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ABSTRACT 

The attempt of the study was to diagnose and illuminate the current practice of GZSS in 
improving school effectiveness through SBER with the intention of suggesting and amplifying 
best practices and alleviating the challenges. To this end, both quantitative and qualitative 
research approaches were used for data collection and analysis. The subjects of the study were 
187 teachers 6 principals, and 12, 4 and 2, WEO, GZED officers and GZTA chair and vice 
chairpersons respectively. Questionnaire was used to collect data from teachers. Interviews were 
held with principals and educational officers to complement the information obtained through 
questionnaire. Focus group discussion with 16 teachers from two schools and document analysis 
were made to validate and triangulate information from different sources. Descriptive statistics 
(mean, standard deviation and percentage), chi- square and total mean score were used to analyze 
quantitative data. The results of teachers' questionnaire, principals' interview and focus group 
discussion were found significantly consistent on the issues raised. However, discrepancy was 
observed between the results of educational officers' interview and the information from 
teachers' regarding teachers' readiness (perception and research competence) towards the role of 
SBER. Teachers' readiness towards SBER was found to be encouraging though 41.7% of them 
were engaged in SBER. Majority of the research works (47. 1%) focused on fragmented and 
specific classroom skills rather than unified school wide academic issues. The practice of 
identifying the cause of educational problems and seeking solutions with SBER was found at 
infancy stage in GZSS. The involvement and support of the principal and educational officers in 
promoting SBER in GZSS was found minimal and superficial. The major factors that impede 
teachers from involving in SBER were: unsupportive culture, luck of financial support, work 
overload and the lack of facilities of the school. Hence, it was recommended that the school 
principals and educational officers at various levels should create supportive research culture to 
overcome the challenges; short term practical refresher courses should be designed at WEO/ZED 
levels to capacitate teachers' research competence, principals and the educational officers at 
WEO/ZED or REB should scale up best research works through structured experience and best 
research performers should be motivated. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Education is a cornerstone of any economic and social development. It improves the productive 

capacity of societies and their political, economic and scientific institutions (Lockheed & 

Verspoor, 1991). In line with this, Todaro (1985) reiterated that education of a nation, not its 

capital or its material resources, that ultimately determine the character and pace of its economic 

and social development. Moreover, Harbison as cited in (Todaro, 1985, p. 363) expounded it as ~ 

follows: 

Human resources... constitute the ultimate basis for wealth of nations. 
Capital and natural resources are passive factors of production; human beings 
are active agents who accumulates capital, exploit natural resources, build 
social, economic and political organizations, and carry forward national 
development. 

The role of education and human capital in promoting the growth of economles and 

improvements in human being is broadly recognized. A country is unable to develop anything 

else unless it develops the skills and knowledge of its people and utilizes them effectively in the 

national economy. However, the ability of education and training system to fulfill these roles 

depends on the response of the educational institutions for change, and/or teachers' readiness 

(competence), commitment and the curriculum in ways that meet the needs of today's and 

tomorrow's citizens (UNESCO, 2001). 

Nations are striving to expand and improve the primary, secondary and tertiary education. 

Expanding and improving educational institutions requires necessary inputs and appropriate 

processes, which are most of the time a challenge for developing countries. Moreover, the actual 

1 



• 

.. 

situations in the already established institutions have been found to have different hindrances, 

which need to be alleviated through different mechanisms. Educational research helps better in 

identifying and solving the problems at all educational levels since it results in the augmentation 

of schools effectiveness and efficiency together with real contribution to the societal 

development. As Rite (2001) and Lewin (2008) annotated, efficiency and effectiveness are key 

issues in this context and educational systems are expected to prove capable of standing up to 

maximize internal efficiency (performance) and to bring educational changes that make students 

aspire and bring the nation's development. 

According to Wang et al as cited in Carrivick and O'Donoghue (1997), the changes in education 

should be grounded in a knowledge base derived from research. This body of knowledge is trying 

to give answers to two fundamental questions: 

1. What do schools really look like in their daily operations and what do they need to be 

more effective, and 

2. Row do schools develop and change over time? 

The intention of the first question is making schools more effective by taking best experience of 

effective schools and scaling it up for other schools. This point of view is considered to be the 

central question for school effectiveness. The second one is a central question for school 

improvement practice about development and planned change in schools (Avalos, 1994). 

As the international educational reform movement, the school effectiveness and the school 

improvement knowledge paradigms have different intellectual, methodological, and theoretical 

history. According to Bollen (1996), the school improvement knowledge has always to be 

transferred in to improvement strategies based on a series of interventions by different actors in 

the improvement system. On the other hand, as to Townsend's (1994) review, much ofth school 
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effectiveness researches have focused upon identifying the characteristics associated with 

effective schools in the hope that this knowledge will somehow help other schools to become 

more effective . 

Concerning their special features, McGaw (1997) has stated that School improvement is cost 

neutral since schools can be more effective by better using the existing resources without any 

additional resources just by increasing schools' internal efficiency. Its orientation is dynamic, 

focusing upon change over time, whereas the orientation of school effectiveness is a static one 

with the steady state of effectiveness. 

The effectiveness of a school can be evaluated through a positivistic quantitative evaluation 

tradition of school effectiveness paradigm. For school improvement tradition, the improvement 

has been evaluated through qualitative and naturalistic oriented evaluation rather than 

quantitative measurements (Stoll and Reynolds, 1997). 

Scheerens (2000) has also used the school effectiveness knowledge base to examine relevant 

approaches to enhancing effectiveness and maximizing internal efficiency in all school and above 

school levels. He has suggested that a multi-level research approach for school effectiveness 

planning might be the most appropriate particularly for developing countries. He has also given 

much attention for the importance of school-self evaluation since the evaluation process in itself 

can contribute to enhancing effectiveness. The basic assertion of the research literature on school 

effectiveness is that individual schools can make a difference to student achievement (Bennett, 

2004). 

However, Reynolds and Pack as cited in Townsend (1994) are with different thought. They have 

argued that making schools more effective in practice seems a different matter since most 

3 



researchers know considerably more about the characteristics of good schools than how to make 

good schools. 

As Stoll and Reynold (1997) have justified, real change will be sustained only when the tradition 

of school effectiveness is merged with the tradition of school improvement, planned-change and 

staff development since it empowers and supports the school and the teachers for growth and 

effectiveness. For MacBeath and Mortimore (2001) and McGaw (1997) the time for integration 

of both knowledge paradigms has come since the two paradigms are integrally and "umbilically" 

related. 

To this effect, school based educational (action) research can be the best strategy to make schools 

more effective by exploiting the knowledge of the two traditions. In this regard, Tafel and Fischer 

(2001) have depicted that school based educational (action) research can support educational 

quality by helping teachers tryout new strategies, which, in turn, can provide a more solid 

foundation for school wide improvement . Similarly, Robson (2002) has noted that since the 

central goal of School Based Educational Research (SBER) is improvement and involvement, it 

can be a powerful strategy in the process of making schools more effective. Its nature and its 

approaches also signify that SBER can be a sustainable foundation for enhancing school 

effectiveness theoretically as well as practically. 

From the above justification, one can deduce that SBER promotes school effectiveness as well as 

improvement by searching for ways to increase the total learning output of the schooling system 

without increasing total system costs. It uses value added approach which helps to enhance and 

monitor students' achievement and disciplinary problems and to maximize overall schools' 
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efficiency. For this reason, some major and common variables of school effectiveness and school 

improvement were identified and used for conceptualization of this study. 

Having realized its significance for educational improvement, school based educational research 

has been given special attention in the current Education and Training Policy (ETP), (TGE, 

1994). For example, as stated in the policy document, "Research of practical societal impact will 

be given priority and the necessary steps will also be taken to facilitate the coordinated efforts of 

all those concerned" (TGE, 1994, p. 27). 

To make this practical at school level, Guraghe Zone Educational Department (GZED) has 

assigned, educational research "experts" in all the fifteen Woreda Educational Offices (WEOs). 

The major task of these experts is facilitating necessary conditions for conducting and utilizing 

educational research and disseminating best teacher research works in their Woredas. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Schools may differ in performance even though they might be more or less equal in telms of 

pupils' innate abilities and socio-economic background because of school related factors. It is 

widely used that the performance of a school can be expressed as the output of the school and 

measured in terms of the average achievement of the pupils and its internal efficiency. The 

determinant school factors for enhancing school effectiveness, as Farrell and Oliviera (1994) 

argued are educational equipment and instructional material, teachers and parents, supportive 

staff and administrative service, building and furniture and research and training capabilities. The 

lack of any of these may render educational service ineffective. 
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The central theme of school based educational research is to diagnose effective educational 

practices by those who are actually experiencing the problems with the purpose of finding and 

implementing solutions to those problems using local resources. "Opening the doorway to 

improvement from the inside of the school" (Halsall & Carter, 1998, p.83) can widen and 

broaden its implementation and perpetuate school effectiveness. 

According to Ministry of Education (MoE,2004) teachers at all levels are not only invited but 

also obliged to conduct school based educational (action) research for professional growth and 

development and promotion to the next professional career. 

Though SBER might be undertaken at all levels, the following three points made the researcher 

focus on Guraghe Zone Secondary Schools: 

1. Secondary school teachers are in a better position to conduct and utilize SBER as 

compared to primary school teachers since most of them are graduated with a BA degree 

from higher institutions with an imposed major mission of teaching and conducting 

research (MoE, 2004) 

2. The researcher has a firsthand experience in relation to research related activities at high 

schools found in Guraghe Zone Secondary Schools (GZSS) while working as a teacher 

and school principal for five years. 

3. Moreover the researcher has expected an increase in the production of research works 

conducted by high school teachers since the share of qualified teacher for the level (9-12) 

in GZSS has grown from 56% in 2002/3 to 74% in 2007/8 (GZED, 2008) could be 

witnessing the increment in potential for conducting a research. 

However, much of school related educational problems (inconsistent students' achievement, high 

educational wastage, students' disciplinary problems, students and teachers' lateness and 
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absenteeism, teachers' turnover and the like) have not yet been systematically studied and solved 

in GZSS. As observed from the GZED 2007/8 Annual Educational Report, for example, 

students' achievement in national examination ( students who scored 2.0 and above in Grade10th 

EGESCE) has dropped from 73.1 %in 2002/3 to 56.3% in 2007/8. Besides, 159 teachers, 24% 

(38) of them were Degree holders, left from the Zone in the year of 2007/8. As mentioned in the 

Annual Report, out of 666 school -based educational (action) research works which were 

conducted in 2007/8 academic year, 5.3% (35) of them were conducted by GZSS teachers 

(GZED, 2008). The discrepancy between low students' achievement and relatively high teachers' 

involvement (as compared to the past ten years) in SBER was one of the impetuses for the 

researcher to weigh the relevance of the research works for improving students' achievement. 

On the other hand, there are some educational research works on secondary schools which are, to 

some extent, related to the concern of this paper. These include studies done by Seyoum (1998), 

Hussen (2000), Yalew (2000), Yeshimebrat (2000), Abraham (2004), Ashenafi (2007); Yibeltal 

(2006). Most of these studies focused on teacher's involvement in educational research and the 

factors that have contributed to the low output of educational research. 

Most of these research works did not include the views and roles (contributions) of educational 

officials and experts in conducting and utilizing as well as "cross-fertilizing" best research 

activities at Woreda and zonal level. Moreover, some of them were conducted before eight years 

on different research sites from the site of this study. Besides, these studies were focusing on one 

methodology either quantitative or qualitative. 

The present study, therefore, tries to assess the current practice of enhancing school effectiveness 

through school based educational research in GZSS using qualitative and quantitative 

approaches. 
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Accordingly, the study tried to address the following basic research questions: 

1. How is the GZSS Teachers' Readiness (potential) to carryout SBER for school 

effectiveness? 

~ What is the perception of teachers towards the contribution of SBER for school 

effecti veness? 

~ Do teachers have the necessary knowledge and skill to conduct SBER? 

2. How is the practice (trend) of identifying the causes of educational problems and seeking 

solutions in GZSS in the process of making schools more effective with SBER? 

~ What is the current status of GZSS teachers' involvement in production ofSBER? 

~ Are the research works in GZSS aligned with school effectiveness academic issues 

(students' achievement and school efficiency)? 

~ What is the research culture of the GZSS looking like? 

3. What roles does the leadership play in enhancing school effectiveness through SBER? 

~ To what extent principals and local educational officers involve and support SBER? 

~ How are best teacher researchers and their research works being remunerated and 

disseminated at school, WEO and ZED levels respectively? 

4. What conditions affect and/or facilitate the production and utilization of SBER for school 

effectiveness? 

5. What measures need to be taken to ameliorate the challenges and effectuate consistent and 

satisfactory SBER work in GZSS? 

1.3. Objective of the Study 

The main objectives of this study are to: 
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• explore the extent of teachers' readiness (perception and research competence) to carry 

out SBER for school effectiveness. 

• assess the extent of GZSS teachers' involvement in conducting and utilizing school-based 

educational research. 

• analyze the CUlTent practice of the GZSS, WEOs and ZED in facilitating to conduct and 

utilize, and disseminate results of the research work at GZSS, WEOs and ZED levels. 

• examine the relevance of educational research works for enhancing school effectiveness. 

diagnose the factors that affect and/or facilitate educational research activities in the 

Guraghe Zone Secondary Schools. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

It is widely recognized that educational research, in general and school-based educational 

research in particular, is one of the best vehicle to reach quality education for which most schools 

are dying to achieve. However, very little educational research work has been done in the field. 

Thus, this study may be important in various ways. 

Firstly, since the study is informative and timely, practitioners especially teachers and principals 

may gain some practical insight that is quite useful to make their school effective and their 

professional development through school-based research. 

Secondly, it enables planners and decision makers at various levels to see the different factors 

(school and out-of-school) that negatively or positively affect conducting, utilizing and 

disseminating educational research. Identifying the constraints might help them to play their roles 

for effective functioning of schools. 
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Thirdly it is also significant in putting forward recommendations to sustain the best practices in 

school effectiveness and to ameliorate the weaknesses for improving overall school efficiency 

through educational research. 

Finally, it may serve as a stepping stone for further study in the area. It may also serve as a 

aluable source of literature on the subject studied which strengthen the capacity of practitioners 

to conduct their own research on issues that matter to them. 

1.5. Delimitation of the Study 

Making schools effective through educational research is a burning issue throughout the country 

at all levels. The study would have been more comprehensive if it had embraced all schools in the 

SNNPRS as well as in the country. However, a large scale study requires much resource, time 

and manpower. Therefore this study was confined to teachers and principals in GZSS and ZED 

and WEOs experts to make the study manageable and understand it better. 

The dependent variables of the study were teachers' involvement in SBER activities, school 

efficiency, and students' achievement in GZSS (9-12). Whereas, the independent variables were 

confined on teachers' readiness (perceptions and competence) towards SBER, the practice of 

schools and the local educational authorities in terms of production, utilization and dissemination 

of SBER and motivational strategy since the current Education and Training Policy (ETP) being 

implemented in secondary school level (2000). 

1.6. Limitation of the Study 

One of the major limitations encountered in accomplishing this research work was the 

inadequacy of literature works produced in Ethiopia on the subject studied. Due to this, much of 
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the literature of this study had built on foreign-based experiences of making of schools more 

effective. 

In order to accomplish this study with the available time and financial resources, the scope was 

limited to only six secondary schools of one zone. 

The aforementioned points might pose their own degree of limitation on the conclusiveness of 

this paper. 

