, high quality professional development to sustain and enhance their 

practice (Little, 1994). The school based CPD strategy offers an important skill 

development by giving teachers a range of opportunities for relevant, need focused 

and collaborative approaches to professional learning. The core aspiration for this 
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strategy is to place professional development at the heart of school improvement 

and it offers a number of new initiatives to achieve particular goal. These 

professional development opportunities will allow teachers to focus upon their own 

learning, career ambitions and to consider new responsibilities within their own 

school context. The assumption is that this will lead to an improved and enhanced 

sense of professionalism for teachers, plus an increased motivation to stay within 

the profession (Harris, 2001). 

Generally, the main objective of school improvement program is to improve the 

quality of teaching and learning. CPD is one of the fundamental components of 

school improvement program so that both SIP and CPD are inseparable strategies of 

achieving better learning. 

2.10. Conditions for School Improvement Program 

It is difficult to plan and implement any school activity within a state of turmoil and 

unstable conditions. Those in charge of preparing and putting into action school 

improvement plan need to feel that they are working in a state of relatively stable 

environment. According to Harris(2005) the internal drives for change can be 

characterized as complex  mixture of school- based factors, i .e the institutional 

needs and wants which provide the impetus for the schools development, some of 

these internal drivers are „givens‟ in that they would exist irrespective of the type of 

leadership approach adopted. Other internal drivers are constructed by the leaders 

with in the school by their commitment to a particular vision; values frame work or 

strategies of management. The „external drivers‟ arise from policy interventions and 

edicts that require compliance. Increasingly head teachers, and those around them, 

are aware of being caught between these two set of drivers. Changes are externally 

imposed so that that the head must interpret incoming documents before she/he can 

inform the staff. The speed with which those changes have had to be introduced 

means that she/he has had little time to motivate staff and she/he is finding it 

increasingly difficult to justify imposing yet more demands for change. It also 

makes it more difficult to see things through she/he has had to learn to delegate 
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more of the responsibility for managing change (Day et al. , 2000 as cited in 

Harris,2005). 

2.10.1. Internal Conditions for School Improvement 

Hopkins (2004) suggests that, difficulties often occur for both individual teachers and the 

school when initially embarking on school improvement. Teachers may be faced with 

acquiring new teaching skills or with mastering new curriculum material, and the school, 

as a consequence, may be forced in to new ways of working that are incompatibles with 

existing organizational structure. It is therefore often necessary to work on some aspects 

of the internal conditions within the school at the same time as achieving the curriculum 

or other priorities the school has set itself. Hopkins has also attempted to state a number 

of „conditions‟ within the school with its capacity for sustained development: (1) a 

commitment to staff,( 2) practical efforts to involve staff, students and the community in 

the school polices and decisions, (3) transformational leader ship approaches, 4) effective 

co-ordination strategies,(5) serious attentions to the potential benefits of enquires 

reflection,( 6) a commitment to collaborative planning activity. 

The school internal conditions are the internal features of the schools, arrangement which 

enable school to get work done (Hopkins, 2002). Also as suggested in Hopkins (2001) 

internal conditions are a set of intervening variable operating at the school and classroom 

level and referred as enabling conditions or capacity that allows the process to affect the 

product high level of students‟ achievement. So school will not improve, unless they have 

the capacity to do so. Hence, to enable school to provide better education and work 

effectively on strategies that enhances student achievement; it needs to fully arrange all 

these enabling conditions and other related conditions which support it. Therefore, taken 

together these conditions results in the creation of opportunities for teachers to feel more 

powerful and confident about their work. In addition, the central condition is that if we 

take the enhancement of pupil outcomes seriously, then the work on the internal 

conditions of the schools has to complement that on development priorities related to 

classroom practice. 
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2.10.1.1. Staff Development 

A Systematic and integrated approach to staff development that focuses on the 

professional learning of teachers and establishes the classroom as an important center for 

teacher development is central to authentic school development. Staff development is the 

central strategy for supporting teachers as engage in improvement activities, attention to 

teacher learning has direct spin – offs in terms of pupil learning. The research evidence 

that is available on the effectiveness of staff development initiatives is , however ,far 

from encouraging . despite all the effort and resources that has been utilized , the impact 

of such program‟s in terms of improvement in teaching and better learning out comes for 

pupils is rather disappointing . 

As result of his review available research evidence, Fullan (1991)  provides a bleak 

picture of in-service initiatives that are poorly conceptualized, insensitive to concerns of 

individual participations and , perhaps critically, make little effort to help participants 

relate their learning experiences to their usually work place conditions .In stark contrast 

to this gloomy analysis, the research evidence from schools with high level of students 

and teachers engagement and learning, demonstrates how they building restructures for 

staff development within their day-to-day arrangements. Such infrastructures involve 

portions of the school week being devoted to staff development activities such as 

curriculum and implementation, discussion teaching approach, regular observation 

sessions and on –site coaching. Joyce and Showers (1995) in Hopkins (2004) identify a 

number of key training components which, when used in combination, have much greater 

power than they used alone.  

The major components of training are: a) presentation of theory or description of skill or 

strategy, b)modeling or demonstration of skills or models of teaching, c) practice in 

simulated and classroom settings, d) structured and open- ended feedback (provision of 

information about performance) e) coaching for application (hands-on, in class room 

assistance with transfer of skills and strategies to the classroom).Therefore, staff 

development is the most crucial conditions to enable school improvement program 

implementation. 
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2.10.1.2. Collaborative Planning 

As MacGilchrist et al., 1995 in Hopkins (2004), suggested, schools that exhibit best 

practice in development planning now use it as a strategy to enhance directly the 

progress and achievement of students. The crucial difference between these and 

previous approach to development planning is that it is rooted in class rooms. The 

focus is on students‟ learning, their progress and achievement, and which is needed to 

improve it and how this is best supported. The plan begins with learning goals for 

students. A teaching strategy for achieving them is then produced. this strategy is 

supported by any necessary adjustment to the school‟s management arrangements ; for 

example, modifications to curriculum polices and schemes of work , changes to the 

staff development program and the time table and any re-allocation of budget, roles 

and responsibilities needed to achieve the goals set. This is radically different from the 

type plan that simply focuses on the implementation of external change , however 

important that is or development of school wide policies and practices , which may not 

have direct impact on class room practice (P :103). Therefore, collaboration is key to 

success full planning in the implementation process of school improvement program at 

school level. 

2.10.1.3. Coordination 

The school capacity to coordinate the action of teachers behind agreed policies or 

goals is an important factor in promoting change. At the core of such strategies are 

communication system and procedures , and the way in which groups can be created 

and sustained to coordinate improved effort across range of levels or departments .Of 

particular importance are specific strategies for ensuring that all staff are kept 

informed about development priorities and activities, as this is information vital to 

informed self –direction. Communication is vital to overall school-coordination. In 

order for a school to organize itself to accomplish its goals, maintain itself in good 

working order and, at the same time ,adapted to changing circumstance, sounding 

procedures for communication are essential (Hopkins,2004, p:100). Therefore, good 

coordination is vital for school improvement program implementation. 
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Schools produced communication systems, procedures and the way in which groups 

can be created and sustained to coordinate improved effort across a range of levels. 

The school‟s capacity to coordinate the action of teachers behind agreed policies is an 

important condition in promoting change. Coordination is about getting groups of 

teachers, and usually groups with different values and goals to contribute to the good 

of all. The importance of coordination for school improvement is so vital that schools 

that have a well-coordinated team are likely to have successful implementation of 

reform programs (Hopkins, 2002). Therefore, the organizational approach which is 

most likely to create a positive working atmosphere is the one that emphasizes 

cooperation. The aim of cooperation must be encourage a more tightly systems within 

which efforts of individuals are coordinated in order to maximize their impact. 

2.10.1.4. Involvement 

According to Hopkins (2004), on effective schools, there is strong evidence that 

success is associated with a sense of identification and involvement that extended 

behind the teaching staff. This involves pupils, parents and indeed, other members of 

the local community. It does seem that those schools that are able to create positive 

relationships with their wider community can create a supportive climate for learning. 

He also noticed that major elements incorporating pupils in to the organizations of the 

school and the incorporation of their parents through supportive roles. In many 

improving schools this approach is widened to include members of the local 

community (Gray et al., 1999 in Hopkins, 2004).Pupil‟s involvement is a particularly 

important factor in school improvement. This can occur at an organizational level, by 

involving pupils in decision making and encouraging them to take responsibility for 

the day-to-day routines.  