1.7. Operational Definition of Basic Terms 

School effectiveness: in this context, it refers to the degree of school performance in achieving 

its goals (students' achievement, school efficiency, and the like) 

Research practice: it refers to conducting, utilizing and disseminating the works of teacher 

researchers. 

School based educational research: it refers to the systematic investigation of solutions to 

education problems for school improvement by school teacher in the 

school setting. 
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CHAPTER 2: Review of Related Literature 

This part of the research attempts to review and discuss the literature on issues that are highly 

connected with school effectiveness and school based educational research. 

2.1. The Essence of SBER and Issues of School Effectiveness 

Many may perceive school based educational (action) research in different ways. For Denscombe 

(2004), the nature of school based educational research encompasses four defining 

characteristics: practical (applied nature), change oriented, cyclical process and participatory. Its 

practicality, as the author has furthered, is aimed at dealing with real world problems and issues 

at work and organizational setting in pragmatic ways. It is considered as change oriented since it 

discovers practical problems to bring change and improvement. It also involves cyclical feedback 

loop in which initial findings generate possibilities for change .This helps for better 

implementation and then evaluation as prelude for further investigation. School based educational 

research requires the active participation of the researcher and practitioners (usually teachers and 

administrators).Its cyclical nature needs an on going professional commitment. Furthermore, 

Kemmis (2001) and Zuberskerritt (1996, as cited in Denscombe, 2004) have categorized its 

approaches in to three based on its objectives: technical, practical and emancipatory (critical) 

approaches. 

According to these authorities, technical approach alms at improving the effectiveness of 

educational or managerial practices. The researchers as well as practitioners are expected to 

examine particular output and its determinants. 
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Practical approach aims at improving the practitioners understanding that helps them evaluate 

their work and professional development .The researcher's role is to encourage practical 

deliberation and self-reflection on the part of the practitioners. This, in the words of Sarantakos 

(2005, p. 334) is "empowerment of participants to effect change in their own environment." 

Emancipatory (critical) approach, on the other hand, aims not only at technical and practical 

improvement but also at changing the system itself and its conditions, which hinder from desired 

improvement. This approach enforces to examine the structure of the school and identifying the 

causes of the problem for positive change. 

Succinctly, as Altrichter, Posch and Somekh (1993) reiterated, the theoretical foundation of 

school based educational research can be viewed from two major rationalities: technical and 

reflective. The technical rationality is used in the classical Research-Development-Dissemination 

(RDD) model of innovation. The basic assumptions of this rational can be stated as follows: 

• There are general solutions to practical problems. 

• These solutions can be developed outside the natural setting like research or 

administrati ve centers. 

The solution can be translated in to teachers' actions by means of publications, training, 

administrative orders, etc. 

According to Altrichter, Posch and Somekh (1993), reflective rationality follows the 

following three different assumptions: 

• Complex practical problems demand specific solutions . 

• These solutions can be developed only inside the context in which the problem arises and 

in which the practitioner is a crucial and determining element. 

/. 
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· The solutions cannot be successfully applied to other contexts but they can be made 

accessible to other practitioners as hypotheses to be tested. 

The second assumption seems more pronounced than the first one for improving school 

effectiveness ttu'ough school based educational research. But what is school effectiveness and 

what conditions can affect it? 

The concept and issues of school effectiveness may be used in various contexts to refer to highly 

diverse set of phenomena. For example, as Scheerens (2000) has noted, economists have seen 

school effectiveness as the degree of productivity of a school based on the context, input/process­

output variables. Whereas, instructional psychologists have viewed school effectiveness in 

relation to classroom management such as time on task and variables associated with 

instructional strategies. On the other hand, general education experts and educational sociologists 

have looked at issues of school effectiveness associated with school organization like leadership 

style. 

Similarly, commonwealth Secretariat (1993) has also explained it in terms of the view and 

perception of different stakeholders: principals may see it as the pupil's performance in the 

external examination, while parents may perceive it in the way that pupils behave at home and 

their performance at national examinations. The society may consider the school effectiveness in 

association with the good moral behavior of the children whereas the government may perceive 

and define it using a combination of both perceptions. Moreover, Scheerens and Bosker (1997) 

have associated the definition and concept of school effectiveness with the quality of education as 

a set of factors that have a positive impact on students' achievement in the basic school SUbjects. 

In this regard by analyzing global experiences, Firdissa (2008) has found that the concept and 

issues of effectiveness (productivity, efficiency, the interaction of context- input-precess-output) 
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can also be considered as indicators of educational quality. On the other hand, some scholars, like 

Sergiovanni (1995), have confined its definition and concept with "students' achievement in 

basic skill as measured by achievement tests" (p.146). 

However, the above scholars may agree that the school effectiveness refers to the impact of out­

of-school and school related factors present in a given school that has a positive effect upon its 

students' achievement and related things as outcome. Effectiveness enhancing factors may stem 

from within school and out of school conditions. A school can strengthen its effectiveness from 

each department "cross-fertilizing" and amplifying best practices across the school. Alternatively, 

effectiveness enhancing conditions may come from the top down as directive leadership, school 

policies, a vision, etc to which departments and teachers agreed upon (MacBeath and Mortimore, 

2001). 

In this regard, many educational effectiveness studies have identified numerous effectiveness 

enhancing conditions implicitly or explicitly. However, the following conditions are common and 

most frequently cited among other things, achievements oriented school policy, educational 

leadership, safe and orderly school culture and climate (ethos), positive motivational strategies, 

promoting self-evaluation potential, and ensuring stakeholders involvement. The quality of 

instmction and curriculum are embedded in each condition (Townsend, 1994; Scheerens and 

Bosker, 1997; Gannicott and Throsby, 1998; Law and Glover, 2000; Scheerens, 2000; Harris and 

Maijs, 2005). According to the current School hnprovement Program (SIP) manual (MoE, 2007), 

the above school effectiveness conditions are recognized as school improvement domains. 
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School Based Educational Research as a Foundation for School Effectiveness 

Education is a systematic training and instruction that aims at imparting and developing 

knowledge, skills, societal values and the like to learners. To achieve this, there is a need to have 

an effective school that make learner best able for what they are being prepared. 

To exemplify this, to change a school for any better, going to school context (natural setting) 

might be a must. To peel the layers of the problems for improvement, contextual and need-based 

educational research from the inside is indispensable. In this regard, MacBeth and Mortimore 

(2001) have briefed that the impetus for real change should be built from practitioners ' view and 

the perceptions of students rather than from top-down diktats. 

For Birkland (2001), educational research bridges and compromises the top-down and the 

bottom-up approaches to a policy. Since it enables to pin point the weakness and identify areas of 

improvement of each approach, it paves the road for desired and sustainable educational change. 

Moreover, as Hobson (2001) has justified, one of the fundamental benefits of doing teacher 

research (school based educational research) is getting the opportunity it affords for teachers in 

order to perceive the real world a little more freshly. As he has also noted, it can ensure two 

things at once-being close to the matter at hand and developing the perspectives that come from 

the outsiders. Macdonald and Wisdon (2002) have also expounded by providing evidences that 

why educational research at school level is essential for educational change and how 

indispensable it is to judge the effectiveness of the change. For Bogdan and Biklen (1992), school 

based educational (action) research enables teachers to understand their work better, increase 

their awareness of the problem and rise their commitment for solving the problem and school 

betterment. 
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Realizing it as a foundation for school effectiveness, Scott and Usher (2000) have confined the 

objectives of SBER for enhancing school effectiveness into three major intelTelated and 

interactive aspects: 

1. The improvement of practice (action), 

2. The improvement of the practitioner's perception towards the practice (understanding) 

3. The improvement of the situation or context in which the practice takes place (school 
setting) 

These imply that SBER can serve as a source of theoretical and practical knowledge that helps to 

replace the traditional practices by new ones and upgrade the best practices of educational 

processes. Thus, the interaction of contextual and process variables and their effect can best be 

understood through a research that exposes the pros and cons they possess. For this to happen, 

SBER and issues of effectiveness should be interconnected like a ladder whose parts liked by 

cross pieces. This is to mean that if the school has a strong educational research culture; it may 

have the potential to amend the flaws that halts it from being effective. 

Research Concerns for School Effectiveness 

Before proceeding any further, it is, first, appropriate to get ideas about major bodies of research 

that address issues of school effectiveness. In this regard, Scheerens (2000) has identified five 

major bodies of research that addressed issues of school effectiveness. These are: 

1. Research that considers the equality of educational outcome: this kind of research focused 

on how schools affect the equality of outcome. 

2. Research that considers educational production: this body of research stressed how input 

variables (Student/teacher ratio, per student expenditure, and teacher's experience etc.) 

affect students' achievement. 
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It can also be called input-output study oriented research. The Education Sector 

Development Program (ESDP) III of the SNNPR-REB (2005) has highly favored this 

educational production function (input variables) as (output/outcome) determinants. 

3. Research that considers school as organization: this body of research focused on how the 

process (throughput) and contextual conditions affect the output (students ' achievement, 

intelligence and the like): this body of research is widely known as school effectiveness. 

4. Research that considers issues of instructional effectiveness: this kind of research paid 

attention the impact of individual teacher activities at classroom level on the students' 

achievement. 

5. Research that had been identified lately is that which considers Evaluation of 

Compensatory Programs. This kind of research has focused on examining how specific 

curricula affect students' achievement. 

These bodies of research have been used as a benchmark for many scholars in the field like 

Townsend (1994), Scheerens and Bosker (1997), and Scheerens (2000). Though the above 

research concerns of school effectiveness differ in variables (independent and dependent), 

discipline and main study topic, there is high degree of agreement (commonality) between 

and among them. In this regard, Scheerens (2000, p. 13) has verified this on his Meta analysis 

study and expounded it as follows: "In recent school effectiveness studies those various 

approaches to educational effectiveness have been integrated, namely in their conceptual 

modeling and choice of variables. At technical level, multi level analysis has contributed 

significantly to this development." 
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Similarly, Scheerens and Bosker (1997) have reviewed many educational studies to identify 

which factors (context, input, process) matter most for school output. The results of the Meta 

analyses have shown that resource and other material inputs might be important (necessary) but 

not sufficient conditions in explaining school outputs. According to their research findings, 

school wide characteristics (context and process variables) were found consistently related to 

students ' achievement. This situation led them to develop a proposition that schools can make a 

difference on students' achievement. 

This argument is also the major tenet for this current research. The internal working environment 

of the system can greatly determine the quality of school output and outcome. Thus, by 

researching the process and contextual factors, it is possible to improve the quality of the output 

and the overall school effectiveness. 

2.2. The Role of Educational Research for Improving School Effectiveness 

Research literatures have reiterated that educational research is very important to make school 

more effective. But how does the act of SBER relate to enhance school effectiveness? As Hussen 

(2000, p. 235) has posited, the role of educational research is: "to improve education by 

discovering the best ways of doing educational activities and establishing principles by which 

these activities are guided. Accordingly, it enables to economize efforts, to prevent wastage, to 

increase efficiency and vitalize the function of our work." Gichuru (1993) has also added that 

SBER is a means to discover effective practices and procedures for the improvement of 

curriculum quality, instructional quality school ethos, and the quality output and outcomes. 

Following are some major roles of school based educational research for enhancing school 

effecti veness. 
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Building School Ethos and Shared Vision 

The concept of school ethos comprise a set of behavioral school cultures and climate variables that 

are somewhat related to both goals and management behavior of the school (Commonwealth 

ecretariat, 1993; OFSTED, 1995). 

According to Denison (1990), school ethos refers to the underlying values, beliefs, and principles 

that serve as the primary source of motivated and coordinated activity. It can also be associated 

with a common perception, or a common reaction of individuals to a pertinent situation including 

satisfaction, resistance and involvement of individuals in school activities like conducting 

educational research. As Maehr and Midgley (1996, p.56) have argued, that school ethos is " a 

matter of mind ..... that coordinate living and working together, simplify decision making, reduce 

conflict, and generally make group life viable." This implies the perception or thought of 

individuals that evolved out of the interdependent groups can strength or weaken the efficiency of 

the organization and the quality of output (students' achievement). 

Owens (1987) has also reiterated the importance of school ethos and shared vision as follows: " ... 

the power of values and culture rather than procedures and control system, provide the ' glue' that 

holds them together, stimulates commitment to a common mission, and galvanizes the creativity 

and energy of their participants" (p. 165). 

For this to happen, SBER can guide and bind together the fragmented efforts towards a specific 

and desired goal. Importantly, when the staff and students begin to envision what kind of goal they 

desire and how they want to reach it can bring meaningful success in their future (Tafel & Fischer, 

2001). 

This may not be true by wish only, but also by searching ways through SBER that bring consensus 

among school community. In school effectiveness context, the heart and soul of the instructional 
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process is students' achievement. In this regard, Maehr and Midgley (1996) have emphasized that 

students mnst have highest priority since they are the "ultimate client" and "ultimate product" of 

any school. Achievement oriented school policy based on identifying real causes of the 

educational problem through research may help individuals who engage in any instructional 

course of action by guiding and directing them, what and how to achieve the desired output and 

measure appropriately. This shows that how important SBER is to build and strengthen good 

relationship and satisfaction among individuals by internalizing school norms and values. As 

Scheerens and Bosker (1997) expounded, achievement oriented policy based on early 

identification of learning difficulties encompasses a number of considerations including: 

• 

• 

• 

A clear and shared vision on cognitive and non-cognitive skills in line with the intent of 

the curriculum; 

Fostering high expectations on students' achievement at school and staff level; 

Using of records of students' progress for comparing the school academic success with 

other schools and within its earlier performance. 

These scholars have furthered that when teachers have high expectations on their students' 

achievement, the level of achievement will also be higher. They have given major 

propositions for this: 

1. Students will be motivated and striven to achieve the required goal with the help of 

teachers' positive attitude 

2. Knowing the level of students' achievement, teachers will also create realistic expectation 

that makes their level of commitment increases. 
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To conclude the argument, having high expectation characteristics can be a cause for high level 

of students and schools performance 

Developing Contextual Motivational Strategy 

Moti ational strategy for school staffs and students as well is one of the prerequisite conditions 

of enhancing school effectiveness. Brown (1994) and Moore (1992) have given theoretical 

justifications for motivation based on cognitive, behaviorist and humanist perspectives. As the 

above authorities reviewed, Cognitivists believe that motivation is innate drive that pushes 

persons to think and act in to a particular direction, While; Behaviorists justify motivation in 

terms of external stimuli and reinforcement as a reward for the desired behavior and punishment 

for the unwelcome behaviors. Humanists, on the other hand, explain motivation as the need for 

personal growth and the development of intrinsic needs engaging in an activity for its own sake. 

From the above views, one can understand that positive motivation is the cause of behavior 

which is necessary to improve and accomplish effective tasks. Besides positive motivation may 

emerge from two sources: internal and external. 

However, ICDR (1999) and Commonwealth Secretariat (1993) have argued that internal 

(intrinsic) motivation which comes from within teachers job satisfaction is more effective than 

external (extrinsic) motivation that stems often from fear of punishment or incentives as a reward. 

On the other hand, Femmerer and Thiagarajan (1994) have inclined towards extrinsic motivation 

than intrinsic ones. Their major argument seems that external motivation can be one of the 

instruments to develop teachers' internal motives and it is perceived as a means to an end. 

AEDIBE 0 (2003) has also believed that, the effectiveness of teachers' work moti e dep nds on 

a set of factors like working condition, management and professional developm nt, incentive 

mechanisms, supervisory service and support. 
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By researching different motivational strategies, Murane (1994) has found that a uniform salary 

schedule may not motivate teachers sufficiently for outstanding performance. Instead, there may 

be better making awards to best performers every year at local, regional and national levels to 

elicit productive responses from teachers. From this, one may learn that SBER can playa role in 

developing situational or contextual motivation strategy by assessing the different needs of the 

school staff. 

In general, the teachers' willingness to perform their responsibilities effectively can be influenced 

by the following motivational conditions: 

• Teachers' satisfaction with the curriculum and the nature and availability of 

instructional support; 

• Opportunity professional promotion and advancement; 

• Status in the community; 

• Working situation like unsafe school environment, workload; 

• Positive interpersonal communication with staff, students and parents; 

• Personal needs - the need for self-respect (Commonwealth Secretariat, 1993; 

Scheerens and Bosker, 1997). 

Building Stakeholders Involvement 

Education can be considered as a labor intensive business since large number of stakeholders 

(teachers and principals, students and parents, governments and communities) devote their time, 

knowledge, effort, money and the like to improve its productivity. Accordingly, to make schools 

create a real difference on students' achievement, SBER is inevitable to hannonize and 

complement stakeholders' joint efforts, abilities and interests one another (Becker and Baumol, 

1996). As revealed in Townsend's (1994) study in Australia, a collaborative research strategy like 
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SBER should make the stakeholders involve in school policymaking process, service-delivery, 

community and teachers' professional development, cost effective school activities, students' 

academic performance etc. 

Beside this, as MacBeath and Mortimore (2001) have recommended, there must be positive 

collaboration with 'critical friends' (professional educational researchers) to solve educational 

problems as well as to enhance school effectiveness. Emphasizing the involvement of 'critical 

friends' in school matters, Burnaford (2001, p. 216) has also stated the following: "researchers 

could explore the intersection of mandated goals for school reform and individual teachers' 

needs, interests, and challenges." Similarly, in the Ethiopian context, the TESO document (MOE, 

2003) has appreciated and promoted the collaboration of Teacher Education Institutions in 

making school more effective through educational research. 

Empowering Self Evaluative Potential 

In its educational context, evaluation can be explained as a process of determining the worth of 

instruction based on collecting reliable and valid data. Identifying the strength and weakness of 

an organization (school) through research helps the decision/policy makers at various levels to 

revise the instruction, to improve its effectiveness or to take a request for rehearing (Tessmer, 

1993). 

This can be carried out by internal (self- evaluators) and external evaluators (researchers). 

Realizing its significant for school effectiveness, MacBeath and Mortimore (2001) have favored 

more towards self-evaluation than external evaluation since it can strengthen schools' internal 

capacity to be self-critical and self-improving. This can be true with the active involvement of 

people who are directly affected by the decision including teachers, students and parents. As the 

above scholars have depicted further, school self-evaluation helps to peel the layers of the 

24 



problem deeper for better exploration. It also helps to know about teachers, students, and parents' 

perspec6ves that enable to work with them properly for school betterment. 

As one can learn from its essence and nature, SBER advocates a constant self-evaluation and 

modification of decision-making skills of the school. In line with this, Bidyadhar (2006) has also 

argued that it helps the school to be responsible and accountable for its own work and find new 

ways of doing things. It also cultivates self-management skill in the participants that can make 

schools work effectively in an independent situation or context. 

Considering it as a bottom up reflection, Law and Glover (2000, p. 159) have also expressed their 

argument as follows: " ... evaluations based on bottom up staff perception of instructional 

organization and achievement often avoid the negativities characteristic of imposed evaluation ... 

real improvement comes from within and is not externally imposed or mandated ." However, 

both MacBeath and Mortimore (2001) and Law and Glover (2000) have feared for the data 

collecting and interpretation of self evaluation due to high level of openness and trust among 

stakeholders which might not help them to identify their weaknesses. 

According to Scheerens and Bosker (1997), the school self-evaluation potential can be expressed 

primarily in terms of monitoring pupils' progress and teachers' satisfaction on the basis of school 

management, resource allocation and implementation of changes, keeping records on pupils' 

performance. 

Hence, school based educational research can be taken as one of the precondition to empower 

self- evaluative potential and self management of the school since it seeks practical solution in 

the real life situation to improve the quality of action in it. 
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2.3. Teachers as Researchers 

Educational activity is dynamic and creative by its very nature. In attempting to solve countless 

recurring and new educational problems that arise, a teacher, like any research worker, can 

arrange and investigate better practice heuristically (IBE, 1979, as cited in Shaefer, 1994). In the 

same Vein, as Yalew (2000) argued, by virtue of their important position in the educational 

systems, teachers are expected to participate in educational research to improve the teaching 

learning process and overall school improvement. It looks imperative that teachers themselves do 

research and seek solutions for the difficulties at hand instead of waiting others to come to their 

class and conduct research on their own or students' problem. 

Similarly, Hobson (2001) has also positioned teachers at the intersection point between inner and 

outer domains that helps them to bridge the gap between teaching and learning. This position can 

make them look things inwardly and outwardly. Moreover, Bradley, Conner and Southworth 

(1994) have seen teachers as reflective practitioners who are thinkers and doers. Their new 

actions can produce further reflection, analysis and evaluation. 

For Harris and Muijs (2005), this does not necessary mean that teachers must have detailed 

research knowledge and skill at a time since research improvement sterns from systematic 

reflection on practices. They have propounded two propositions for this: 

The teacher research should be linked to the strengthening of teacher judgment and 

con seq uentl y to self-directed improvement of practice. 

School based educational research should focus on teaching and learning through the 

process of action enquiry that is driven by the need for teachers to solve practical, real 

world problems. 
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According to this justification, improving practice is a process of realizing values such as 

empowerment of students and respects their views as a continuity process of reflection on the part 

of teachers. Above all, Keefe and Jenkins (1997) have summarized and compiled the key 

assumptions that serve as the basis for conducting SBER as follow: 

t. Translating theory into practice is best achieved when practitioners are involved III 

collecting and analyzing the data from which theory is derived; 

2. Local decision making librates educators from the mandate of external control and place 

trust in their professional judgment; 

3. Educators' questions about instruction are the best bases for research to improve school 

practice; 

4. The more recommendations for school improvement are derived from the setting in which 

they are to be implemented the higher the degrees of commitment on the part professional 

staff. 

Many scholars in the field, for instance, Shaefer (1994), Halsall and Carter (1998), Derebssa 

(2000), Yeshmebrat (2000), Bumaford (2001), Fischer (2001) and Pollard (2005) have argued 

that school teachers are in better position to conduct and utilize educational research for 

educational improvement. 

If one follows the alTowhead of the above arguments, they may reach himlher the conclusion that 

educational research is a precondition for effective teaching since it can raise teachers' 

commitment, creativity and critical thinking and reflection. Hattie and Marsh (1996, as cited in 

Desalegn, 2006) have categorized such kind of relationship between teaching and research under 

'positive' relationship with 'conventional wisdom Model. 
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2.4. The Leadership in Promoting School Based Educational Research 

The Role of Principals 

By observing their central position in a school, one may say that principals can playa vital role in 

conducting and utilizing educational research. In connection of this, Carrivick and O'Donoghue 

(1997, p. 37) have stated that principals are well situated "to act as a nexus between researchers 

and to be aware of the differing needs of teachers .... " These authorities have also alluded to their 

propositions about the role of principals towards school based educational research: 

1. Principals have a role to play in facilitating teachers to engage with educational research; 

2. Principals may enact many roles, of which disseminating the research results is one. 

They should also have a clear notion of what this dissemination role entails; 

3. Principals are required to display a balanced judgment in their decision-making 

regarding research issues. They can also disseminate research findings by taking in to 

account the needs of different stakeholders. 

Moreover, Bumaford (2001) has also identified quite similar responsibility of principals In 

relation to SBER .This can be summarized as follows: 

• Facilitating situations for teachers to work together on research activities; 

• Promoting collegial exchange; 

• Affirming the sharing of research results; 

• Providing avenues for publishing; 

• Presenting research in faculty circle; 

• Contributing to a climate of inquiry and collaboration in a school setting. 
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Having this in mind, it is possible to deduct that principals can provide vision, direction and 

support for teacher researchers to make their schools more effective. Therefore, the school can be 

benefited as well as suffered from the roles principals can playas a catalyst for change since their 

strength and weaknesses affect the performance of the entire school positively or negatively. 

The Role of Educational Officers 

As noted in the previous sections, the active involvements and participation of stakeholders in 

school matters will bring positive difference in the process of making schools effective. In this 

connection, OFSTED (1995) and Ferrel and Olieviera (1998) have shown evidences that 

educational officers can play vital roles in motivating teachers for school change, identifying 

school needs and preparing in-service training for teachers, providing material and technical 

support, supervising (inspecting) for effective program implementation, disseminating best 

practices and remunerating best performers. 

Bradley, Conner and Southworth (1994) have also agreed with the above roles of supporting 

agencies. For these authorities, educational officers and supporting agencies (external agents) can 

include supervisors or inspectors, cluster centers, Teachers' Associations, local educational 

authorities, PTA and the community, and Teacher Education Institutions (TEls). Even though the 

external educational agents can play a part, teaching and learning process and school 

improvement do not have to wait for a positive will of them. 

Similarly, in the Ethiopian context, Ayalew and Derese (2001) have recommended that local 

educational autholities should prepare workshops, seminars and the like to make teachers stay 

current and effective .According to these authorities, short term in service( on-job) trainings can 

develop teachers' competence, confidence and relevant subject area knowledge that help to 
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advance their careers. The current CPD guidelines (MOE, 2004) have also glven similar 

responsibility for supporting agencies which include principals, supervisors, cluster centers, 

PTAs, Kebele and Woreda Education and Training Management Boards, WEOs, ZED, REB etc. 

Furthermore, beyond strengthening partnership with Teacher Education Institutions (TEls) and 

their instructors for pre-service program, TEl instructors themselves will spend a period in 

schools as a requirement for their higher diploma. If this is implemented properly, not only 

schools can be benefited from it but TEl instructors will also get better feedback and oversight 

about the schools in which their student-teachers will work. According to the CPD guidelines 

(MoE, 2004), educational officers should encourage and support SBER and disseminate the 

results to amplify best practices at school, Woreda, and Zone and Regional levels. 

Based on the above propositions, one can deduce that supporting agencies can facilitate suitable 

situations by giving in service training, conducting educational researches, and utilizing and 

disseminating research findings for similar schools, and remunerating best teacher researchers. 

2.5. Ways of Making Teachers' Knowledge Public 

In educational research, disseminating the research results to the potential audience who are 

directly or indirectly affected by it is an important and fmal stage of the research. According to 

Derebssa (2004, p. 93), "the dissemination and utilization of research findings are seen as ... a 

basic means of expanding the positive impact of research on the development of practice." Its 

main objective, as Tarling (2006) has expounded, is maximizing the impact of the research by 

getting the message across to those who could benefit from the research or to those who simply 

need to be in formed. 
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Tills in return, might bring a variety of motivation, understanding and commitment on teacher 

researchers. It also makes other teachers consume or weigh research findings in terms of their 

classroom applicability (Shaefer, 1994). In this regard, Altrichter, Posch and Somekh (1993) have 

listed briefly the values of making teaches' research fmding public as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

It prevents teacher knowledge from being forgotten; 

It increases the quality of reflecting on practice; 

It makes teachers clarify their own position and bring influence to bear on educational 

policy by means of rational argument; 

• It makes teachers playa more active role in teacher professional development and initial 

teacher education; 

• It reinforces teachers' reputation of the profession and reinforces their professional self­

confidence. 

As these authorities have furthered, the process of disseminating is confined on addressing the 

following three essential questions. 

1. What should be included in the dissemination: descriptions, research methods, analysis of 

findings, action strategies, testing its effectiveness by putting into practical action, etc? 

2. What are the potential audiences: teacher colleagues, teachers in neighboring schools, 

students and their parents, principals, supervisors and other educational governing bodies, 

researchers, the local community, etc? 

3. How to disseminate the results or what method of reporting can be used: 

• Oral presentation and seminar-style discussion 

• Exhibitions 

• Acting on results (practical action) 
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• Computer networks 

• Written reports 

However, Halsall (1998) has emphasized more the written than the verbal dissemination of the 

research findings. 

For Tarling (2006), disseminating results to the potential audience can best be achieved by a short 

article in an appropriate newsletter or magazine. Alternatively, a short leaflet with the summary 

of research results can also be used for the same purpose. 

2.6. Factors Affecting Research Production and Utilization at School Level 

Conducting and utilization of school based educational research and its effectiveness for the 

enhancement of school effectiveness depends on a number of factors (Farrel & Olieviera, 1998; 

Yalew, 2000; AED, 2007; Firdissa, 2000; Adane, 2000; Amera, 2005; Avalos, 1998; Hollday, 

2002; Seyoum, 1998). The factors discussed by these authorities can be grouped in two 

categories: Human (personal) factors and institutional (external) factors. 

Human (Personal) Factors 

As indicated in the Avalos (1998) review, teachers involvement in educational research can be 

determined by teaching experience, pre-and in-service training, attitude, opinion and beliefs, 

motivation, commitment and teacher processing of information. Similarly Hollday (2002) has 

refined that human factors that influence teachers' participation in conducting and utilizing 

educational research are teachers' skills (teaches' research competence), perception, interest and 

level of qualification. For Townsend (1994), teachers' perceptions and beliefs towards their role 

as researchers, practitioners and weighing others' research finding in to classroom level should 

have highest priority. Moreover, as Bumaford (2001) has warned, teachers' research works are 
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not effective in a system ifthe teachers are not given some autonomy to make decisions related to 

cun'iculum and teaching practices, time for collegial interaction, and opportunities to serve as 

teacher leaders with colleagues. 

Anderson (2004), on the other hand, has suggested that teachers might be reluctant to bring 

change through school based educational research due to three primary reasons: lack of 

awareness that research is needed for change; lack of procedural knowledge (research 

competence); the belief and perception that conducting and utilizing research will not make any 

difference to them or their students. 

The studies done by Yalew (2000), Adane (2000) and Amera (2005) have also agreed that the 

above personal factors can hinder teachers from involvement in production and utilization of 

school based educational research. 

Institutional Factors 

The extent to which teachers' engagement III school based educational research for the 

enhancement of school effectiveness can also be affected by institutional factors. These factors 

can be comprised within school and out of school factors. 

As Seyoum (1998) has found, the major institutional (external) factors that hinders teachers from 

involvement in school-based research activities are: lack of incentive, lack of material and 

financial resources, teaching load, lack of opportunity to attend in research workshops and 

semmars. 

Furthermore, the following are some of the most commonly cited institutional factor (Yalew, 

2000; Hollday, 2002; Firdissa, 2000; AEDI BESO, 2007; Ashenafi, 2007) that deter teachers 

from doing educational research at a school level: 

• Discouraging working conditions; 
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• Teachers' workload and other committee activities (lack of time); 

• Administrative, financial and material problems (lack of conducive research climate or 

culture); 

• Lack of incentives, rewards and recognition by educational governing bodies; 

Lack of support, encouragement, and feedback from educational governing bodies 

(principals, WEO or ZED, REB experts) 

2.7. The Status of Production and Utilization of Educational 

Research in the Ethiopian Schools 

In a century journey (1908-2008), the Ethiopian western like modem education system had been 

evaluated for its effectiveness in three major official assessment programs: 

• Education Sector Review (ESR) in 1971 

• Evaluative Research of General Education System in Ethiopia (ERGESE) in 1983 

• The Current Education and Training Policy (ETP) in 1994 (Seyoum, 2006; Tekeste, 1996). 