At the class level, student can be encouraged to take responsibility for their own 

learning and through involvement, to learn organizational, planning, discussion, 

decision- making and leadership skills. When pupils are less involved, it is likely that 

their attitudes to school will be much more negative. Then when innovations are 

introduced, they may well become barriers to change. Their resistance may not be 

open and tangible, but nevertheless their initiative reactions may create the negative 
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atmosphere that discourages staff from pursuing their goals. The incorporative 

approach can be extended beyond the schools gate to involve parents, members of 

local community, and of course, school governors. Here the attitudes of staff area 

major factor. Unfortunately some staff still sees parents as hindrance. Similarly 

parental views of the schools and teachers vary. Often parental views of teachers are 

based on their own experience in school. This may have been negative, and the parents 

may see the school as an institution that fails people.  

The whole issue of communications between school and parents therefore needs to be 

handled effectively, particularly through careful planning and skillful interviewing 

techniques. In other words, involvement and sense of identification of pupils, parents, 

non-teaching staff and other community members is as crucial as that of the teaching 

staff for the success of schools. Because the success of an improvement program 

(perhaps any other educational program) requires an interaction between many 

participants at different levels. 

2.10.1.5. Leadership 

Studies of school effectiveness affirm that leadership is a key element in determining 

school success (Hopkins, 2004:98).Recently, studies of leadership in schools have moved 

away from the identification of this function exclusively with the head teacher, and begun 

to address how leadership can be made available throughout the management structure 

and at all level in the school community (Gronn, 1999 as cited in Hopkins, 2004). This 

shift in emphasis has been accompanied by a shift in thinking about leadership itself. 

There is an increasing call for „transformational approaches which distribute and 

empower rather than „transactional‟ approaches which sustain traditional, and broadly 

bureaucratic, concepts of hierarchy and control (Hallinger, 1992; Letiwood, 1993 in 

Hopkins, 2004, p: 99). Schools that are successful with their improvement efforts not 

only regarded leadership as distributed function, they also deliberately set out to promote 

discussion about leadership style and to help staff from different levels in the school to 

share perceptions about how leadership operates. In improving quality education for all 

(IQEA) schools, such discussion tends to identify a number of key aspects of the 

leadership role (Hopkins, 2004): The responsibility of school leaders in establishing a 
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clear „vision‟ or set of purposes for the school. The methods through which the vision is 

developed seem to be as important as vision itself in generating staff commitment. There 

is clear concern in the literature over the imposition of a vision at the expense of ‟vision 

building‟. 

2.10.1.6. Enquiry and Reflection 

Schools that recognize that enquiry and reflection are important processes in school 

improvement find it easier to sustain improvement effort around established priorities, 

and are better placed to monitor the extent to which policies actually deliver the intended 

outcomes for pupils (Hopkins, 2004).Central to conditions that promotes the effective use 

of enquiry and reflection as development tools are( a) systematic collection, interpretation 

and use of school generated data in decision- making,( b) effective strategies for 

reviewing the progress and impact of school policies and initiatives ,(c)widespread 

involvement of staff in the processes of data collection and analysis( d) clear ground rules 

for the collection, control and used of school- based data. Some schools are much better 

organized than others and have clear systems and procedures for collecting, analyzing 

and interpreting information relevant to particular aspects of the school or particular 

decisions. Even in these cases, however, a more general commitment to enquire in to and 

reflect on the school‟s progress is rare –more often it is the issue that is identified then the 

information collected, rather than data being collected to help identify what the issue 

should be. It is the habits of enquiry and reflection, particularly about the impact, rather 

than the implementation, of improvement programs, that are the important forces for 

improvement (Hopkins, 2004). 

2.10.2. External Conditions for School Improvement 

2.10.2.1. Capacity Building 

School capacity can be described as the collective competency of the school as an entity 

to bring about effective change. This implies four core components: knowledge, skills 

and disposition of individuals‟ staff; a professional learning community in which staff 

work collaboratively; program coherence; technical recourses (Sleengersetal, 2001). 

Building capacity for whole school improvement involves bringing together these four 

core components: resources, structure, culture and the schools of staff, not only focusing 
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on improvement but doing so in ways which are synergistic. The reason why building 

capacity at whole school level is so difficult to achieve is that all different elements 

develop, and decline unevenly (Harris, 2005).Therefore, Capacity is the key construct in 

creating the conditions within the school to enhance both teaching and learning. 

2.10.2.2. Policy Issue 

It is clear that, for success of school improvement initiatives the existence of a clear 

policy and intervention strategy will have a paramount importance. Thus the school 

internal conditions, classroom practices and the policy context should support each other, 

or should pull to have impact on SIP. According to Strahan (2003), in the context of 

school improvement policy can be viewed as the implementation framework that guide 

the action of all involve in the life of school. Concerning the implementation policy, 

Hopkins (2001) stated that, “policy cannot be mandating what matters; it is 

implementation at the local and school level that dominate outcomes”. Hopkins (2001) 

also described that for its practicality a policy that developed at all levels needs to be 

coherent practical acceptable and implementation oriented. Therefore, the implication is 

that policy implementation needs care and continuous follow up in order that its impact 

can be measured. In short, the micro level policy should link to macro level policy and 

more should be given to the implementation. Moreover, Marsha (1988) suggest that in 

promoting school improvement, policy has to keep relating focus on student achievement 

and learning, pay attention to context build capacity and strengthen know capacity, 

research and dissemination. Hence for success of school improvement it needs to provide 

schools a wide range of policy options so as they can make choice and policy should 

aligned with system policy. 

2.11. Challenges for School Improvement Program 

School improvement program is very complex that it might be hindered by various 

impediments that challenge the implementation (Stoll and Fink, 1996). These challenges 

include:” complexity of the program, mobility of teachers and principals, principals 

coordination problems (ineffectiveness of leadership) and sustaining commitment, low 

support from top level officials and lack of involvement of the stake holders. ”Challenges 

to the school improvement may vary in accordance with the variations with the unique 
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features of schools as well as with the external environment in which schools are 

operating. One simple example, the size of the school is associated with innovative 

behavior for that smaller schools apparently lack the resources to engage in significant 

change.  

However there are common challenges that most school improvement programs face. 

These are lack of schedules in schools that permit teachers to meet and work together for 

sustained periods of time; the demanding nature of teachers work as an increasing 

number of students arrive at school less ‟well-socialized, less prepared to deal with 

materials, and more frequently from family settings that are not supportive; the aging and 

often demoralization of teachers due to declining resources, increasing levels of 

bureaucratization and the rapid and frequent demands for change that come from central 

authorities. In addition, an organizational structure with in which teachers “work is less 

autonomous and more integrated with that of other teachers “affects the development of 

commitment to change.  

Moreover, the continues transfer of teachers, principals and educational administrators at 

the local level puts pressure on the program to continuously train new staff who may not 

serve in schools for long (Jackson, 2006).Duffieand Balkon in Marzano (2003), also 

suggest that, in South Africa the initiatives of SIP was faced by lack of material 

resources; limited capacity of educational leaders; poor participation and lack of safe 

environment. Similarly, Harris (in Hopkins, 2002) has noted that the difficulty to change 

school management and working culture as a problem to the SIP in developing   country. 

In Supporting this, Havelock and Huber man (as cited in Rondinelli et al., 1990), 

described that promoting change is difficult under any circumstance, but it is especially 

challenging in developing countries with uncertain and unstable economic, social and 

political condition. Most developing countries lack the physical infrastructure and 

experienced skill professionals needed to assure successful results. In Ethiopia, besides 

the commitment of the country to improve access to education, the school improvement 

program has launched aiming at improving the quality of education through enhancing 

student learning achievement and outcomes. Hence, student achievement is a reason for 

any educational change. Unfortunately, the process of translating policy in to practice is 
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so difficult to achieve. That is why, the implementing of school improvement program is 

challenging. According to MOE (2007) the following factors are presented as the major 

challenges of SIP in the Ethiopian context.  

2.11.1. Lack of Commitment of School Leaders 

Most of the school principal who are in the leading position did not get adequate 

educational training leadership. Even those who are trained also are not effective in 

leading the schools. 