As these authorities reviewed, the findings of these official evaluations showed that the 

Ethiopian Education System was twisted with a variety of educational crisis. 

To change these deep-rooted crises for the better, the current education and Training Policy 

(ETP) has set challenging targets in terms of access, equity, quality and relevance (MoE, 2004). 

For practical reasons, the policy has identified areas of special attention and action priorities. In 

this regard, MoE (2004, p. 31) has noted that the policy, "among other things, requires the 

practice of active teaching-learning methods, continuous assessment, subject integration, action 

research and self-contained classroom management." 

From these strategic priorities of the policy, one can understand that production and utilization of 

school based educational research is taken as one ofthe instruments of enhancing effectiveness in 
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Ethiopian schools. Thus, teachers are not only invited but also obliged to participate in school 

based educational research projects on an issue identified and seek solutions within the school 

environment. 

On the other hand, to evaluate the status of implementation of the current ETP at school level, a 

research was carried out at national level on the Quality and Effectiveness of Teachers' 

Education. Some of the focal points of the study were creating and nurturing reflective 

practitioners, profiling personal action planning and portfolio development, and researching as a 

habit of mind. Based on the recommendations of the study, the Federal MoE has developed 

different strategies like TDP whose major emphasis lies on teachers' pre-and in-service 

education Continuous Professional Development (CPD), action research methods (as a course) 

and the practice of research (practicum), and the like (MoE, 2002; MoE, 2003; MoE, 2004; MoE, 

2007). Therefore, it is logical to say that taking action research methods and testing its 

application in practicum courses ofTEIs can make teachers widen and broaden their participation 

in doing school based educational research. However, recent research evidences have shown that 

the majority of the teachers have limitation in conducting and utilizing SBER properly to solve 

educational problems (MoE, 2004; Ashenafi, 2007; Yibeltal, 2006; Abraham, 2004). 

In relation to teachers' poor involvement in SBER, earlier studies on some Ethiopian Secondary 

Schools by Seyoum (1998), Hussen (2000), Yalew (2000), and Yeshmebrat (2000) had brought 

similar findings. The major impeding factors identified by the recent and earlier studies were lack 

of teachers' research competence, lack of recognition, lack of research facilities ,lack of 

incentives, lack of research culture in the school, lack of motivation and interest, lack of short 

term in-service training and work overload in teaching and in other committee activities. 
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According to AED/BESO (2007), the project in collaboration with MoE and REBs had 

conducted different educational researches on the Ethiopian Primary Schools since 2001 .Some of 

the research works that are somewhat relevant to this current study are listed below. 

• Successful schools in Ethiopia (2004) 

• Action research in primary schools in Ethiopia (2006) 

· The effectiveness of pre service and in service linkage programs in Ethiopia (2007). 

As the findings of the study on "successful schools in Ethiopia ... " has revealed, most of school 

effectiveness enhancing conditions (strong leadership roles, stakeholders active involvement in 

decision making process and school matters, monitoring students' progress etc) had been 

observed in those successful schools (AEDIBESO,2007). 

One of the major findings from "Action research in Primary Schools in Ethiopia" was that the 

schools did not use the results of action research in real life situations. No tradition of using 

results of action research appeared to exist in schools. Nor did the school management facilitate 

the presentation of findings to the staff' (AEDIBESO 2007, p. 15). This study also found out the 

major impeding factors that deter primary school teachers from conducting SBER were: lack of 

quality training, lack of private reading research related materials, work overload and shortage of 

time, lack of incentive and lack of recognition from local educational authorities. 

Moreover, as it is depicted in the research of "the Effectiveness of pre-service and in-service 

linkage program in Ethiopia", the school - college partnership in some regions was found 

encouraging but not sufficient (AEDIBESO, 2007). 
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CHAPTER 3: Research Design and Methods of the Study 

3.1. Design of the Study 

The Purpose of this study was to examine critically and illuminate the current practice of 

enhancing school effectiveness through educational research and diagnose the facilitating andlor 

hindering conditions in Guraghe Zone secondary schools. To achieve the purpose of the study, 

both quantitative and qualitative research approaches based on pragmatic knowledge claim were 

employed in data collection and analysis. To draw sound conclusion about the research problem 

raised in the study, Triangulation design procedures with validating quantitative data model was 

selected. 

3.2. Participants of the Study and Sampling Techniques 

Participants of the study were Guraghe Zone Secondary Scbool teachers, principals, and WEOs 

and ZED educational officers in the six sample secondary schools with their respective Woredas. 

Besides, research works, relevant and available reports and printed materials were thoroughly 

consulted and used as a secondary data source. 

As the data obtained from ZED shown, currently, there are twenty-Seven secondary schools (9-

10 and 9-12) in Guraghe Zone, of which nine are General secondary and preparatory school (9-

12) and eighteen are General Secondary Schools (9-10). Among these, two GSPS (9-12) and ten 

GSS (9-10) are recently upgraded and established. Due to this, these newly upgraded and 

established schools were not included in the sample frame. 

In collaboration with the ZED officials, all secondary schools were categorized into different 

strata based on status of the school (9-10 and 9-12), years of establishment, geographical 
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location, consistent students' achievement, and school based educational research activities. To 

allow all groups of schools to be represented in the sample, stratified random sampling technique 

was employed and then six GZSS (4 GSPS and 2 GSS) representative sample schools was 

selected on the basis of the above stratification criteria. Since the number of teachers in the 

sample schools was manageable, all 224 teachers were taken as participants of the study. In 

addition, to obtain complementary information about the educational research practices of the 

GZSS six principals, nine WEO and three ZED officers, and two Zone Teachers' Association 

Chairperson and vice-chairperson were included using available sampling technique. In order to 

substantiate the information, two ex-principals, three WEO officers and one ZED officer who had 

better experience about SBER were also included in the study by employing snowball-sampling 

technique. 

3.3. Data Gathering Instruments 

In order to get adequate and complementary information for the study, diverse set of data 

gathering instruments were employed. Hence, questionnaire, interviews, focus group discussion 

(FGD), and document analysis were used as major data gathering instruments. 

Questionnaire: The questionnaire was adapted and developed from review of literatures. This 

instrument was used to collect data from teachers since it is the most appropriate means to gather 

the necessary information from larger sample size with in a short time frame. 

The questionnaire comprised four parts with seven open ended and fifty-two closed ended items. 

The first part of the questionnaire consisted of personal data (bio data) of the respondents. The 

second part contained twenty four mUltiple items, two open ended questions, eight items for 
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ordering( ranking) and eight items in a Likert scale with the sub-themes of facilitating conditions 

andlor major problems encountered by both teachers who did and/or did not conduct school 

based educational research respectively. 

The third part consisted of sixteen statements that helped to measure teachers' perception on a 

five point Likert scale ranging from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagreed (1). The contents of 

these perception statements were about the role of school based educational research for school 

effectiveness and what roles teachers can play. 

The last part was open-ended items. The major purpose of these items was to give opportunity for 

teachers to express their experience, feeling, perception, problems and intentions about enhancing 

school effectiveness through educational research. This enabled the researcher to get details 

information about the issues raised in the study. 

In general, from 224 copies of questionnaire distributed, 190 were filled and returned. The return 

rate was 85%. However, three copies of the returned questionnaire were incomplete and they 

were excluded. To provide the necessary clarification, the researcher with assistant data 

collectors distributed the questionnaire. 

Interview: In order to get valid and complementary information from principals, WEO and 

ZED educational officers, and TA chairpersons about the practice of research activities on their 

secondary schools, interviews were made with one to one basis. The interview guide comprised 

four themes, namely, factual information seeking, perception, problem idenbfication and 

triangulation questions. 

The principals' interview guide consisted of ten semi-structured questions while seven semi­

structured questions were used for WEO and ZED educational officers and TA chairpersons. The 

interview questions were developed from the review of literatures. Considering the 
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heterogeneous educational background of the respondents, the interview questions were prepared 

in English and translated into Amharic to avoid language barriers during discussion. Each 

interview was taped with the respondents' permission. Then transcripts were made together with 

any additional comments made after each interview had ceased. Each interview lasted about 

thiliy-five minutes on average. The educational officer interviewees had been given codes from II 

to 112 while the principal informants were coded as I PI _ I P6. 

Focus Group Discussion (FGD): Following teacher's questionnaire administration, two 

different FGD interviews were held with purposely selected teachers. This instrument was chosen 

since it gives insight for the researcher "about the group processes, feeling, reasons and 

explanation for attitude and behavior" (Sarantakos, 2005, p. 195). Having in mind this, the 

interview guidelines of the FGD consisted of teacher's perception towards school based 

educational research, teachers' research skill and the impact of institutional factors, which were 

stemmed from teacher's questionnaire. 

The first FGD with ten GSS (9-10) teachers was conducted on 28/2/2009,7:35 p.m. - 8:45 p.m. 

during nighttime. Most teachers preferred this time since they all live together in the school 

compound. The second FGD session was held with six GSPS (9-12) teachers on 5/3/2009 at 10: 10 

a.m. - 10:50 a.m. during tea break. 

The FGD guidelines were prepared in English and then translated in to Amharic language to 

avoid language barrier during discussion. Both Focus Group Discussions were taped with 

participants' approval and transcribed. The participants name was coded from PI to P16. 
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Document Analysis: To examine the major trends of ZED, WEO and GZSS in identifying 

educational problem and seeking solutions using educational research, document analysis was 

also used as data collecting instrument. For this reason, an attempt was made to weigh the 

relevance and significance of the research works to make schools more effective. Moreover, 

summaries of factual information, official reports, and printed materials related to educational 

research were thoroughly consulted and used as a point of reference for the study. 

3.4. Data Collection Procedure 

At first, the researcher went to Guraghe Zone Educational Department with a letter of 

cooperation from IER-AAU and got permission to attend in the 14th Annual Educational 

Conference of the ZED, which was held on November 29-30, 2008 in Wolkite town. This 

conference offered an opportunity for the researcher to understand the current overall educational 

activities including school based educational research and school improvement activities in the 

Zone. Besides, preliminary interviews and group discussion were made and good rapport was 

created with some GZSS principals and WEO officials. The insights gained from the conference 

and interview led the researcher to reconsider the planned data collecting instruments. 

Pilot study: After the questionnaire had been developed and tested for relevance, clarity and 

simplicity for compliance with basic rules of questionnaire construction (Sarantakos 2005), the 

first draft was given to the advisor and two post graduate colleagues for scrutiny and suggestions. 

Based on the feedback obtained, some items of the instrument were changed and some were 

reshuffled and refined . Then, the instrument was tried out for its suitability, reliability and 

validity in Agena General Secondary and preparatory school before the actual data collection 

commenced. Twenty teachers were selected using random sampling technique as participants of 
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the pilot study. After collecting the questionnaire, refinement was made on three items based on 

the hints obtained from the pilot study. The item analysis was computed by Cronbach alpha. The 

reliability coefficient of perception item, educational research practice items, and affecting 

factors items were 0.74, 0.76 and 0.82 respectively. Thus, the instnunent was found reliable to 

use for the main data collection. Then, it was administered as scheduled. 

During the second phase of the study, the ZED circulated letter of cooperation for the researcher 

to all sample WEO and secondary schools in the Zone. Then, contacts were made with WEO 

officials and secondary school principals to create smooth relationship for data collection. Before 

each interview, the key interview guides were given to the interviewees for their consideration 

and preparation. 

All interviews and focus group discussions were carried out by the researcher, whereas the 

questionnaire was distributed to and collected from the respondents with the help of assistant data 

collectors. 

3.5. Method of Data Analysis 

Different methods of data analysis pertinent to the variables were employed. Hence, the 

questionnaire was first collected, organized, tabulated and coded in SPSS version 15. Then, items 

of the questionnaire were classified in to different tables based on their issues of similarities for 

demonstrating the results and providing interpretation. The following statistical procedures were 

employed for numerical interpretation: 

Descriptive statistics (Mean, Standard Deviation, and Percentage) were used to analyze basic 

information and distribution of scores. Mean score and standard deviation were employed to 

rank the factors that hindered teachers from doing school based educational research on the 
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basis of their degree of impact. Besides, these statistical tools were used to compare the 

calculated mean with the nearest given rating value. This helps to determine the level of 

agreement of the majority of the respondents on the item. Moreover, percentage-based on 

frequency counts was applied to analyze nominal and ordinal characteristics of data to 

determine their relative standing such as bio data information, teacher's research competence, 

and research experience. 

The chi-square was computed to check whether there was significant difference or not 

between dichotomy (pair) of items. The level of significance in each case was set at a= 0.05 

in order to tolerate the error. 

The total (Grand) mean score was computed to the given Likert scale value that helped to 

detennine the teachers' research competence, leadership support and school research practice 

(culture). The mean value of the Likert scale (3.0) was used as a reference point for 

detem1ining the teachers' perception as positive (above3.0) and negative (below 3.0). This 

facilitated an easy understanding about the level of teachers' perception towards for making 

schools more effective through school based educational research. 

The data collected through open-ended questions, interviews and focus group discussion were 

summarized and analyzed qualitatively to substantiate and validate the quantitative information. 
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CHAPTER 4: Data Presentation and Discussion 

This chapter consists of two major parts. The first part presents the characteristics of the context 

of the setting and the sample population involved in the study. The second part of this chapter 

deals with the analysis and intetpretation of the findings ofthe study 

4.1. Background of-the Setting and Respondent's Profile 

In this part, the context of the study was presented in terms of school effectiveness issues like 

students' achievement and school efficiency, whereas the respondents' profile was discussed in 

terms of Sex, Age, Qualification, years of teaching experience and the number of Periods they 

have taught per week. 

An overview of the Guraghe Zone 

The objective of this section is to provide a general overview about the Guraghe Zone in relation 

to conditions of school effectiveness. Guraghe Zone is one among the thirteen Zonal 

Administrations of the SNNPR. It is found in the northern part of the region and its capital city, 

Wolkite, is situated at a distance of 158 km south west of Addis Ababa and 433 km north-west of 

Hawassa which is the capital city of the region. In the 2007 census, its population was estimated 

1, 867, 377, of which 28.72% (536, 293) live in the six Woredas in which the sample schools 

belong (Population Census Commission, 2008), 

In Guraghe Zone, there are thirteen Woredas and two city administrations. According to the 

2007/8 Annual Report of the ZED, there were 489 primary schools (1-4 and 5-8) and 27 

secondary schools (9-10 and 11-12) with 325398 and 31170 total number of students 

respectively. The number of teaching staff was 5228 in primary schools (1-8) and 700 in 
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secondary schools (9-12). In terms of qualification of teachers, the achievement observed were 

90.1% and 74% for 1-8 and 9-12 grade levels respectively. As revealed in the 2007/8 Annual 

Report, 159 teachers left from schools, of which 24% (38) were degree holders and 47% (75) 

were diploma holders and 30% (46) TTl certificates. 

According to the Education Sector Development program (ESDP) III of the SNNPR-REB (2005) 

document, input variables like share of qualified teacher for the level, student! section ratio, 

studentl teacher ratio and the like have decisive role to determine students' achievement as an 

output. Having in mind this argument, an attempt was made to assess the performance from what 

had been achieved in Grade ten national examinations of the 2002/3 and 200718 years of 

students' result as a case in point. The following table presents production functions (input 

variables) and internal efficiency of the GZSS. 