Due to this reason they lack the ability to design vision and coordinate the school 

community so as to lead for the attainment of the goals. 

2.11.2. Lack of Stakeholders Participation 

Schools needs participation of all stakeholder in school plan (strategic and annual plan), 

but most of the time school plan is prepared by school principals. Therefore, the school 

mission and vision is not visible to all stakeholders and the intended student‟s outcome 

and ethical centered activities are not achieved without participation of stakeholder. 

2.11.3 Lack of Conducive Environment 

If students feel safe they attend their schooling with interest. So, schools should be 

conducive for all students (male and female) ethical improvement and academic 

achievement. Therefore, schools should be prepared based on the needs and interest of 

students secured their school environment. 

2.11.4. Lack of Material and Financial Resources 

Due to the lack of commitment of school society, other stakeholder and non-government 

organizations are not enough to solve the problem of the schools by providing 

instructional materials and other financial supporting; currently schools lack the required 

educational inputs. 

2.12 Monitoring and Evaluation 

Monitoring and evaluation is one of the most important component for effective 

implementation of a program. Monitoring and evaluation provides answers for different 

types of questions regarding school improvement and its developments. Khosa (1999) 

indicated that academic researchers begun to establish comprehensive models that 



35 

 

demonstrate how schools can be improved based on effective monitoring and evaluation 

systems. This implies that monitoring and evaluations systems have to be refined and 

developed based on research finding. However, Khosa does not describe how such 

systems can be designed in relation to school contexts.  

Effective evaluation requires the use precisely designed measurements. Tylor etal (2005) 

emphasized that evaluation systems and their various measurement should be 

contextually rich and comprehensive so that they can identify and evaluate multiple paths 

of changes in a particular school improvement program.  

UNESCO (2006) described that evaluation is a mechanism by which we judge the status 

of processes or developments that geared towards major goals.  

In the Ethiopian context, monitoring and evaluation has been incorporated in the school 

improvement program framework developed by ministry of education in 2011. The 

framework  described that evaluation outcomes should be documented and reported at all 

levels in such a way that records could provide reliable pictures of improvements in 

multiple aspects at school levels.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Design 

The objective of this study was to assess the current practice of school improvement 

program and its challenges. This objective was accomplished through a mixed method 

design. The mixed method involved both quantitative and qualitative approaches. This 

study has, specifically, adapted the triangulation type of the mixed method design. The 

choice of the triangulation method is to obtain a more valid and complete data (McMillan 

and Schumacher, 2010) by compensating the weakness of one by the strength of the 

other.  

The quantitative part of the study was conducted through a survey by selecting a sample 

of population and administering a questionnaire while the qualitative part was conducted 

through an interview to collect data.   

3.2 Sources of Data 

The data source of this study is a survey conducted by the researcher of this study on the 

practice and challenges of SIP in 2017 on members of government secondary school of 

Kirkos sub city in Addis Ababa city administration. The primary data were collected 

from teachers, principals, supervisors, and parents, and (PTSA) members. These groups 

are supposed to have direct relationship with the issue of school improvement pogrom.  

3.3 Study Site and Population 

This study was conducted on government secondary schools of Kirkos sub city. Kirkos is 

one of the 10 sub cities of Addis Ababa city administration. The target population were 

members of government secondary schools. There are five government secondary 

schools in the Kirkos sub city. This study has classified the total population into five 

groups: teachers, principals, supervisors, and PTSA members. Support staff members and 

students were not included in the target population groups. Table 1 below shows the total 

population of schools and their members.  
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Table 1: Population of the study 

No  Schools  Teachers  Principals  Supervisors  PTSA  Total  

1 Aboyot Kirs Preparatory school  56 4 1 7 68 

2 Shimelis Habite Secondary school  65 4 1 7 77 

3 Yetebaberut  Memehran 

elementary and secondary school  

60 4 1 7 72 

4 Misrak Goh secondary school  63 4 1 7 75 

5 Temenjayajz secondary school  61 4 1 7 73 

 Total  305 20 5 35 365 

 

The total population involved 365 people who are composed of teachers, principals, 

supervisors, and PTSA members.  

3.4 Sample Size and Sampling Technique 

The study has selected four secondary schools as samples out of the five total school 

population by using a random sampling method.  

In the selected four sample schools the total population of members was 292, out of 

which 244 were teachers, 16 principals, 4 supervisors, and 28 PTSA members.  

For the quantitative part of the study, the sample size of teachers was determined by 

using a statistical formula developed by Yamana (1967). That is,  

n= 
𝑁

1+𝑁𝑒2 

Where n= sample size of teachers  

N= population of teachers (244)  

e= 5% level of significance  

Thus, the total sample size of teachers was 151. Sample size of teachers in each of the 

four sample schools was determined by computing their percentage proportion.  
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As the population of the other groups were considerably small, their sample sizes were 

determined by availability technique. As a result a total of 16 principals, 4 supervisors 

and 28 PTSA members were taken as samples. Table 2 displays the sample size 

distribution of participant groups against sample schools.  

Table 2: Sample size distribution 

No.  Sample school  Sampling size of respondents groups 

Teachers  Principals  Supervisors  PTSA  Total  

1 Abyot Kirs Mesenado 35 4 1 7 47 

2 Shimelis Habyte 40 4 1 7 52 

3 Yetebaberut Memeheran 1
st
 

and Secondary  

37 4 1 7 49 

4 Misrakgoah 39 4 1 7 51 

 Total  151 16 4 28 199 

 

Table 2 shows that there were 199 participants who filled out the survey questionnaire. 

Yount (2006) described that a sample of 30% is sufficient to represent a population. 

Thus, for the qualitative part of the study 2 secondary schools were selected randomly out 

of the four sample schools. This sample size accounts for 40% of the total school 

population, which is 5 in number 

 

A teacher, a principal, a supervisor, and 2 PTSA members were selected from each of the 

two sample schools. Interviewees of teachers and principals were then selected randomly 

while supervisors were taken depending on availability. On the other hand a parent and 

student interviewees were selected form PTSA members purposively with a view to 

obtaining a different perception. Total of 10 interviewees were involved in the study.  

3.5 Data Collection Instruments 

Closed ended questionnaire items and structured interview guide questions were 

employed to collect data.  
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Questionnaire  

The questionnaire consisted of two major parts. The first part was concerned with 

demographic characteristics. The second part dealt with the practice of SIP and its 

challenges.  

The practice of SIP was examined in terms of three components or dimensions: planning, 

implementation of SIP domains, and monitoring and evolution aspects.  

The dimension of planning involved 10 items. These items were designed by the 

researcher based on the main features of the planning stage that were stipulated by the 

MoE (2011) SIP framework. The 10 items explore perception of participants through a 5 

point likert scale that ranges from strong disagreements to strong agreements. Key items 

in this dimension include the issues of participation and the validity of planning 

processes.  

The dimension of implementation of SIP was examined through a total of 44 selected 

standardized items of indicators. All these items were taken from the framework 

developed by MoE (2011) to measure the performance of SIP in secondary schools. The 

standardized indicators are organized und four major domains of SIP: 1. Learning and 

teaching, 2. School environment, 3. Leadership and administration, and 4 community 

participation. The framework provides 88 indicators, but this study employed 44 selected 

indicators. In this study performances of domain one, domain two, domain three, and 

domain four activities were examined by 14, 11, 10 and 94 items of indicators 

respectively. Each of these items capture perceptions of participants through a 5 point 

likert scale of agreement.  

The dimension of monitoring and evaluation was examined through 5 items with a 5 

point Likert scale. These items were developed by the researcher based on the MoE 

framework (2011) which stated the main elements of monitoring and evaluation 

activities. Key items this dimension are concerned within issues plan of monitoring and 

support activities.  
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The last part of the questionnaire deals with major challenges of SIP. It presented a list of 

12 items of challenges. The intensity of challenges as viewed by participants were rated 

on a 5 point Likert scale. The list was developed by the researcher based on literature that 

review common challenges. Special focus has been provided to view challenges in the 

Ethiopian context. The survey questionnaire was filled in by 199 participants.  

Interview questions  

The interview consisted of five guiding questions. Key issues included are academic 

excellence of students, objectivity of planning, structural arrangements, designed to 

accomplish SIP activities and role of stakeholders. The five interview questions were 

presented to a total of 10 interviews.  

3.6 Reliability of Measures 

In order to ensure the reliability of measures Cronbache‟s alpha values have been tested 

for each dimensions of SIP measurement scales.  

Results of the reliability test are shown in table 4 below.  

Table 3: Reliability statistics 

Dimensions of SIP Cranach‟s alpha No. items 

Planning  0.734 10 

Teaching learning  0.832 14 

School environment  0.815 11 

Leadership and administration  0.835 10 

Community participation  0.747 9 

Monitoring and evaluation  0.761 5 

 

Reliability statistics has been computed only for the dimensions of SIP.  
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Nunaly (1978) stated that alpha coefficients greater than 0.5 are sufficient values. 

However, Mckinleyetal (1997) argued that Cronbache‟s alpha (r) values of 0.2 to 0.8 

were regarded as satisfactory. It is observed that alpha(r) values of this study were all 

greater than 0.70. So, the consistency of the scales of e the dimensions of SIP variables 

used in the study can be considered as reliable.  

3.7 Method of Data Analysis 

Both descriptive and inferential statistics were used to present and analyze the 

quantitative survey data.  

Descriptive Statistics  

The descriptive part involves table frequency, percentage, mean and standard deviations. 

As the purpose of the study is to assess the performance level of school improvement 

program implementation, mean score values comparison technique that was adopted by 

Zaidotal and Bagheri (2009) has been employed to characterize the level of quantitative 

≥measures. According to Zaidotal and Bagheri mean score values are classified into three 

ranges for a five point Likert types of measurement. Table 3.5 shows three ranges of 

mean score levels and with their corresponding descriptions.  

Table 4: Ranges and levels of mean scores 

             Mean score                     Description  

        ≤ 1.49             Strongly Disagree  

       1.50-2.49             Disagree  

       2.50-3.49            Neutral  

       3.50-4.49            Agree 

       ≥4.50            Strongly Agree 

  

By using mean score comparison technique, the study characterizes performance levels as 

low, moderate, or high based on means score values. This technique is used to 

characterize the performance levels of the components of SIP practices: planning, 

implementation of major domain activities, and monitoring and evaluation. It is not used 
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to identify the major challenges of SIP. Regarding challenges, highest mean score is 

taken to represent a challenge with the greatest intensity.  

Inferential Statistics  

Inferential statistical procedures have been performed for two different purposes. The fist 

to determine confidence intervals for population means in order to draw conclusion about 

the population of the study based on sample mean. The second was a z- score procedure 

to test the equality of two groups means so as to detect whether there is a statistically 

significant difference between opinions of respondent groups.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA 

In this section the analysis is presented under two main parts. The first part provides the 

demographic profile of respondents. The second part deals with the analysis of planning, 

implementation, monitoring and challenges of SIP.  

A total of 199 survey questionnaires were distributed among teachers, principals, 

supervisors, and PTSA members. As a result, 168 questionnaires were returned while 31 

questionnaires were not. Regarding the non returned ones, 26 were from teachers and 5 

from PTSA members. The return rate was 84.4%. Yount (2006) described that return 

rates greater than 60% are satisfactory. So, the return rate of this study was acceptable. 

On the other hand 10 interview schedules have been conducted.  

4.1. Demographic Profiles of Respondents 

The demographic characteristics of respondents were analyzed in terms of four 

demographic valuables: gender, age, qualification, and tenure. However, before 

presenting these main demographic characteristics, it is important to consider the 

composition of the sample as a general demographic characteristics. The purpose is to 

establish valid basis for comparison of opinions between sample constituent groups. The 

participants of this study can be viewed in terms of groups or categories depending on the 

purpose of analysis. 

The sample is composed of four actual groups: teachers, principals, supervisors, and 

PTSA members. This study considers principals, supervisors, and PTSA members as part 

of school leaders. Thus, the study ahs to categories: teachers and school leaders. 

Comparison of opinions among four individual groups may not provide clear picture as 

the number of principals supervisors, and PTSA members are remarkably small as 

compared to the number of teachers. On the other hand, comparison of opinions between 

two categories (teachers and school leaders), would lead to a sound conclusion. 

Following are results obtained on specific demographic variables.  
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Gender and age 

Table 5: Sex and Age distribution 

Gender  Teachers  Principals  S. visors  PTSA  Total  

Count  % Count  % Count  % Count  % Count  % 

Male  83 64.4 14 87.5 3 75 18 78.
26 

118 70.23 

Female  42 33.6 2 2.5 1 25 5 21.
72 

50 29.76 

Total  125 74.40 16 9.52 4 238 23 13.
69 

168 100 

          Age 

25 and 
below  

18 14.4 - - - - 2 8.7 20 11.9 

26 -30 38 30.4 - - - - - - 38 22.6 

31-40 31 24.8 4 25 - - - - 35 20.8 

41 and 
above  

38 30.4 12 75 4 100 21 91.
3 

75 44.6 

Total 125 74.4 16 9.25 4 2.38 23 13. 168 100 
 

In this table the percentage in the last row is computed out of the total sample (168). 

Consideration of the overall respondents shows that 70.23% are males while 29.76% are 

females. The difference between male and female respondents is not that significant to 

create a gender bias on other data collected from these 168 participants. 29.76% is almost 

30% of 168. Thus, number of females can be taken as a fair representative value (Yount, 

2006). In the Ethiopian context the school improvement program framework stipulates 

that female student should receive special support. Thus, the number of female (30%) and 

male (70%) respondents would result in a data that is free from gender bias.  

However, considering individual groups shows that female participants in principals, 

supervisors, and PTSA members are small. Therefore, responses of female participants 

are largely influenced by perceptions of female teachers which is 84% of the total 50 

females. This fact, however, does not diminish the quality of the data as female teachers 

are one of the front line stakeholders of SIP.  

Table 5demonstrates that large majority of teachers (85.6%) and principals (100%) are 

above 30 while all supervisors and 91.3% of PTSA members are above 40 years. On the 

other hand only 11.9% of the respondents are 25 and below. This implies that large 
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majority of the respondents (88.1%) are well matured participants. It can be concluded 

that respondents are reliable sources of data in terms of maturity.  

Qualification and Work Experience 

Table 6: Qualification and Tenure 

Qualification Respondent groups 

Teachers Principals S. visors PTSA Total 

Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

2
nd

 degree  19 15.2 5 31.3 4 100 3 13 31 18.5 

1
st
 degree  106 84.8 11 68.8   13 56.5 130 77.4 

Diploma  -      3 13 3 1.9 

Certificate            

Other        4 17.4 4 2.4 

Total  125 100 16 100 4 100 23 100 168 100 

Work Experience 

5 and below  21 16.8 - - - - - - 21 12.7 

6-10  40 32.0 - - - - 2 9.5 71 25.3 

11-15 47 37.2 10 62.5 1 25.0 13 61.9 28 42.8 

16-20 15 12.5 5 31.3 2 50.0 6 28.6 4 16.9 

21 and above  2 1.5 1 6.1 1 25.0 - - 16.6 2.4 

Total  125 100 16 100 4 100 21 99.9  98.8 

 

In regards with educational level, it is observed from table 9 that 15.2% and 84.8% of 

teachers are 2
nd

 degree and first degree holders, while 3.13% of principals are with 2
nd

 

degree and 68.8% with first degree. All supervisors are 2
nd

 degree holders. 

 On the other hand, 31% of PTSA members are with 2
nd

 degree and 56.5% with first 

degree while 13% are with diploma. An overall consideration shows that 95.9% of the 
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sample respondents are with first degree and above. This high level of education is 

expected to help them in understanding contents of survey questionnaire items in a better 

way. It can then be concluded that large majority of respondents could have completed 

questionnaires with sound understanding. This means the high level of qualification 

would have contribution to enhance the quality of the data.  

Table 6 demonstrates that 16.8% of the teachers have a service year of 5 and less. This 

implies that 83.2% of the teachers have a tenure of more than 5 years. This fact shows 

that majority of the teachers are well experienced. These means majority of them could 

have fair speculation on the performance and challenges of SIP in their respective 

schools. Thus, it can be concluded that teachers participants could provide sound 

judgments on the practice and challenges of SIP. Similarly 100% of principals and 

supervisors have a service of more than 10 years. Therefore, principals and supervisors 

are also expected to provide reliable data regarding the issue of SIP.  