Table 1: Quality and internal efficiency indicators in GZSS 

No Indicators Year 

2002/3 2007/8 

1. Share of qualified teacher for the level (9-12) 59.6% 74.% 

2. Studentl teacher ratio 1:55 1:76 

3. Student I section ratio 1:80 1:81 

4. Studentl textbook ratio 1:2 -

5. Student who scored:::: 2 (grade lOIn EGSECE) students who 73% 56.3% 

passed to university (Grade 1th) 100% 87.7% 

6. Drop out (9-12) 12.9% 4.9% 

As Table 1, shows quantitative achievement has been observed in the percentage of qualified 

teachers for the level (9-12) and student! teacher ratio. In addition, drop out rate had been reduced 

from 12.9% in (2002/3) to 4.9% in (2007/8). However, this quantitative growth could not 
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improve students' achievement since the figure of students' achievement in Grade 10th national 

examination had been dropped from 73% in 2002/3 to 56.3% in 2007/8. 

The EGSECE pass rates were not evenly clistributed over the six sample schools. Table 2 below 

presents the number of students who scored passing point (2.0 and above) from 2002/3 to 2007/8. 

Table 2: Sample School Performance in National Examination in GZSS (Grade 10th
) 

(2002/3 - 200718) 

No School 2002/3 2003/4 2004/5 200617 2007/8 

Passed /% Passed/% Passed/% Passed/% Passed/% 

l. Buee 84 91.1 82.6 67.6 75.9 

2. Butajira 69.5 75.7 73.9 79.5 64 

3. Chezasefer 54.3 62 38 39.9 75 

4. Goro 87 74.6 56.2 64 57.4 

5. Gunchire 71.5 57.8 80.2 58.7 46.7 

6. Kotter Gedra 91.8 98 86.2 80.3 57.8 

7. Zone 73.1 69.2 66.7 64 56.3 

The data of students' achievement from the ZED and sample schools for the year of 2005/6 were 

inconsistent. Due to this, the 2005/6 data could not be included in the study. 

As depicted in the Table above, a fluctuating trend is observed in the percentage of those students 

who were capable of scoring passing mark in all the six sample schools. For example, the 

percentage of students who score passing mark in all schools except Goro and Gunchire 

increased from 2002/3 to 2003/4, whereas, students' achievement in all schools except Gunchire 

dropped in 2004/5. The average passes for the Zone (total GZSSs) has declined seriously 

throughout the five consecutive years. 
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Bio Data of the Participants 

Table 3 below indicates the bio data of teachers, principals and educational officers included in 

the study. 

Table 3: characteristics the Participants 

No Characteristics Respondents 

Teachers Principals WED officers ZED officers 

No % No % No % NO % 

I. Sex Male 168 90.0 6 100 II 91.7 4 100 

Female 19 10.0 - - I 8.3 - -
Total 187 100 6 100 12 100 4 100 

2. Age 18-25 years 53 28.3 1 16.7 - - - -
26-32 years 58 31.0 4 66.7 2 16.7 - -

33-39 years 31 16.6 - - 3 25.0 - -

~ 40 years 45 24.1 1 16.7 7 58.3 4 100 

Total 187 100 6 100 12 100 4 100 

3. Qualification Degree 154 82.3 6 100 10 83.3 4 100 

Diploma 33 17.7 - - 2 16.7 - -
Total 187 100 6 100 12 100 4 100 

4. Teaching load per week 

::: 10 periods 13 7.0 

11-15 periods 15 8.0 

16-20 Periods 55 29.4 

21-25 83 44.4 

~26 21 11.2 

Total 187 100 

5. Work experience 

1-5 year 80 42.8 5 83.3 3 25.0 - -
6-10 years 33 17.6 - - I 8.3 - -
11-15 years 14 7.5 I 16.7 1 8.3 2 50.0 

16- 20 years 24 12.8.1 - - I 8.3 I 25.0 

~21 37 9.8 - - 6 50.0 I 25.0 

Total 187 100 6 100 12 100 4 100 

As depicted in Table 3,90% (168) of the teachers were males while 10% (19) were females. The 

majority of the teacher respondents, about 75.9% (142), were in the age range of 18-39 years 
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while 24.1 % (45) of them were found at the age of 40 years and above. With respect to academic 

qualification, 82.4%) (154) of the teachers had their first degree, whereas, about 17.7% (33) were 

diploma holders who had been teaching beyond their qualification. Concerning teaching load, 

more than half, 55.6% (104) reported that they carried more than 21 periods per week. 44.4% 

(83) of them reported that they carried less than 21 periods per week. As most teachers wrote in 

the open ended part of the questionnaire, teaching overload was one of the most influencing 

factors that hindered them from doing school based educational research. 

As indicated in Table 3, majority of the teacher respondents, 42.8% (80) reported that they were 

newly deployed and their teaching experience was not more than 5 years. The proportion of 

teachers whose teaching experience lay between 6-10 years was 17.6% (33), while whose 

teaching experience lay between 11-15 and 16-20 years were7.5% (14) and 12.8% (24) 

respectively. On the other hand, 19.8% (37) of the teacher respondents reported that they have 

served more than 20 years in teaching .. 

As far as the principals were concerned, all of them in the sample schools were male with their 

first degree. Five out of the six principals have served 1-5 years as teachers only one principal has 

11-15 years of teaching experience. As indicated in Table 3, all except one female educational 

officer (WEO, ZED and TA) were males. Considering the qualification of educational officers, 

almost all of them had received their first degree from Teacher education institutions (TEls). 

With regard to their service in educational activities (administration, supervision, teaching), the 

high proportion of the participants were in the range of 11_15 and above years. 
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4.2. GZSS Teachers' Readiness (Potential) to Conduct SBER 

Teacbers' Perception towards SBER 

It is believed that perception is one of the influential factors that can play a great role to 

detennine individuals' engagement in any activity. Hence, to know the perception of GZSS 

teachers towards the role of school based educational research in making the schools more 

effective; respondents were asked to show their reaction to statements by choosing one among 

the given five point Likert scale alternatives ranging from Strongly Agree (5) to Strongly 

Disagree (1). 
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Table 4: Teachers' perception towards the role of SBER in enhancing school effectiveness 

No Items Responses SD 
5+4 3 2+1 Mean 

N % N % N % 
) SBER contributes little 111 solving practical 55 29.4 13 7.0 119 63.6 3.58 1.49 

educational problems 
2 SBER can Improve students academic 89.3 7 3.7 13 7.0 4.40 0.98 

achievement 167 

3 SBER can not develop positive teaching 21 11.2 12 6.4 155 82.9 4.30 1.17 

learning atmosphere in the school 
4 SBER can have positive contribution in 145 77.5 II 5.9 31 16.6 3.90 1.13 

searching ways for contextual (local) 
motivational strategy 

5 SBER can sustain or promote good shared 152 81.3 17 9.1 18 9.6 4. 11 1.09 

school values 
6 SBER can not build strong ties with parents 29 15.5 13 7.0 145 77.5 4.00 1.18 

and local community for iinprovement 111 

school matters. 
7 SBER empowers self evaluative potential of 150 80.2 19 10.2 18 9.6 4.06 1.05 

the school 
8 SBER can not create reliable path for school 19 10.2 14 7.5 154 82.4 4.12 1.08 

effectiveness. 
9 SBER is helpful for planning and decision 172 92 2 1.1 13 7.0 4.39 0.93 

making process 
10 SBER improves little teachers' professional 41 21.9 26 13.9 120 59.2 3.63 1.17 

development 
11 Teachers should seek solution for educational 154 82.4 13 7.0 20 10.7 4.09 1.14 

problems by SBER 
12 Educational research should only be conducted 23 12.3 10 5.4 154 82.4 4.15 1.18 

by professional researchers, not by school 
teachers. 

13 Educational research should only be conducted 24 12.8 12 6.4 151 80.8 4.11 1.18 

by higher institutions, not by secondary 
schools 

14 Teachers' palticipation in educational research 96 51.3 43 23.0 39 20.9 3.39 1.24 

should be one criteria for their career 
promotion 

15 In spite of limited resources and skill teachers 118 63.1 29 15.5 40 21.4 3.56 1.09 

may possess, they can conduct research 111 

their own levels 
16 Teachers can not improve their methods of 31 16.6 II 5.9 145 77.5 3.95 1.23 

teaching event if they involve in educational 
research 

Grand Mean 3.98 
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As revealed in Table 4, about 92% and 89% of the respondents reflected their strong agreement 

on items 9 and 2 respectively. Similarly, over 80% of the respondents also showed their 

agreement for items 5, 7 and 11. Item 4 also got about 78% of the respondents' agreement. 

Positive items of 15 and 14 showed the respondents' consensus about 63% and 51 % respectively. 

On the other hand, the responses given for the negative items 3, 8, 12 and 13 ensured the strong 

disagreement of the majority (about 80%). Moreover, 77% and 76% of the teacher respondents 

opposed the idea presented in the negative items of 16 and 6 respectively. Similarly, 64% of 

respondents opposed negative item 1 and 59% of them disagreed to the idea presented in item 10. 

As observed from Table 4, the mean rating of all items is more than the expected average (3). 

The mean rating of items 2,3,5,7,8,9,11,12 and 13 is more than the rating values of agree (4). 

The mean rating of item 6 is equal to the rating value of agree (4), while the mean rating of item 

4 and 16 are closer to the rating value of agree (4) that is 3.90 and 3.95 respectively. 

Nevertheless, the mean rating of items 1, 10, 14 and 15 are below the rating value agree (4) and 

above the rating value of expected average (3). 

The standard deviations for all items were relatively small. This indicates that most teacher 

respondents were similar to one another in terms of their perception towards the role of school 

based educational research for school improvement. 

As the data discussed above confirmed, the overwhelming majority of the respondents, about 

92% and 89%, strongly agreed that SBER is helpful for planning and decision-making process; 

and it can improve students' academic achievement respectively .. Moreover, more than 80% of 

the respondents perceived positively that school based educational research can sustain or 
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promote good shared school vision and empower self- evaluative potential of the school. Hence, 

teachers should seek solution for educational problem using SBER. 

On the other side of the continuum, only 51 % of the respondents believed that conducting school 

based educational research should be one criterion for teacher career promotion and nearly one­

fourth of the respondents (23%) refrained from taking side neither showing agreement nor 

disagreement on this issue. However, teachers' stand on this issue seemed to contradict that 

teachers should seek solution for educational problem by conducting educational research. If so, 

it may not be naIve to raise questions like what will be the problem if teachers who have 

conducted educational research get career promotion. As observed in the focus group discussion, 

some teachers believed that the time has not yet come to be evaluated by conducting educational 

research for career promotion since not all stakeholders have given value for SBER. 

As indicated in Table 4 above, the overall mean (Grand Mean) score of the respondents was 

nearly equal to the rating value of agree (M=3.98). This implies that teachers who have positive 

perception were greater in number than teachers who have negative perception towards the role 

of school based educational research for school effectiveness and their role as teacher 

researchers. This might be a promising state to be engaged in school based educational research 

activities. 

As the study by Arnera (2005) on Teacher's perception toward educational research practices of 

Bahir Dar University verified, Positive perception has a significant contribution to the teachers' 

involvement in educational research. Similarly, the MacBeath and Mortimore's (2001) study on 

improving school effectiveness in Scotland confirmed that teachers who have positive perception 

towards improving school effectiveness activities were found to be more committed than teachers 

who have not. 
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Teachers Research Competence 

Table 5: Teachers' Attendance in Research Methodology Course 

No Item Responses 

N2 % Chi-square= :C 
1. Have you ever taken research methodology course during 

your university/college study? 106.3 1* 
A. Yes 164 87.7 
B. No 23 12.3 
Total 187 100 

2. If your answer for question number 1, 'Yes' how do you 
evaluate its usefulness of the training course in making you 
conduct educational research? 

A. very useful 104 63.4 
B. useful 57 34.8 
C. Not useful 3 1.8 
Total 164 100 

* P < 0.05; cv= 3.84 

To engage in school based educational research, teachers should be equipped with basic research 

knowledge and skill. Accordingly, a question was posed to the teacher respondents whether they 

had taken research methodology course or not during their university/ college study. Out of 187 

teachers who participated in the study, 87.7% (164) confirmed that they had taken the 

methodology course and the remaining, 12.3% (24), admitted that they had not taken such course. 

The Chi-square test for significance indicated the presence of significant difference between the 

two groups since the calculated chi-square value (X2
= 106.31) is greater than the critical value 

(CV = 3.84) at 0.05 alpha level. This implies that the proportion of the respondents who had 

taken the research methodology course is greater than those who did not take the course. 

From the 164 respondents who had taken the methodology course, almost all of them, 98.2% 

(161), had got the course as useful in making them conduct school based educational research. 

Based on the above finding, it is possible to conclude that the significant percentage of teachers 

in GZSS have at least the basic research knowledge and skill to be engaged in research activities. 
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eyoum (1998) obtained similar finding in his study on Addis Ababa Secondary School teachers. 

As his study depicted, the majority (48%) were equipped with basic research knowledge or skill 

during their university/ college study that can make them engage in research activities. However, 

Yalew's (2000) study on primary and secondary teachers of Bahir Dar town and Abraham's 

(2004) study on Afar Region Secondary School Teachers found different findings. Majority of 

the secondary teachers who were included in both studies admitted that the course they took in 

university/ college was not adequate to enable them conduct educational research. 

This variation may not be a surprising finding due to various reasons. One major reason might be 

stemmed from the current priority area shift of the Teacher Education Institutions in the inclusion 

of practicum courses and the requirement for the production of action research works by students 

(MoE, 2004). 

Table 6: Teachers' Effort for Updating their Research Knowledge(N=187) 

No Items Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never SD 
(4) (3) (2) (1) Mean 

1 How often have 
participated in any 9(4.8) 48(25.7) 111(59.4) 19(10.1) 2.25 0.70 
seminar, workshops or 
in-service training to 
update you research 
skill? 

2 How often have you 
read educational 10(5.3) 111(59.4) 62(33.2) 4(2.1) 2.68 0.61 
research books as 
well as research 
reports? 

3 How often have you 
shared educational 23(12.3) 72(38.5) 
research related 

87(46.5) 5(2.7) 2.68 0.72 

information with you 
colleagues? 

Grand Mean 2.54 
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From a total of 187 teachers who involved in the study, only 30.5% (57) of them said that they 

had got a chance to participate in workshops', seminars and in-service training in research. 

Nevertheless, the majority 69.5 % (130) of the respondents claimed that they had rarely (never) 

got any training that make them update their knowledge and skill. Of those who said that they 

had research training through seminars and workshops, almost all, 91% (52) had the training 

(very) useful to undertake educational research independently. 

The respondents were further asked how often they read educational research books as well as 

research reports. As indicated in Table 6, about 59.4% (111) reported that they had sometimes 

read educational research issues and 5.3% (10) of them responded that they had frequently read. 

On the other hand, 33.2% (62) of the respondents assured that they had rarely read but the 

remaining 2.1 % (4) had never read educational research issues in research books or research 

reports. The finding seems to be promising if it is taken for granted as it appeared. 

Moreover, the teachers were asked how often they have shared educational research related 

information with their colleagues. It was found that out of 187 respondents, 46.5% (87) replied 

that they had rarely discussed about educational research related information with their 

colleagues. While 38.5% (72) and 12.3% (23) of them responded that they had some times and 

frequently discussed with their colleagues respectively. 

Here the result of the Grand Mean score (M=2.54) is between the rating value of Rarely (2.0) and 

the rating value of Sometimes (3.0). This implies that majority of the respondents do not have 

significant research knowledge and skill from participating in seminars, workshops and in-service 

training, reading educational research books or reports, and sharing research related information 

with their colleagues. 
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4.4. The Practice of Solving Educational Problems Using Educational 

Research in GZSS 

This category presents the practice of GZSS in identifying educational problems and seeking 

solution using educational research since 2000-2008. It also discusses the efforts made by 

principals and WEO/ZED officers to improve and sustain (cross-fertilize) best educational 

practices among secondary schools. 