On the other hand, it is observed from table 10 that PTAS members, out of 21 (9.5%), 

have a work experience between 6 to 10 years. This implies that 89.5% of them have an 

experience of more than 10 years. In this regard, PTSA members are also considered as 

reliable source of information. Due to their long experience it can then be concluded that 

respondents of this study are reliable sources of data regarding the practice and 

challenges of SIP.  

4.2 Planning, Implementation and Monitoring 

In this section respondents are classified into two categories as samples of principals (16), 

supervisors (4), and PTSA (23) members are too small for quantitative treatment on 

individual group basis. Category one involves teachers. Category two includes principals, 

supervisors and PTSA members. It is denoted by school leaders. Responses are  

presented in terms of mean score values. Central ideas are used to present lists of items. 

Full text of items appears in Appendix A. 
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4.2.1 Planning 

The table below displays mean score values response on the planning phase.  

Table 7: Mean score values on planning 

No Item Respondents categories 

Teachers n= 

25 

School 

leaders n= 43 

Total n= 168 

Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD 

1 Basis of annual SIP plan  2.56 .824 2.68 .606 2.62 .830 

2 Determination of rating  3.14 .852 3.42 .863 3.43 .840 

3 Trainings on SIP 2.63 .966 2.77 .913 2.69 .968 

4 SIP budget  2.81 .843 2.91 .922 2.81 .863 

5 Participation of teachers  2.55 .843 2.69 .802 2.60 .845 

6 Teachers sense of responsibility towards SIP  2.60 .953 2.71 .848 2.64 .994 

7 Student‟s participation  2.63 .932 2.73 .832 2.68 .923 

8 Student‟s sense of responsibility  2.79 1.020 2.93 1.070 2.76 1.003 

9 Community involvement in planning  2.61 .947 2.72 .840 2.64 .994 

10 Communities sense of responsibility  2.62 .932 2.73 .845 2.67 .927 

 Total  2.72 .911 2.60 .842 2.69 .918 

SD= Standard deviation  

To establish whether there is a statistically significant difference between sample mean 

and population mean, a 95% confidence interval has been determined for categorical 

means and the total mean through z- score standard normal distribution statistics. 

Accordingly, the 95% confidence interval indicated that all the three sample means were 

acceptable to represent their respective population means. 

It is observed from table 11 that the mean score of teachers (2.72), school leaders (2.60), 

and the overall mean (2.69) of the total sample fall within the low level range as they all 

are <3.39. This means that the planning activities are characterized by a low level 

performance, and that the planning of SIP in secondary schools of Kirkos sub city is not 

satisfactory. The table shows that students, and the community do not have sufficient 

participation in the planning process. This situation implies that these major stakeholders 

did not have developed the required level of sense of responsibility towards the program. 

Planning by itself is a process of making decision that determines the effectiveness of 

organizational performance. Effective excruciation of SIP demands the participation of 

all stakeholders (Caena, 2011). 
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To examine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the perceptions 

of the two respondents categories, statistical large sample test procedure has been 

conducted at a 5% level of significance. The null hypothesis was that there is no 

significant difference between the perception of teachers and school leaders. A z score 

test at a 5% level of significance confirmed that the null hypothesis was accepted. That is, 

there is no statistically significant difference between the opinions of teachers and school 

leaders.  

Interview responses on the planning process of SIP support the findings of the 

quantitative data. Two teachers, two parents, and two students described that they have 

no idea about the annual plan of SIP is prepared. Two parents who were PTSA members 

described their opinion as follows:  

“We usually come to schools to approve budget expenditures” 

However, two principals stated that the annual SIP plan is prepared on the basis of 

assessment results. The principals confessed that the assessment is not comprehensive. 

Assessments of questionnaire are usually used of plan preparation. Result of document 

analysis are not used as an input. One principal stated teachers as follows:  

“Teachers are not interested to hear reports on SIP performance. Teacher members of the 

SIP committee only appear annual to compile assessment data, but the plan is prepared 

by the school administration… ” 

Responses of the interview conformed that the participation of teachers, students and 

parents was limited.  

4.2.2 Implementation of SIP 

This dimension was measured in terms of the four major SIP domains: teaching learning, 

school environment, leadership, and community involvement. Following are results of 

responses.  
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Teaching learning  

This domain of SIP was measured through 14 items. The table below presents summary 

of responses on this domain.  

Table 8: Mean scores response levels on teaching learning domain 

No Item Respondent categories 

Teachers n= 

125 

School leaders n= 43 Total n=168 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

11 Recognition of learning difference of 

student by teachers  

2.79 1.020 2.93 .738 2.86 .879 

12 Respect ion of rights of students  2.56 .824 2.73 1.00 2.64 .912 

13 Establishment of common values  2.63 .966 2.81 .606 3.22 .802 

14 Clearness of explanation of teachers  3.14 .857 3.29 .867 3.43 .840 

15 Role model of teachers  3.49 .843 2.73 .719 2.76 .770 

16 Research outcomes  2.39 .981 3.84 .649 3.61 1.000 

17 CPD based skill development of 

teachers  

2.63 .917 2.68 .826 2.65 1.003 

18 Knowledge of teachers on subject 

matters  

4.41  3.49 .748 3.40 .755 

19 Students performance improvement  2.81 .760 2.68 .853 3.08 .706 

20 Compliance of teachers with plan  2.55 .705 2.59 .834 256 .845 

21 Reflections of class room lessons by 

students  

2.63 .843 2.612.96

2.442.73 

.732 2.62 .923 

22 Feedback instruments  2.60 .932 2.89 .365 2.75 .943 

23 Evaluation methods  2.63 .953  .945 2.53 .927 

24 Students classroom participation  2.61 .932  .719 2.6 .944 

 Total  2.87 .947  .881 2.91 .501 

 

The table exhibit that the mean scores of teachers (2.87), school leader (2.89), and the 

overall sample (2.91) are all within the low level range. This means the teaching learning 

process is not satisfactory. In terms of  main domain elements it means that schools did 

not have established common culture and values, teachers do not perform in accordance 

with plans, no significant improvement of students in classroom participation.  

In the teaching learning process, there are also activities that are characterized by a 

models level of performance (3.40-3.79). In this regard, items 14, 15, and 18 show that 

clearness of explanation of teachers, effort of teachers to be good models, and teachers 

knowledge of their subject matter are performance being conducted at a moderate level 
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though there are some moderate level performance the overall teaching learning process 

is not satisfactory (2.91).  

To detect the quality of the means, an interval of confidence at 95% have been computed. 

Accordingly mean of teachers (2.87), school leaders (2.89), and total sample mean (2.91) 

were acceptable. Test for equality of means have been conducted at 5% significance level 

to identify the difference or similarity in opinions between the two respondent groups. It 

was conformed that there is no statistically significant difference between the perception 

of teachers and school leaders.  

Interview responses on the performance of activities of the teaching learning domain also 

support the quantitative findings. Following is the response of a teacher interviewee.  

“I do not think that SIP has resulted in the improvement of the academic excellence of 

students” 

A supervisor responded in the following way:  

“… I see that many things are being done to improve the school. But it is puzzling for me 

that I can‟t observe any improvement in the performance of students…” 

A principal also stated that records do not show clearly improvements in the performance 

of students. Thus, it can be concluded that school improvement program did not 

accomplish its major objective- bring about academic excellence of students.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



51 

 

School environment  

School environment is the second major domain of the program. Responses are 

summarized and presented as follows.  

Table 9: Mean values of response on school environment 

Table 9: Mean values of response on school environment 

No Item  Respondent categories  

Teachers n= 

125 

School leaders 

n= 43 

Total n=168 

Mean  SD Mean  SD Mean  SD 

25 Favorableness of classroom contexts  3.47 .747 3.21 .854 3.34 .800 

26 Attractiveness of premises  2.88 .399 2.90 .664 2.89 .521 

27 Laboratory and library materials  3.81 .486 3.50 .763 3.65 .620 

28 Toilet access  3.27 .759 3.14 .901 3.20 .813 

29 ICT access for teaching  3.57 .664 3.44 1.003 3.50 .721 

30 Participation of students in decision 

making  

2.75 .780 2.90 .740 2.82 .669 

31 Participation of students in school 

leadership  

3.29 1.010 3.15 .941 3.19 .860 

32 Utilization of budget  2.98 .855 3.00 .501 2.95 .673 

33 Integration of reproductive education 

in SIP 

3.95 .748 3.71 .790 3.87 .756 

34 Acceptableness of sense of 

responsibility of students  

3.83 .650 3.69 .65 3.74 .650 

35 Parents satisfaction towards special 

need education.  