The Practice of SBER Production in GZSS 

Table 7: Production of SBER by GZSS teachers 

No Items Responses 

N2 % Chi-square =;1 
1 Have you ever conducted educational research to 

solve educational problems in your school? 5.14* 
A. Yes 78 4l.7 
B.No 109 58.3 
Total 187 100 

2 What were the major priority areas of the research 
works? 

A. School wide academic issues (students' 25 35.7 
achievement school efficiency . .. ) 

B. Specific classroom skills 33 47.1 
C. Others 12 17.1 
Total 70 100 

* P < 0.05, CY = 3.84 

Teachers were asked if they have ever conducted educational research in their current school. 

Accordingly, from 187 teachers included in this study, 58.3% (109) of them reported that they 

have never conducted educational research in their school. Only 41.7% (78) of them replied that 

they have conducted school based educational research. As shown in Table 7, the calculated chi-

square (x2 = 5.14) is greater than the critical value (cv =3.84) at the 0.05 alpha level. This 
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indicates that there is a significant difference between the frequencies for which teachers who had 

conducted school based educational research and who did not. 

As the document and reports of ZED and WEOs confirmed, teachers' involvement in research 

activities has been increasing from time to time especially in the year of 2007/8 as compared to 

the previous years. Two reasons may be mentioned for this. First, the current General Education 

Quality Improvement Programs (GEQIP) especially Continuous Professional Development 

(CPD) which has been implemented has placed a strong emphasis on school based educational 

research (MOE, 2007). Second, the Teacher Education Institutions (TEls) have encouraged the 

pre service and in-service (summer) learners to conduct school based educational research 

(Action research) as a course requirement (MoE, 2004). 

Teachers who had conducted SBER were also asked to list down the title of their research works 

that had been done in their current school since 2000 to 2008. Accordingly, 78 respondents listed 

70 different titles. From 70 different titles, 35(50%), were team research works. While the 

remaining 35 (50%), were done individually, of which the 14 titles (28%) were done for the 

requirement of partial fulfillment of teachers' fust degree. 

The majority, 47.1 %( 33) of the research works priority area were specific classroom skills. 

While 35.7% (25) of them were school wide academic issues like students' achievement, 

discipline and school efficiency. However, 17.1 % (12) of them focused on neither school wide 

academic issues nor specific classroom skills. As can be learnt from the listed titles by the 

respondents, some of the major issues included in this category were population growth, child 

labor abuse, traditional rituals, and folklore and co curricular activities. This shows attention was 

not given for school wide academic issues as compared to specific classroom skills. 
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It was found that almost all the listed titles by teacher respondents were confined in six major 

issues. These were students' dropout, school wide students' achievement, students' achievement 

in a specific subject, students' disciplinary problems, female students' achievement, students' 

participation in co-curricular activities ,and miscellaneous. The most widely used method was 

traditional quantitative approach especially percentage. 

As the researcher noticed, almost all sample schools have developed the three-year school based 

strategic plan (1999_2002 B.C.) Improving students' achievement is one of the core areas. In 

order to achieve this, the following mechanisms were set: giving tutorial, increasing parental 

involvement, monitoring and supervising and the like. However, identifying educational 

problems and seeking solution with SBER was observed only in school' A' and school 'F'. 

The Practice of Utilization of Research Results in GZSS 

Table 8: Utilization of Research Findings by GZSS Teachers 

j 

No Items Responses 

1 Have you developed action strategies in your N!! % Chi-square= Xl 

research work and testing them by putting in to 
practice? 

A. Yes 57 73 
B. No 21 27 16.6* 

Total 78 100 

2 If your answer for question 1 is 'yes' how do you 
evaluate it III bringing the describe change 
(solution)? 

A. The problem was solved completely 2 3.5 
B. Some improvement was observed 48 84.2 
C. No improvement was observed 7 12.3 

Total 57 100 
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As Table 8, revealed, among the teachers who had conducted educational research, about three­

quarters (73%) replied that they had developed action strategy and tested it by putting into 

practice. While others, 27% responded that they had not developed action strategy in their 

research work. 

The chi-square test for significance of proportional frequency difference between teachers who 

had developed and tested action strategies and who had not was found to be significant at the 

0.05 alpha level since the calculated chi-square value (x2=16.6) is greater than the critical value 

(cv =3.84). This implies most of the teacher respondents who had conducted educational research 

have awareness about the unique characteristics of school based educational (action) research 

since 73% of them confirmed that they had developed action strategies and tested them by putting 

into practice. 

Teachers who said that they had developed action strategy and tested it by putting into practice 

were also asked if their research brought the desired change (solution). Out of the 57, 84.2% of 

them confirmed that they had observed some improvement by using the research results. 

Whereas, 12.3% of the respondents responded that their research could not bring any difference 

on the problem under study. Though small in number, 3.5% of them witnessed that their research 

could solve the educational problem completely. 

This seems a promising finding since most teachers who had developed action strategy and 

testing it by putting in to practice reported that their research had brought some improvement on 

the issues raised. However, one might see this conclusion skeptically since the findings from the 

document analysis were not consistent with it. 

However, the findings of the document analysis of the research works did not con film the above 

generalization. In connection with this, the researcher of this study had a chance to see 35 and 24 
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research works, which had been done in 2007/8 and since 2000 to 2006 respectively by 

secondary school teachers from GZED documentation, WEOs and school libraries. To analyze 

the procedures and the quality of the research works, the researcher made a short glance by using 

a check list from CPD course Book two (SNNPR-REB, 2008) and Altrichter, Posch and Somekh 

(1993) action research procedures and quality criteria. 

Disappointingly, the results showed that from the total of 59 research works produced in 2000-

2008 which were included in the study, only one (1.7 %) research work was found having action 

strategy (plan), implementation and evaluation procedures. 

I2 (ZED officer) also felt that most of the research works had not followed the procedures of 

action research. As he observed, the intention of most research works seemed simply trying to 

answer the research questions rather than identifying the real problem, developing action 

strategies (plans), implementing and then evaluating its effectiveness. 

However, as the researcher noticed from the GZED and WEO 'A' research training material and 

evaluating format of the research works (see appendix I), developing action strategies, 

implementing and evaluating the effectiveness of the actions were not part of the research­

training manual as well as part of the evaluating research work formats. This situation might 

refract ones attention from the production of the research works and the teacher researcher to the 

relevance of the SBER training and the research competence of the trainers. 
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Research Culture in GZSS 

Table 9: Availability ofSBER Coordinating Committee in GZSS 

No Items Responses 

Nl! % 

Is there any research coordinating committee in your school? 
A. Yes 133 71.1 
B.No 54 28.9 
Total 187 100 

2 If your answer for question 1 is 'Yes' , how do you evaluate its 
contribution in fostering educational research activities? 

A. Very high 12 9.0 
B. High 15 11.3 
C. Low 42 31.6 
D. Very low 64 48.1 

Total 133 100 

If there is a belief that school based educational research has a contribution to improve school 

effectiveness, the presence of supportive research culture in the school setting might be a 

mandatory. In accordance with this, teachers in the study were asked if there was research-

coordinating committee in their school. The findings showed that majority of the respondents 

(7l.1 %) assured the presence of research coordinating committee in their school. Paradoxically, 

28.9% of the respondents replied that there was no research coordinating committee in their 

school. However, the documents and reports of the schools, WEOs and ZED ensured the 

presence of research coordinating committee in the sample schools. Of course, one may not 

expect such contradictory response on factual information but this contradictory response by 

itself may signify that the research coordinating committee in the sample schools have played 

little role in fostering educational research activities and coordinating teachers for research. 

In line with this, teachers who had replied ''Yes'' were asked to evaluate the contribution of the 

committee in fostering educational research activities. As indicated in Table 9, 48.1 %(64) and 

31.6%(42) of them evaluated its contribution in fostering educational research activities in their 
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school setting as very low and low respectively. This finding makes one not to be surprised by 

the response of teachers who said "No". On the other hand, 11.3 %( 15) and 9 %( 12) of them, 

evaluated the contribution of the research coordinating committee in foresting educational 

activities as high and very high respectively. 

Table 10: Research Related Activities in GZSS 

No Items Responses 
Frequentl Sometimes Rarely Never Mean SD 
y (3) (2) (1) 
(4) 

1 How often does your staff 
discuss how to achieve school 35(18.7%) 83(44.4%) 66(35.3%) 3(1 .6%) 2.80 0.75 
goals like seeking ways of 
improving students' 
achievement and its 
determinants through 
educational research? 

2 How often does your school use 
research reports and findings in 10(5.3%) 61(32.6% 99(52.9%) 17(9.1%) 2.34 0.72 
making decisions? 

3 
How often does your school 10(5.3%) 24(12.8%) 78(41.8%) 75(41.1%) 1.83 0.85 
identify the causes of 
educational problems and 
seeking solution with school 
base educational research? 

Grand Mean 2.32 

In order to probe into the school research practice, three additional questions (see item 1, 2 and 3 

in Table 10) were posed to teachers. Out of the 187 respondents, 44.4% confim1ed that their staff 

had discussed some times, about seeking ways of achieving school goals through educational 

research. Others reported, 35.3%, their staff had discussed rarely. Similarly, majority of the 

respondents about 52.9%, replied that their school had rarely utilized the research rep0l1s and 

findings in making decision whereas about 32.6% of them reported that their school had 'some 
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times' utilized research reports and findings to make decisions. Furthermore, an overwhelming 

majority of the respondents, 82.8% (rarely plus never) ensured that the tradition of identifying 

educational problem and seeking solution for it was very poor. 

As revealed in Table 10, the Grand Mean score is nearly equal to the rating value of Rarely 

(M=2.32). This means that the practice of seeking solution for educational problems using 

research reports and findings in making decision process, and staff discussion on how to achieve 

school goals through educational research found to be very poor. 

As the existing body of literature in the field indicated, for the school based educational research 

to work, the school culture must be one of a learning social system that can serve as the primary 

source of motivated and coordinated activity. It can also bind the school's shared values together 

and give it its distinctive identity (Burnaford, 2001; Denison, 1990). For this to happen, a 

research-coordinating unit in a school might be necessary to facilitate conditions for sustaining 

best school practices and solving educational problems using SBER. This can be true if the 

school uses the findings of the research for planning and decision making process. 

As shown in Table 10, however, the results of teachers' questionnaire revealed that the practice 

of solving educational problems with SBER in the sample schools was discouraging. The results 

of the interviews and focus group discussion supported with this finding. Hence, possible reasons 

and explanations can be mentioned from the interviews and focus group discussion. As 

mentioned earlier, all the sample schools had organized the educational research coordinating 

committees (units) even through these committees had not yet played meaningful role in order to 

bring the desired change in fostering SBER for school improvement except in School 'F'. 

The committee of School 'F', as confirmed during focus group discussion on 28/2/2009, had 

relatively achieved better performance than from its counterparts. Some of the educational 
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research activities that the committee had tried to perform were conducting SBER, inviting other 

teachers for research, and mentoring, giving feedback (technical support), evaluating the research 

work and scheduling for presentation. 

Conceming the presence of research coordinating unit in all WEOs and ZED, I2 ensured that all 

the three institutions (schools, WEOs and ZED) had organized the unit. He expounded this as 

follows: 

All GZSS have educational research coordinating committee. Each school 
committee has prepared yearly plan though most of them could not bring significant 
change for school effectiveness. Each WEO has also assigned one expert as a 
coordinator and he/she has organized a temporary research evaluating committee to 
evaluate and give feedback for research works that come from primary and 
secondary schools. In the ZED too, there was research-coordinating unit led by 
curriculum preparation and educational research expert previously. But now, 
coordinating the educational research task has been transferred in to the supervision 
and educational research expert since 2005 (04/3/2009). 

Regarding the effectiveness of the research coordinating units in WEOs and ZED, almost all the 

interviewees agreed that the performance of the research coordinating units at WEO and ZED 

level was worse than the school committee was. 

Another issue that obtained the respondents' agreement is the malpractice of identifying the 

causes of educational problems using SBER and utilizing the findings for planning and decision 

making process. The intention of conducting SBER in most schools did not seem to make the 

school more effective by solving the real educational problems. Rather, it seems to make happy 

the higher educational management body and lessen the extemal pressure concerning the issue 

raised. A case in point here is, as the Guraghe Zone Educational Department 2007/8 Annual 

Report emphasized and highly appreciated, one "school which consisted of less than 18 teachers 

had conducted 42 action researches in a year." (GZED, 2008:32). This means one teacher had 

conducted more than 2.3 research works on average in a year in that particular school only. Here, 
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one may raise a variety of questions about the quality of those SBER "Works", considering the 

time allotted for teaching and researching together with the superficial and minimal educational 

research training offered by the educational officers of the ZED and WEOs. 

Another malpractice observed in School E was that the school had planned to conduct ten SBER 

and reported the figure to the WEO "E". At the end of the academic year of 2007/8, the school 

submitted only one to the WEO 'E' for further feedback without presenting in the school. The 

rest (nine) were neither submitted to the school and the WEO nor presented to the targeted 

evidence. However, the WEO 'E' reported the number to the ZED that Secondary School "E" 

had conducted ten SBER (I9, 02/3/2009). 

Concerning this, PII had explained the situation as follows: 

Teachers who are attending in summer training at TEls are encouraged by their 
instructors to conduct SBER on their school real problems for the partial 
fulfillment of their first degree. Last year, we were six summer attending teachers 
from this school. We the six teachers made agreement with our school to submit 
one copy of the final senior essay and to present to the targeted audience. At the 
end of the academic year none of us have submitted and presented our findings to 
the school community as well as the WEO. They did not also ask us for either 
presenting or SUbmitting it. However, the school was reporting all the processes 
of the study to the WEO/ZED (03/3/2009). 

From this, it is possible to deduce that the school 'E' wanted the process of the study more than 

the final finding. This may be because the school needed the number of research works rather 

than the results of the study. If not so, School E and/or WEO 'E' had facilitated the necessary 

conditions for utilization and dissemination of the research works. 
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4.5. Leadership Role in Promoting SBER for School Effectiveness 

The Practice of Educational Authorities' Involvement and Support in SBER 

Table 11: Involvement of principals and educational officers in SBER (N=187) 

No Items Responses Mean SD 
Frequently Sometimes Rarely Never 
(4) (3) (2) (1) 

1 How often does the principal 

lighten the workload for those 
8(4.3 %) 50(26.7%) 109(58.3%) 20(10.7%) 2.25 0.70 

teachers who conduct educational 

research? 

2 How often do the educational 

officers (supervisors, educational 
3(1.6 %) 22(11.8%) 61(32.6%) 101(54.0%) 1.61 

research experts etc) support the . 0.76 

educational research activity to 

make your school effective? 

3 

How often does the school principal 19(10.2%) 29(15.5%) 72(38.5%) 67(35.8%) 2.00 0.96 

involve in SBER activities in your 

school? . 
Grand Mean 

1.95 

In the process of making schools more effective through school based educational research, 

teachers who have conducted and/or supposed to conduct educational research need support from 

school principals and educational officers. The support might range from updating teachers' 

knowledge and skills, to giving feedback and facilitating the necessary conditions. 

However, as the findings of this study revealed, the support provided for teachers did not seem 

significant at school as well as Woreda and zone levels. For example, as revealed in Table11, 

86.6% (162) of the respondents claimed that educational officers especially the supervisors and 

educational research coordinators had rarely/never given the necessary support to schoolteachers. 