3.23 .885 3.74 .881 3.43 .884 

 Total  3.36 .664 3.64 .778 3.50 .721 
 

It is observed from label 13 that the overall mean score value of responses (3.50) is in the 

moderate level of the performance range. However, consideration of individual items 

indicate that there are some performances that are characterized by low level 

effectiveness. For instance, school premises are not attractive; students do not have 

sufficient opportunity to participate in school leadership and in decision making 

processes.  

A 95% confidence interval has been computed for total mean values to establish whether 

there is a significant difference between the sample mean and the population. For the 

mean score of teachers (3.36) the interval was 3.24 < z < 3.425. The mean score of school 

leaders (3.64) has an interval 3.41 <>z 3.87 and the interval of the overall mean (3.50) is 

344 ≤ z ≤ 3.56.This shows that there is no significant difference between the sample 
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mean and the population mean. This means sample means are acceptable to draw 

conclusion about the characteristics of the population.  

A test for equality of means for the two respondent categories has been performed at 5% 

significance level. In this case the null hypothesis stated that there was no significance 

difference between the sample mean of teachers and school leaders. The null hypothesis 

was rejected. It was then concluded that there is a statistically significant difference 

between the two respondent categories.  

On the other hand, interview participants have provide their opinion on the issue of 

school environment in a similar way. All interviewees explained that parents cooperation 

in terms of money has improved. They said that parents are willing to fulfill school 

facilities and school materials. Teachers and two parent, however, described that they do 

not have information on how budget is utilized in a way that focused on students health 

and safety. But they expressed that schools are doing sufficient effort to fulfill library and 

laboratory materials. 

School leadership  

Table 10: Mean score value of responses on school leadership 

No Item Respondent categories 

Teachers n= 

125 

School leaders 

n= 43 

Total n=168 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

36 Basis of strategic plan  2.59 .834 2.79 .837 2.69 .835 

37 Consistency of activities  2.52 .712 2.84 .894 2.67 .789 

38 Communication of values and standards  2.74 .814 2.62 .447 2.68 .673 

39 Communication tool  2.68 .718 2.79 .663 2.75 .699 

40 School leaders state abut goals and 

outcomes  

3.44 .710 2.88 .548 3.16 .601 

41 Monitoring and coaching  3.44 .805 3.51 .447 3.48 .672 

42 Participation of leaders in leadership 

training  

3.45 .682 3.01 .801 3.31 .867 

43 Fostering material relationship  2.65 .891 2.51 .721 3.59 .845 

44 Professional procedures for peaceful 

resolution of conflicts  

2.73 .719 2.98 .603 2.84 .720 

45 Undertaking professional duties  2.74 .743 3.21 .679 2.99 .501 

 Total  2.88 .762 2.91  2.89 .721 
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The overall mean score (2.89) and the mean score of teachers (2.88) as well as school 

leaders (2.91) are within the range of the low level. This indicates that the performance of 

the leadership is characterized by a low level effectiveness. 

The low level range of leadership includes the following weaknesses. Strategic plan is not 

developed on the basis of research outcomes; activities do not have consistency; 

organizational values are not well communicated; consideration of individual items 

demonstrates that the weakness of the leadership in much more pronounced. It can be 

concluded that in effectiveness is the characteristic feature of the leadership in the target 

schools.  Mean score confidence intervals at 95% have been conducted for all means. The 

three means were credible to present the population.   

Community involvement  

Table 11: Mean score values on the community participation 

No Item Respondent categories 

Teachers n= 

125 

School leaders 

n= 43 

Total n=168 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

46 Attendance of parents on school events  3.07 .848 2.54 .999 2.80 .909 

47 Parents comment on children‟s homework  3.62 .738 3.68 .612 3.65 .721 

48 Parents‟ satisfaction  3.20 .881 3.75 .645 3.45 .761 

49 Participation of PTSA and sub city 

officials  

2.92 .873 2.54 1.170 2.85 1.010 

50 Support of parents to schools  3.14 .945 3.27 .979 3.08 .965 

51 School policy on community involvement  3.18 1.138 3.54 .793 3.36 .954 

52 Internal school rules and community 

participation  

3.52 .726 3.07 .900 3.34 .841 

53 External organizational support  3.13 .922 2.79 .833 298 .897 

54 School‟s use of effective media  3.22 .943 3.04 .999 3.15 .979 

 Total  3.22 .889 3.11 .737 3.17 .813 

 

It is observed that the overall mean score of teachers (3.22), school leaders (3.11) and the 

total sample (3.17) are all within the range of the low level. This implies that the 

community involvement in school affairs does not meet the required level. The interview 

result also supports this exiting fact. Two interviews of teachers expressed that “parents 

are not willing to come to school and discuss about the performance of their children. In 

the same interview schedule, two principals described parents and guardians in the 

following way.  
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“… most of the parents think that it is all the responsibility of the school to deal with the 

performance of children… ” 

 A PTSA member described that representatives of parents appear seldom to attend 

regular PTSA meetings.  

On the other hand, consideration of individual items of table 15 item 47 and items 48 

demonstrate that parents have started to comment o their children‟s homework and to 

describe their satisfaction on performance reports of schools. It can be concluded that the 

community is not aware that their contribution is important to the improvement of 

schools.  

To enhance the credibility of findings interpretation, and conclusions it is necessary to 

exampling about the quality of total mean scores. A 95% confidence intervals have been 

computed for these means. All the three means are within the acceptable range of the 

normal standard distribution. So the above findings and the conclusion about the target 

population are valid.  

Moreover, a 5% significance level test of mean equality has been computed to compare 

opinions of respondent categories. The null hypothesis was that there is no statistically 

significant difference between the opinions of teachers and school leaders. Thus the null 

hypothesis was accepted. It was concluded that there is no statistically significant 

difference between the opinions of teachers and school leaders regarding the issue of 

community involvement. The following section provides data on monitoring and 

evaluation.  

4.2.3 Monitoring and evaluation 

Response results have been summarized and presented in the table shown below.  

Table 12: Mean score response values on monitoring and evaluation 

No Item Respondent categories 

Teachers n= 

125 

School leaders 

n= 43 

Total n=168 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

1 Monitoring and evaluation mechanism 

and SIP plan  

2.64 .678 2.67 .788 2.65 .733 

2 Meeting schedules of school 2.71 .897 2.61 .743 2.66 .820 
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improvement committee  

3 Supervision and support activities of 

SIP committee  

2.81 .945 2.52 .781 2.69 .863 

4 Visiting schedule of higher officials, 

and experts  

2.56 .824 2.78 .899 2.67 .861 

5 Existence of established follow up 

mechanisms  

3.32 .819 3.03 .842 2.78 .831 

 Total  2.81 .852 2.73 .811 2.77 .831 

 

The total means of respondent categories and the overall sample (168) are shown below 

against their corresponding level.  

All the three mean scores are within the range of the low level. Moreover, these mean 

values are much less than the upper threshold limit of the “low level” interval. This 

implies that the monitoring and evaluation practice is remarkably characterized by a low 

level performance. Furthermore, individual consideration of item of table 16 displays that 

each of the activities of the five items are perceived low or ineffective performances by 

both respondent categories.  

In terms of specific activities, the low level performance of monitoring and evaluation 

dimension is interred as follows; monitoring mechanism are not included in the annual 

SIP plan; school improvement committee does not follow up and provide support to 

program activities on continuous basis, higher authorities and experts are not properly 

supervising and supporting SIP programs. It can be concluded that the leadership and 

other stakeholders do not consider monitoring and evaluation to have equal importance as 

the other elements of SIP.  

Interview response also support the above findings. Main instances are expressed as 

follows. One principal confirmed that monitoring and evaluation is being conducted in a 

traditional way 

“Supervision on the performance of teachers in the classroom is considered as the main 

task of monitoring in schools. This type of supervision is, conducted once or sometimes 

twice a year…” 

This was the way the principal expressed monitoring in system. Two supervisors have 

supported this perception of the principal. To ensure the quality of mean and thereby to 
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establish basis for generalization, confidence intervals have been performed for the total 

means at a 95% confidence interval. It was confirmed that all three sample means were 

credible to represent their respective population means. To compare opinions of sample 

categories, a test for equality of two means has been conducted t a 5% significance level. 