Similarly, 69% (129) of the respondents reached consensus that the school principals had 
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rarely/never lightened the workload of the teachers. Moreover, 74.3% (139) of them felt that the 

principals had rarely/never involved in school based educational research activities. 

As the result of the study indicated, the school principals as well as the educational officers had 

not provided and fulfilled the necessary support that enhances teachers' commitment to conduct 

SBER for school effectiveness since the Grand Mean (1.95) is less than the rating value of 

Rarely(2.0). 

The above finding shows that the involvement of the principals and WEO/ZED officers in SBER 

was found generally minimal. The support provided by them for teachers who had done and 

supposed to do SBER was also superficial. Concerning this, PI said the following: 

Look! I am a vice director but I do not know how to do SBER ... Many people 
like supervisor tell us SBER is very useful to solve educational problems and 
for professional development .However, they do not make us learn how to do it, 
so how can I mentor and help others? (28/2/2 009) 

As the information obtained from the document and interviews, though very restricted 

participation, educational officers especially the ZED and the Guraghe Zone Teacher Association 

(GZTA) have attempted to promote SBER by involving in conducting, by giving support and 

feedback and preparing workshop. For instance, according to the GZED officer (II), he had 

conducted two educational researches on female educational participation in the zone (2002) and 

students' achievement in the national examination (2000) and the ZED used the findings for 

planning and decision making (23/2/2009). He also explained the endeavor of the ZED in 

fostering SBER as follows: 

In collaboration with different NGOs such as World Learning and BESO, the 
ZED had tried to prepare workshops and seminar to update the teachers' 
knowledge and skill with SBER since 1996 to 2004. We had received three 
best SBER works from each WEO every year. Of which three best research 
works would be selected for remuneration at the zone level. We had given 
feedback for all SBER works verbally. Besides, we had given supervisory 
service for all schools in the zone twice a year (23/2/2009). 
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Concerning this, a study by Ayalew and Derese (2001) confirmed that the GZED had provided 

many short term in- service courses even though the courses were fragmented and lack of focus. 

Similarly, the Guraghe Zone Teacher's Association had attempted to conduct a survey on the 

• causes of conflict between the school principals and teachers in 2005/6. The association had 

invited all schoolteachers to conduct educational research on the given focal current issues. Then, 

in collaboration with local NGOs, the association had selected five best research works and had 

remunerated the best teacher researchers on a conference (I3, 24/2/2009). 

All the WEOs had tried to follow similar procedure at woreda level. However, the Teacher 

Association at woreda level has not yet participated in such SBER activities for school 

effectiveness. On the other hand, since most of the principals were newly assigned by local 

educational authorities, detail information about their research practices could not be obtained 

from them. 

The Practice of Dissemination Research Findings in GZSS 

Table 12: Dissemination of the research finding in GZSS 

No Items Responses Chi-square 
=X 

1 Have the results of your research been disseminated to the targeted audience N!! % 
(teachers within and/or neighboring schools, students or others? 

A. Yes 
40 51.3 0.05* 

B. No 
Total 

38 48.7 
78 100 

2 If your answer for question number "1" is yes, in what ways has been 
disseminated to the targeted audience? 

A. Through seminar like discussion 28 70.0 
B. Through short leaflet (news paper) 3 7.5 
C. Through Journal 2 5.0 

D. If any other please specify 7 17.5 
Total 40 100 

,.. P< 0.05, CV = 3.84 
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As discussed in the literature part, disseminating the findings of the research helps to "cross 
• 

fertili ze" and sustain best practices among the targeted audience in similar institutions of the 

syst m. To deal the practice of disseminating the research fmdings, a question was posed for 

teachers who had conducted school based educational research if the results of their research 

work disseminated to the intended audience. Accordingly, S1.3% (40) of the respondents ensured 

that the result of their research work was disseminated to the targeted audience. While 48.7% 

(38) of them replied that their research findings were not disseminated. 

Chi-square was employed to test the difference between teachers whose research findings were 

disseminated and whose research fmdings were not disseminated to the targeted audience. 

However, the result showed that there was no statistically significant difference between the two 

groups since the calculated chi-square value (X2=0.OS) is less than the critical value (cv =3.84) at 

O.OS alpha level. 

As table 12 depicts, teacher who replied that their research findings had been disseminated were 

further asked about the way their research finding was being disseminated. 70% (28) of the 

respondents reported that their research result was disseminated in seminar like discussion, while 

7.S %( 3), S %( 2) and 17.S% (7) of the respondents indicated that their research finding was 

disseminated through short leaflet (news letter), journal and others respectively. 

As understood fi'om the above data, disseminating the results of the research is part of the 

problem. It is essential to share best practice with in schools in the Zone. However, like 

utilization process, dissemination of the findings to the targeted audience seems neglected. As 

discussed so far, there was a trend of disseminating best research works to the targeted audience 

through seminars, written reports and the like at zonal level. But cunently, the trend has become 

declining especially in the ZED. II and 12 admitted this situation. The reasons they had given 
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were associated with shortage of manpower in the ZED, and shortage of budget. Nonetheless, a 

happy finding was found in the WEO 'F'. This WEO had tried to disseminate the feedback for 

the SBER works in the form of written reports not only for the school but also for the cluster. 

According to Is, the purpose of giving written feedback for the clusters was to promote SBER 

and give opportunity for other schools in the clusters that made them learn from the others' 

strength and weakness (28/3/2009). 

The Practice of Remuneration in GZSS 

Table 13: Remunerating best teacher researchers in GZSS 

Items Responses 

What kind of incentive (reward) did you get for your school based research No % 

work? 

A. Satisfaction by trying to solve the problem (the work itself) 43 55.1 

B. Career promotion 10 12.8 

C. Letter of recognition 9 11 .5 

D. A and C 9 11.5 

F. Others 7 9.0 

Total 78 100 

Teachers who had conducted school based educational research were also asked about the kind of 

incentive/reward they had got for their research work. Surprisingly, majority of the respondents, 

55.1 % (43), reported that they had only satisfaction by trying to solve the educational problem. 

In this regard, Fischer (2001) has reiterated that by engaging in SBER, teachers should fmd 

professional satisfaction in pursuing their own questions and ideas about the nature of teaching 

and students ' learning. 12.8% (10) of them confim1ed that they had got career promotion 

while,11 .5%(9) of the respondent replied that they had got letter of recognition and equal 

proportion of the teachers, 11.5%(9) replied that they had got both satisfaction by trying to solve 
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the problem and letter of recognition as an incentive (reward). On the other hand, 9% (7) of them 

responded that they had different things like successful completion of the course for 

university/college study. 

Work related rewards (incentives) may serve as motivational strategy for teachers to perform a 

certain activity like conducting SBER in a school setting. As Keefe and Jenkins ' (1997) study on 

work related rewards showed, the rewards that drive from such features of work as pay, 

opportunities and career advancement gravitated towards the improvement of performance on 

routine and well learned educational activities. This implies that motivated teachers can perform 

their tasks in a better way than the de- motivated teachers. 

In the same manner, realizing the value of work related rewards; the Guraghe Zone Education 

Department had remunerated three best teacher researchers for their best research works at Zone 

level every year since recent past. Almost all WEOs had also acknowledged that three best 

teacher researchers at Woreda level. Some schools in the sample, for instance, school 'E' and 

school ' C' had given certification for all teachers who tried to conduct SBER. However, the trend 

of remuneration system for school 'A' and school 'F' was different. 

For example, IPs (the principal of school F), explained the practice of his school as follows: 

Best teacher researchers have been motivated indirectly by giving better result for 
their Result Oriented Plan since conducting SBER is part of it. We had agreed upon 
with teachers that conducting SBER would be serving as major selection criteria for 
teachers to get opportunity for further training, participating in different workshops. 
Their research works have also been sent to the WEO for further feedback and/or 
for competition with other research works at Woreda level (28/212001). 

Similarly, school 'A' has followed identical procedure in this regards. 
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4.6. Conditions that Facilitate and/or Hinder Teachers' Involvement in SBER 

Table 14: Factors facilitating GZSS teachers' engagement in SBER 

No Items Responses 
Mean score Rank 

1 The different courses that teachers had taken during their 6.47 1 
university/college study 

2 Research workshops, seminars, in service training 2.13 5 
3 Teachers' private reading of different research reports and research 4.86 2 

guidelines to update their research knowledge 
4 The school principals/research coordinating committee support 2.68 4 

5 The collaboration of teacher colleagues 2.71 3 

6 WEO/especially the supervisor and the educational research 1.77 6 
expert/support 

7 ZED educational officers' support 1.36 7 

8 Woreda/Zone Teachers' Association support 1.03 8 

In order to probe the facilitating conditions, teacher respondents who had conducted SBER were 

asked to put in order the listed items from first to eighth based on their importance. These 

elements were then analyzed on the basis of their perceived level of importance to give each a 

numerical score as presented in table 14. 

As the results revealed, an overwhelming majority of the respondents indicated that the different 

courses they had taken during their universityl college study was the most important element to 

help them conduct SBER. In this regard, a single case can be taken from the focus group 

discussion that held in 28/2/2009 as a case in point. As P3 remembered the situation bitterly, last 

year (2007/8), when he was a fresh teacher, the Induction Course Module that demands 

conducting SBER was given to him without any supporter (mentor). He confirmed that no one 

helped him during his production of SBER except the course he had taken during his university 

and his personal effort of reading different research related materials. The second important 

element was teachers' private reading of research reports and research guidelines. The 
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collaboration of teacher colleagues was placed the third important position. Following this, the 

school principal and research coordinating committee suppo.rt was also the fourth important 

element. Perhaps the most surprising result for this part was the comparatively low score of 

research related workshops, seminars and in-service training. Similarly, most respondents felt 

that the support of WEO (especially the supervisors and the educational research expert) was 

very low. The contribution of ZED officers and woredaiZone TA support was insignificant and 

teachers who had conducted SBER ranked them the last i h and 8th respectively. 

However, almost all the WEO supervisors who were interviewed had thought differently. They 

felt that their contribution for making teachers conduct SBER was significant since they had 

given supervision service including providing support for teachers who were conducting SBER at 

least twice a month. Beside this, two supervisors from WEO 'A' and 'E' reported that they had 

prepared a two day in service training in 2008 for 71 and 69 teachers (one teacher from each 

school) respectively. As they explained, their intention of inviting one teacher from each school 

was that those teachers who got training would train the rest and promote educational research 

activities in the school. 

On the other hand, the ZED officials who were included in the study admitted that the fragmented 

training they had offered for teachers and principals and their supervisory service twice a year 

was not adequate. Therefore, all the above situations cannot make someone reject the teachers' 

(who had conducted SBER) dissatisfaction on the support of WEO/ZED officials. 
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Table IS: Factors affecting Teachers' Involvement in SBER and their Degree of impact 

No Items Response 
Mean=X Rank 

l. Lack of awareness about the contribution of SBER for school 2.98 8 
effectiveness 

2. Lack of knowledge and experience how to do educational research 3.23 7 
(research commence) 

3. Lack of motivation or recognition for previous research works by local 3.53 5 
educational authorities (principals, WEO/ZED officers 

4. Lack of financial support (incentives rues, rewards and remuneration) 4.50 2 
5. Overload in teaching or in other committee activities 4.30 3 
6. The absence of research culture in the school 4.53 1 
7. Discouraging working conditions (like unsafe school environment) 3.41 6 
8. Lack of research facilities (library reference materials, research guide or 3.62 4 

model) 

As indicated in Table 15, item 6, 4 and 5 are rated above the rating value of high (4) and ranked 

from first to third respectively. The mean rating of items 8 and 3 are closer to the rating value of 

high (4) and ranked fourth and fifth respectively. While item 7, 2 and 1 are nearer to the rating 

value of the expected average (3) and ranked form sixth to eighth respectively. 

This shows that none of the factors listed have not been seen as the lesser impact on teacher's 

engagement in SBER even though they have different degree of impact. 

Among the factors which were considered as impediment for teachers to conduct school based 

educational research, the absence of research culture in the school, lack of financial support 

(incentives, rewards and remuneration), and overload in teaching and in other committee 

activities were identified by the respondents as the most serious factors that deter them from 

engaging in educational research activities. Moreover, the factors such as lack of research 

facilities, lack of motivation and recognition for previous research works by the local educational 

authorities (principals, WEO/ZED officers) were indicated by the respondents as serious factors 

that made the teachers refrain from involvement in SBER activities. 
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Despite this, the responses of teachers on the factors such as discouraging working conditions, 

lack of research competence, and lack of awareness about the contribution of SBER for school 

effectiveness, were markedly characterized by indecision. This ambivalent position denotes that 

teachers' poor involvement in SBER might not be due to neither discouraging working 

conditions (like unsafe environment) research incompetence, nor lack of awareness about the role 

of SBER. Nevertheless, this tendency of choosing ambivalent position does not mean that these 

three factors have not negative impact on teachers' engagement in SBER. Rather it signifies that 

since those teachers distanced themselves from involvement in SBER due to various reasons, 

they may have skeptically seen their awareness about the contribution of SBER for school 

improvement, their research competence and working conditions of the school. In other words, it 

seems that teacher respondents did not prefer to stand on the either sides. 

As depicted in table 15 vividly, from the major twin factors (personal and institutional) which 

were perceived as impediment, the institutional (external) factors were identified by teacher 

respondents as the top four most serious factors, whereas, the personal factors were placed by the 

teacher respondents as the bottom two least influential factors. Based on the data above, one can 

safely conclude that the absence of research culture in the school, lack of financial support 

(incentives, rewards and remuneration), overload in teaching and in other committee activities, 

and lack of research facilities were the most serious impediments for most GZSS teachers to 

involve in SBER. Overwhelmingly, these findings seem to be congruent with what Seyoum 

(1998) reported regarding constraints of research activities among secondary school teachers in 

Addis Ababa. Concerning institutional (external) influential factors, recent study by AEDIBESO 

II (2007) on the Ethiopian primary school teachers' involvement in educational (action) research 

had also found similar findings. However, as this study revealed, personal factors like research 
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knowledge and skill (research competence), lack of adequate training (awareness) about the 

contribution of SBER were found the major impediment that deter teachers from involvement in 

SBER. One of the possible reasons for the variation might be stemmed from the educational 

qualification difference between the secondary teachers and the primary teachers. 

The existing body of literature in the field has also indicated that personal factors like awareness 

and research knowledge and skill as the most influential focus in doing educational research. For 

example, (Hummandi, 1989, as cited in Adane, 2000) emphasized that personal factors have been 

some of the key problems that hinder teachers from research undertaking. 

On the other hand, as the results of interview with principals and educational officers confirmed, 

personal factors and institutional (external) factors impeded teachers from educational research 

involvement even though variations were observed on the degree of impact. The results from 

principals' interview, teachers' explanation on open ended items and focus group discussion 

showed overlapping on institutional (external) factors like school research culture, overload in 

teaching and non teaching activities, and lack of financial support (incentive) have more negative 

impact than personal factors on the sampled school teachers. 

This was, however, difficult for educational officers especially II and h to agree. For example, 12 

believed that most GZSS teachers have mainly lacked educational research competence, 

awareness and attitude towards SBER that are belonged to personal factors. He furthered that 

teachers had seen their involvement in educational research as tiresome and tedious activity that 

could not bring any comparative advantage for them as a researcher. Some teachers also have 

little knowledge and skill on how to do SBER for educational improvement. Even some teachers 

did not have positive attitude about SBER (04/3/2009). II also felt that most GZSS teachers' 

awareness was not that much encouraging. According to his observation, they have perceived that 
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involving in SBER as a huge task that demands special knowledge and extra time (25/2/2009). 