The result showed that there were no statistically significant difference between the 

opinions of teachers and school leaders on the issue of monitoring and evaluation 

practices. The following section deals with the summary and response on the major 

dimensions used to measure SIP practices.   

Table 13: Summary of respondents on SIP dimension 

No Item Respondent categories 

Teachers n= 125 School leaders 

n= 43 

Total n=168 

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

1 Planning  2.71 .911 2.60 .842 2.69 .918 

2 Implementation        

3 Teaching learning  2.87 .498 2.89 .881 2.91 .501 

4 School environment  3.36 .664 3.64 778 3.50 .721 

5 Leadership  2.88 .762 2.91 .679 2.89 .721 

6 Community involvement  3.22 .889 3.11 .737 3.17 .813 

7 Sub total  3.08 .703 3.14 .769 3.10 .689 

8 Monitoring and evaluation  2.81 .852 2.73 .811 2.77 .831 

9 Grand total  2.87 .815 2.82 .807 2.85 .831 

 

The table displays the planning, implementation, as well as the mentoring and evaluation 

practices are all in the low level range. Thus it can be concluded that the practice of SIP 

is characterized by a low level of performance.  
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4.2.4 Challenges of SIP 

To identify challenges, mean score values are taken in descending order.  

Table 14: Mean score values on challenges of SIP 

Rank No Challenges Sample 

respondents n=168 

Mean SD 

1 60 In effectiveness of leadership  4.94 .291 

2 62 Demoralization of teachers  4.88 .417 

3 71 Giving priority to non professional 4.87 .432 

4 65 Low attention to academic  4.84 .395 

5 63 Less autonomous working condition of teachers  4.22 .798 

6 67 Complexity of program 4.19 .826 

7 70 Limited capacity of education leaders  4.18 .867 

8 66 Lack of awareness among the community  4.14 .893 

9 68 Lack of material resources  4.08 .741 

10 69 Shortage of money  4.07 .775 

11 61 Mobility of teachers  4.07 .850 

12 64 Poor evaluation and reporting tool  3.97 .886 

 

Respondents were invited to express their opinion on a list of 12 challenges. The result of 

responses were arranged in order of their intensity. The use of mean score comparison 

technique displays that all the 12 challenges fall in the high range level. However, the 

rank order of the items implies the degree of intensify of the challenge. Accordingly, the 

first five challenges were  

 Ineffectiveness of leadership,  

 Demoralization of teachers,  

 The practice of giving priority to non professional duties by leaders,  

 Low attention placed by the leadership to academic excellence of students, and  

 Complicity of program  

Further consideration of challenges shows that the above five major challenges come 

from three sources: leadership, teachers, and program complexity. From this perspective 
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it is observed that 60% of the challenges are attributed to leadership, 20% to teachers and 

20% to program complexity.  

Findings of the previous section have shown that the leadership was characterized by a 

low level performance. The finding on challenges of SIP also support this fact. Thus it 

can be concluded that one of the main factor of the low level performance of the school 

improvement program is the ineffectiveness of leadership.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Summary  

School improvement program with its present domains is a recent initiative in our 

country. As a result, studies conducted so far are no sufficient to provide a complete 

picture on the performance of SIP, as compared to international experiences. Therefore, it 

is important to reflect on SIP practices of our schools so far and thereby draw lessons 

from the strengths and weaknesses. This study is, thus, concerned with the 

implementation and challenges of SIP in secondary schools.  

The objective of the study is to explore school improvement practice and to identify its 

challenge in government secondary schools of Kirkos sub city, Addis Ababa. The target 

population of the study are teachers, principals, supervisors, and PTSA members. A total 

of 168 sample members were taken by using appropriate statistical procedure.  

Reliability statistics has been performed to establish the consistency of measures. All 

cronbach‟s alpha values were greater than 0.700. mean score comparison technique was 

employed to characterize performances as low, moderate, or high levels. A 95% 

confidence interval estimates of parameters have been computed to ensure acceptability 

of mean scores. The result confirmed that sample mean scores were credible adequate to 

make inferences based on sample findings. Moreover, a z-score statistical test procedures 

have been employed to detect whether there is a statistically significant differences 

between perceptions or respondent categories.  

5.1.1 Respondent Characteristics  

Respondents were teachers, principals, supervisors and PTSA members, respondents, for 

analytical purpose, were categorized in to two: teachers and school leaders; where 

principals, supervisors and PTSA members were taken as school leaders.  

Respondent characteristics were capture and analyzed in terms of four demographic 

variables; gender, age, qualification, and tenure. Both females and males were fairly 

represented in the sample. The difference between the number of male and female 
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participants were not that significant to create a gender bias on the data. Majority of 

respondents were well matured, with a high level of qualification and long work 

experience. These observed characteristics are expected to enhance the reliability and the 

quality of data.  

5.1.2 Major Findings  

5.1.2.1 Planning of SIP  

The planning of SIP is not based on results of assessments. Teachers, students and the 

community have a low level of participation in the development of annual SIP plans. On 

the other hand, this situation implies that teachers, students, and the community did not 

have developed sense of responsibility to participate in the planning of SIP.  

5.1.2.2 Implementation of SIP  

Teaching learning  

Target schools environment is influenced by the absence of common values and beliefs. 

School based CPD is not effective in developing the skills of teachers, students have low 

level classroom participation and their performance is not improved. Research outcomes 

are not sued for teaching purposes. This implies that teachers are not actively engaged in 

action researches. Classroom explanation of teachers is not also satisfaction. On the other 

hand, teachers are somewhat seen as models by their students.  

School environment  

There are some findings that make school environment practices better or satisfactory. 

For instance classroom contexts are conducive, laboratory and library materials are 

somewhat fulfilled, reproduction education being taken as part of SIP, student are seen to 

have developed sense of responsibility. On the contrary participation of students in the 

decision making process is not satisfaction, school premises are not attractive, budget are 

not allocated and utilized to protect health and ensure safety of students.  

School Leadership  

Major findings are presented as follows. Strategic plans are developed on the basis of 

research outcomes; activities in school systems do not have consistency; school leaders 
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are not able to communicate organizational values. All these low level performances are 

attributed to a low level knowledge and skill on leadership.  

Community Involvement  

The community did not have developed the culture to involve in school affairs at the 

required level. Schools are not effective in making the community to have interest of 

participation, schools do not have developed school policy to deal with the behavior of 

the community. School also are not getting sufficient support from external organization. 

Each of these low performances are primarily attributed to the low capacity of the school 

leadership. The monitoring and evaluation system is not also effective. It is a problem 

that can primarily be attributed to the low capacity of the leadership.  

5.1.2.3 Challenges  

It is observed that there are many challenges inhibiting the effectiveness of SIP. 

However, the two key problem are ineffectiveness of school leadership and 

demoralization of teachers.  

5.2 Conclusions 

The planning practice of secondary schools of Kirkos sub city is characterized by a low 

level effectiveness. The planning activities are conducted without the proper participation 

of teachers, students and the community. The panning processes do not meet the 

requirements stipulated by the MoE. This shows that major stakeholders did not have 

developed the required level of responsibility towards the program.  

The overall teaching learning process is not satisfactory. The schools did not build a 

common organizational values. This situation may undermine efforts of the school 

community in realizing its vision. The fact that there is no improvement in the 

performance of students implies that professional development activities did not result in 

the improvement of classroom practices of teachers.  

The performance on school environment is relatively better than the performance on 

teaching and learning processes. However, the overall performance on school 

environment still needs improvement and measured from the perspective of requirements 

of MoE.   
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The school leadership is also characterized by a low level effectiveness. It can be 

concluded that there is no competent leadership in secondary school of Kirkos sub city.  

The culture of the community in participating in school affairs is not satisfactory. This 

implies that promotional activities are not effective in creating awareness among the 

community.  

The monitoring and evaluation practice in the secondary school of Kirkos sub city is not 

effective. Monitoring and evaluation processes in the target schools is not being 

conducted according to plans.  

The first five major challenges in the secondary schools of Kirkos sub city are in 

effectiveness of leadership, demoralization of teachers, giving priority to non professional 

duties by the leadership, low attention of leadership to academic excellence of students, 

and the existence of less autonomous working condition of teachers. These major 

challenges may preclude the effective realization of the school improvement  

5.3 Recommendations  

School leaders need to build school cultures that support the establishment of common 

values in the school system. The low level performance of students is attributed to the 

problems in effective classroom practices of teachers. This problem can be addressed by 

strengthening CPD programs at school level. This should be taken as the responsibility or 

teachers and school leaders. 

It is necessary to conduct further investigation in order to identify the root causes for the 

low level performance of school improvement program in the secondary school of 

Kirekos sub city. 

 More training should be given to stakeholders by Addis Ababa city and Kikos sub city 

educational bureau.  
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School leaders should follow a participatory approach in planning, implementing and 

evaluating SIP activities. Trainings and awareness programs should be conducted by 

students, teachers, and the community in the planning of annual SIP plan. 

School environments are to be more improved. This task is the responsibility of school 

leaders and teachers. Participation of students in the decision making process is not sat is 

factory. School administration together with teachers should encourage students and 

provide them with opportunities to make students take part in the decision making 

process. 

Low capacity of school leadership and demoralization of teachers are the two major 

problems. Low capacity of leadership need to be addressed through training arranged by 

higher bodies. Demoralization of teachers is a problem to be addressed through policy 

actions.  

Higher authorities need to arrange training opportunities for school leaders, where school 

leader should reflect on their practices. On continues basis responsible to build their 

leadership capacity by themselves through reading and the use of information 

communication technologies.  

Community involvements in school affairs are not satisfactory. School leaders, teachers, 

and higher authorities are responsible to address then problem. School leaders and 

teachers have to make continuous effort to aware the community. And take part in school 

affairs. Higher authorities should help school leaders and technical supports. 
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                                                   Appendixes A    

Addis Ababa University 

College of Education and Behavioral Studies 

Department of Educational Planning and Management 

Survey questionnaire  

Dear respondents,  

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather data for a study on the practice and 

challenges of school improvement program implementation in secondary schools of 

Kirkos sub city. The study is conducted to develop a thesis in partial fulfillment of the 

requirement for a master degree in school leadership. Your genuine responses are 

important for the successful completion of this thesis. The information you provide will 

used only for academic purpose. Data would be analyzed on aggregate basis. Your 

anonymity is respected. The information you provide will be kept confidential. 

Participation by filling in this questionnaire is fully based on your greet consent. I would 

be very grateful if you could take a few minutes to complete this questionnaire. Thank 

you in advance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Part One  

Background information 

Please put a tick mark () in the box provided  

PTSA= parents teachers student association  

D1. Occupation 

1. Teacher  2. Principal   3. Supervisor  4. PTSA  

D2. Dander   1.Male  2. Female 

D3. Age in years  1. 25 and blow  3. 31-40  

2. 26-30 4. 41 and above  

D4. Qualification  

1. 2
nd

 degree    4. Certificate  

2. 1
st
 degree    5. Others  

3. Diploma  

D5. Work experience in years  

1. 5 and below 4. 16-20  

2. 6-10 5. 21 and above  

3. 11-15 



Part two  

School improvement practice and challenges  

Please put a tick mark () in the cell in front of each item just under your agreement 

level, in the light of SIP activities in your school.  

1= Strongly disagree  2= Disagree  3= Neutral  

4= Agree    5= Strongly agree  

SIP= school improvement program  

Planning practice  

No Items 
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n
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re
e 

D
is
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re

e 
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eu
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A
gr

ee
 

St
ro

n
gl

y 
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re
e 

1 School improvement annual plan is prepared based on 
assessment results  

     

2 The school annually determines its rating on the basis of 
standard behavior descriptors  

     

3 The school offers trainings on school improvement program 
for its members  

     

4 The school allocates sufficient budget for the execution of 
SIP.  

     

5 Teachers participate in the planning of SIP       

6 Teachers have developed sense of responsibility by being 
involved in SIP planning  

     

7 Students are involved in the planning of SIP       

8 Students have developed sense of responsibility through 
being involved in SIP planning.  

     

9 The community is involved in the planning       

10 The community has developed sense of towards SIP 
activities  

     

 

 

 

 



The practice of SIP implementation  

Teaching learning  

No Items 
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 d
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11 Teachers recognize learning differences of students       

12 teachers respect equal rights of students       

13 Teachers respect equal right       

14 The school has established common values       

15 Teachers provide clear explanations to students       

16 Teachers are role models to their students       

17 Teaching practice is based o n research findings       

18 Teachers demonstrate sound qualification in their 

subjects 

     

19 Records show improvement in student 

performances  

     

20 Teachers perform in compliance with annual and 

daily lesson plans  

     

21 Students are engaged in reflections of classroom 

lessons  

     

22 Appropriate feedback instrument are in place in the 

school system  

     

23 Teachers use appropriate evaluation methods       

24 Students have shown improvement in classroom 

participation  

     

 



School environment 

No Items 
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 d
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25 Favourable and inspiring classroom contexts. Have 

enhanced students learning motivation  

     

26 The school has secured attractive premises and fen fence       

27 The school has standard teaching aids, laboratory, and 

library materials  

     

28 There is adequate access to toilets       

29 The school has access to information and 

communication technology for teaching purpose  

     

30 The school has established a culture of student 

participation in decision making  

     

21 Students have equal opportunity to participate in school 

leadership  

     

32 Allocated budget has been properly utilized for students 

health and safety  

     

33 Reproductive health issues have been integrated in 

school improvement programs  

     

34 Students demonstrate acceptable sense of responsibility       

35 Parents are satisfied with the delivery of special needs 

education  

     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Leadership and management  

No Items 
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36 Strategic plans are prepared based on the outcomes of 

self-evaluation  

     

37 School activities are implemented consistently       

38 Organizational values, ethical standards and objectives 

are made known to the school community  

     

39 The school has clearly set tool to communicate and 

implement its overall strategic plan  

     

40 The school leadership states about school goals and 

outcomes  

     

41 The school has laid down teacher‟s mentoring and 

coaching system  

     

42 Leadership members have been able to participate in 

leadership trainings  

     

43 Positive mutual relationship has been fostered in the 

school community  

     

44 The school has professional procedures for peaceful 

resolution of disputes  

     

45 School leaders have undertaken professionals duties to 

a certain programs are sustainable.  

     

 

 

 

 

 



Community involvement 

No Items 
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46 Number of parents who attend school events 

have improved  

     

47 Parents comment on their children’s homework       

48 Parents indicated high satisfaction rate about 

reporting processes  

     

49 Parents teacher association and sub city 

education management and training boards 

participate actively  

     

50 School records documented the number of 

parents and guardian who help the school  

     

51 There is a school policy which embraces 

community involvements  

     

52 Internal rules of the school have integrated 

community participation  

     

53 External organizations support the learning uses 

effective media to promote its current activity in 

a large scale.  

     

54 The school uses effective media to promote its 

current activity in a large scale  

     

 



Monitoring and evaluation  

No Items  
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55 The school annual SIP plans incorporates monitory 

and evaluation mechanisms  

     

56 The school improvement program committee has 

fixed meeting schedule to monitor and evaluate SIP 

performances.  

     

57 The school improvement committee supervises and 

provides support to activities of the program on 

continuous basis  

     

58 Higher authorities, supervisors and experts have 

fixed schedules to visit the school and its SIP 

activities.  

     

59 Follow up on SIP activities are conducted according 

to established monitoring and evaluation 

mechanism  

     

 

 

 

 

 



Challenges of school  

Improvement program 

No Items 
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60 In effectiveness of leadership       

61 Mobility of teachers and principals       

62 Demoralization of teachers due to their low level living 

condition  

     

63 Less autonomous working condition of teachers       

64 Poor evaluating and reporting tool       

65 Low attention placed by school leader to academic 

excellence of students  

     

66 Lack of awareness among the community       

67 Complexity of program       

68 Lack of material resources       

69 Shortage of money       

70 Limited capacity of educational leaders.       

71 Giving priority to non-professional activities       

 

 

 



                                                 Appendix B 

Addis Ababa University 

College of education and behavioral studies 

Interview Questions  

1. How does your school develop its annual plan of SIP?  

2. How do you evaluate the implementation of though four domains of SIP?  

3. How do you perceive the impact of SIP on the academic excellence of students?  

4. What is your view towards the monitoring and evaluation system of your school?  

5. What are the major challenges of SIP?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