The result of interviews with 110 and 112, which were held on 16/3/2009 and 17/3/2009 

respectively aligned with the above argument. 

Respondents were also asked to give their suggestions what they think was worthwhile to 

overcome the above problems and to promote SBER among teachers in GZSS. Their responses 

can be summarized as follows: 

• The schools must discuss with teachers about how to solve school educational problems 

with SBER. The findings from the research works should be utilized by teacher 

themselves as well as schools; 

• Schools and WEOs should initiate and encourage teachers to engage in SBER. Letter of 

recognition at school and lor WEO level should be prepared for those teachers who 

participated in it. Incentives should be given for those teachers who tried to solve 

educational problem using SBER; 

School principals and WEO officers should have knowledge and skill about the relevance 

of SBER and how to conduct it; 

• School libraries should be well organized and equipped with adequate and relevant 

research materials and up-to-date research journals; 

• Ongoing research worksl in service training should be given for teachers and educational 

officers as well; 

• Educational researchers like the researcher of this study should present their research 

works to stake holders andlor send a copy of their final research paper to the research 

setting. Teachers should also strive to update themselves by reading research books and 

sharing educational research related information with their colleagues. 
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CHAPTER 5: Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 

5.1. Summary 

The main purpose of this study was to investigate the current GZSS in enhancing school 

effectiveness through SBER. To accomplish this purpose, the study tried to illuminate the issues, 

prospects and challenges of the practice with the intention of forwarding possible solutions that 

would help to sustain best practices and ameliorate the challenges. For this reason, the following 

research questions were formulated: 

1. How is the GZSS Teachers' Readiness (potential) to carryout SBER for school effectiveness? 

~ What is the perception of teachers towards the contribution of SBER for school 

effectiveness? 

~ Do teachers have the necessary knowledge and skill to conduct SBER? 

2. How is the practice (trend) of identifying the causes of educational problems and seeking 

solutions in GZSS in the process of making schools more effective with SBER? 

~ What is the current status of GZSS teachers' involvement in production of SBER? 

, Are the research works in GZSS aligned with school effectiveness academic issues 

(students' achievement and school efficiency)? 

~ What is the research culture of the GZSS looking like? 

3. What roles does the leadership play in enhancing school effectiveness through SBER? 

> To what extent principals and local educational officers involve and support SBER? 

, How are best teacher researchers and their research works being remunerated and 

disseminated at school, WEO and ZED levels respectively? 
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4. What conditions affect and/or facilitate the production and utilization of SBER for school 

effectiveness? 

5. What measures need to be taken to ameliorate the challenges and effectuate consistent and 

satisfactory SBER work in GZSS? 

In order to find out answers for these basic questions and provide a substantive conspectus of 

the research setting, a variety of data gathering instruments such as questionnaire, interviews, 

focus group discussion and document analysis were employed. Interviews were held with 

twelve WEO officers, four ZED officers, two GZTA chairpersons and six principals. 

Two focus group discussions with 16 school 'F' and school 'E' teachers were also made. To this 

effect, both quantitative and qualitative approaches were used for data collection and data 

analysis. 

Before the actual data collected from teachers, the questionnaire was piloted with twenty 

randomly selected teachers in one of the Guraghe zone secondary Schools (Agena GSPS) which 

was not included in the final study. Then, the item analysis was computed by Cronbach alpha and 

the reliability coefficient was 0.74, 0.76 and 0.82 for perception item, research practice item, and 

affecting factor items respectively .After refinement on three items of the questionnaire it was 

administered as scheduled. Then, the questionnaire was distributed to all 224 teachers in the six 

sample schools. Even though 190 questionnaires returned, three of them were incomplete. Due to 

this, 187 questionnaires were used for the quantitative data analysis. 

To analyze numerical data, descriptive statistics (mean, standard deviation and percentage), chi­

square and total mean score were computed. Based on the results of quantitative and qualitative 

data analysis, the major findings were summarized as follows: 
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1. Majority of the teacher respondents (58.8%) had shown positive perception towards the 

contribution of SBER for school effectiveness and what roles they can play for it. For 

example, 92% and 89% of them had perceived positively that SBER can be useful for 

planning and decision-making process and it can improve students' academic 

achievement respectively. 

2. The study revealed that majority of the teacher respondents (87.7%) had confirmed that 

they had taken research methodQlogy course during their university/ college study. 

From the teachers who had taken the research methodology course, almost all, 98.2% 

had the course as useful in making them conduct SBER theoretically. On the other 

hand, however, most teacher respondents seemed to have real problem solving research 

skill in the natural setting. For instance, 69.5% of them claimed that they did not get a 

chance to participate in workshop, seminar or in- service training. Besides, 59.4%and 

46.5% of the teachers in the study replied that they had sometimes read research books 

or journals and shared research related information with their colleagues respectively. 

At the same time, however, the findings revealed 33.2% and 38.5% of the respondents 

admitted that they had rarely read research books or journals and shared research related 

information with their colleagues respectively. 

3. It was found that only 41.7% of the teacher respondents replied that they had conducted 

SBER in their current schools since 2000-2008. 58.3% of them had not involved in 

SBER. Some of the reasons, which impeded teachers from involvement were lack of 

supportive research culture, lack of incentives and over load in teaching and others 

committee activities. 
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4. Thc findings showed that 35.7% of the SBER titles listed by teachers respondents were 

school wide academic issues like students' achievement, discipline and school 

efficiency. While 47.1 % were focusing on specific classroom skills. This shows that 

less priority was given for school wide academic issues than specific classroom skills. 

5. On the other hand, almost none of the research works (98.3%) which were included in 

the document analysis fit with the unique characteristics of SBER since they did not 

have action plan (strategy), implementation, and evaluating the effectiveness 

procedures. The GZED and WEO 'A' educational research training manual did not also 

include these unique characteristics of SBER, and the evaluating format of the research 

work did not include either. 

6. It was found that there were research coordinating committee (unit) in all Guraghe zone 

secondary Schools and WEOs though it had played little role in fostering SBER 

activities and stimulating teachers for involvement. 

7. The results of this study portrayed that the practice of solving educational problems 

using SBER in GZSS was found very poor. For example, 52.9% of the teacher 

respondents replied that their schools had rarely utilized the research findings and 

reports for decision-making purpose. Furthermore, an overwhelming of the respondents 

(82.8%) ensured that their schools were found at infancy stage in using SBER for 

schools effectiveness. 

8. Among the respondents 69% showed dissatisfaction that the school principals had not 

lightened the overload of the teachers who conduct SBER. Moreover, 86.6% of them 

felt that educational officers had not given the necessary support to school teachers. 
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Furthermore, 74.3% of them believed that the principals did not involve in SBER 

activities properly. However, the effort of WEO 'A' and WEO 'F' in giving written 

feedback for teacher research works deserve appreciation. 

9. From the teacher respondents who had conducted SBER, only half of (51.3%) reported 

that their research work were disseminated to the targeted audience. Most of them 

replied that the seminar like discussion was the means of disseminating their research 

work. 

10. Majority of the teacher respondents who had conducted SBER (55.1 %) claimed that 

they did not get any incentive or proper recognition except the psychological 

satisfaction obtained from conducting research. 

11. The findings of this research demonstrated that the major facilitating conditions that 

helped teachers to do SBER were the different courses that they had taken during their 

university/college study, their private reading of research reports and research 

guidelines, and the collaboration of the teacher colleagues. 

12. The results of this study depicted that among the factors which were perceived as 

impediment, the absence of supportive research culture in the schools, lack of financial 

support incentives, rewards and remuneration, overload in teaching and in other 

committee activities, and lack of research facilities (reference materials, research 

guidelines or model etc) were identified by the teachers respondents as the most serious 

factors that deter them from engaging in SBER activities. 
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5.2. Conclusion 

The Summary given above highlights the major findings in the different aspects of enhancing 

school effectiveness through SBER in GZSS. The conspectus of these findings leads to the 

following major conclusions. 

The findings showed that teachers in GZSS had positive perception towards SBER and its role 

for school effectiveness. Even though majority of the respondents had taken useful research 

methodology course during their university/College study, most of them have not up-to-dated 

their SBER knowledge and skill by reading relevant research books or journals, sharing 

~ducational research related infonnation with their colleagues, and getting chance to participate 

in research seminars or workshops. Based on the above [mdings, one cannot conclude that GZSS 

are well equipped with the necessary theoretical and practical research knowledge and skill. 

The study revealed that the involvement of GZSS teachers in SBER for school effectiveness has 

not yet been significant even though their participation in SBER has been increasing from time to 

time. 

It was learnt that most of teacher research works in GZSS had been focused on fragmented and 

specific classroom skills rather than unified school wide academic issues. This trend of 

emphasizing specific and fragmented classroom skills may be a little bit far from making the 

, 
whole school more effective as compared to the unified school wide academic issues. Besides, 

the SBER works, the training manual and the evaluating criteria of the research works in GZSS 

were not aligned with unique characteristics of school based educational (action) research for 

making schools more effective since they lacked action plan (strategy), implementation and 

evaluating its effectiveness. 
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Another crucial challenge for improving school effectiveness with SBER in GZSS was found the 

unsupportive school research culture. The findings of this study depicted that the practice of 

identifying the causes of educational problems and seeking sustainable solution using SBER was 

at infancy stage. Moreover, the tradition of utilizing research reports and findings for planning 

and decision making purpose has not yet been developed in most GZZS. 

This study found that the involvement and support of the principals and educational officers in 

promoting of SBER in GZSS to make schools more effective was minimal. However, the effort 

of giving written feedback in some WEOs for schoolteacher research works seemed to be 

encouragmg. 

The findings of the study portrayed that the effort of local educational authorities in making 

GZSS teachers' research work publici dissemination I was also found minimal. At the same time, 

this research revealed that the absence of motivational strategy (remuneration) for SBER works 

especially at school and WEO level was found the sources of dissatisfaction for most GZSS 

teachers. 

The findings of this study revealed that the major impetus that help GZSS teachers to conducts 

SBER for the purpose of making schools more effective were the research courses they had taken 

in TEls, their private effort to read research related books and materials, and their collaboration 

with their colleagues. On the other hand, the study also demonstrated that there was a high degree 

of agreement among teachers that absence of research culture in the school, lack of financial 

support (incentives, rewards and remuneration), overload in teaching and in committee activities 

and, lack of educational research facilities (reference material, research guide or model etc), were 
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the major impediments for teachers to carry out SBER for enhancing school effectiveness in 

GZSS. 

5.3. Recommendations 

Based on the research findings and conclusions drawn, the following recommendations for 

educational authorities and concerned stakeholders have been forwarded: 

1. The endeavor of improving schools with SBER is more successful if those who 

involved in it work jointly. This can be enriched and illuminated through dialogue. 

To this effect, the school principals should envision to create supportive research 

culture in the school to ameliorate the challenges of school wide academic problems 

through SBER. Besides, WEOs/ZED or higher educational management bodies 

(REBlMoE) must fmd ways to promote and cultivate the efforts of schools in 

identifying educational problems and seeking sustainable solutions using SBER. 

Moreover, Teachers' Association at Zone and Woreda levels should playa part in this 

regard. 

2. Short-term refresher courses on practical school based educational research should be 

designed and organized at zone, Woreda and school levels to make teachers stay 

current and advance their career. These refresher courses can be more effective if they 

are given by professional researchers together with best school teacher research 

performers. 

3. The school principals and WEO/ZED officers should "cross-pollinate" best research 

practices among the targeted audience at various levels. The school principals and 
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WEO/ZED should also utilize the results of the research for planning and decision 

making processes properly. 

4. In order to initiate and facilitate conditions for SBER, cost effective contextual 

motivational strategy on the basis of the research quality should be designed at school 

and WEO/ZED levels. This work related remuneration mechanism need to be 

accepted by all stakeholders. To alleviate budgetary limits, 

• The schools should strive to make the local community especially the former 

students of the school participate as a source of financial support for schools' 

facilities and remuneration for best research performers. 

• The ZED/WEOs should allocate budget for it and/or mobilize professional 

resources for this purpose. Moreover, these local educational authorities should 

strive to search for local NGOs for sponsorship. 

5. Involving in SBER demands not only personal effort and commitment but also 

sufficient time. Hence, it might be difficult for those teachers who are overloaded in 

teaching and in other committee activities to engage in SBER properly. Therefore, 

there should be a systematic and creative use of time allowance by negotiating with 

work-overloaded teachers. Working in team might also lessen the burden of teachers 

in this regard. 

6. The study delimited to only some aspects of school effectiveness issues in Guraghe 

Zone Secondary Schools that does not show the picture of all the problems. Thus, the 

problems necessities further investigation by other researchers. 
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APPENDIX-A 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate Studies 

Institute of Educational Research 

Questionnaire to be filled by GZSS Teachers 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect relevant information from GZSS teachers about 

enhancing school effectiveness through school based educational research that enables to 

diagnose the facilitating and/or hindering conditions in GZSS. For this reason, your cooperation 

in completing this questionnaire is undoubtedly valuable for the study. Since your response will 

be kept confidentially, please feel free to answer all questions genuinely as much as possible. 

Thank you! 

Direction: 

a. No need of writing your name. 

b. Please try to answer every question in accordance with the instruction provided. 

Part I. 

General Information 

1. Sex Age _____ _ 

2. Your educational qualification _____ _ 

3. Name of your school ______ _ 

4. Number of periods you are teaching per week _ ___ _ 

5. Your years of service in teaching ____ _ 

Part II. 

Illstructioll: Please circle the letter of your choice 

1. Have you ever taken research methodology course during your University/College study? 

A.Yes B.No 

2. If your answer for question number 1 is 'Yes', how do you evaluate its usefulness of the 

training/course in making you conduct educational research? 

A. Very useful B. Useful C. Not useful 



3. How often have you participated in any seminar, workshops or in- service training to update 

your research skill? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

4. If your answer for question number 3 is A or B, how do you evaluate its usefulness in making 

you conduct practical research work? 

A. Very useful B. Useful C. Not useful 

5. How often have you read educational research books as well as research reports? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

6. How often have you shared educational research related infonnation with your colleagues? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

7. Have you ever conducted educational research to solve educational problem in your school? 

A. Yes B. No 

8. If your response to question number 7 is 'No', what do/does hinder you from undertaking 

educational research? Please rate the degree of impact. 

Items Del!ree of impact 
Very High Un Low Very 
high decided low 

A. Lack of awareness about the contribution of school based 
educational research for school effectiveness 

B. Lack of knowledge and experience how to do research 
(research competence) 

C. Lack of motivation or recognition for previous research 
work by local educational governing bodies (principals, 
woredalzone educational officers 

D. Lack of fmancial support (incentives, rewards and 
remuneration) 

E. Overload in teaching and in other committee activities 

F. The absence of research culture in the school 

G. Discouraging working. conditions (like unsafe school 
environment) 

H. Lack of research facilities (library reference material, 
research guide or model etc.) 

If any other, please speCIfy _ ______ ____________ _ 

Instruction: The question numbers from 9-18 will be filled by teachers who have conducted 

school based educational research individually or in collaboration since 2000/01-

2008/09 G.C. 

9. What were the maj or priority areas of your research work? 

A. school-wide academic issues (students' achievement, school efficiency ... ) 
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B. specific classroom skills 

C. If any other, please specify _________ _____ _ 

10. Please write the title of your school based educational research works that YOll have done 

since 2000- 2008/09 G.C. in this school. 

11. Who does /do initiate you to conduct educational research in your school? More than one 

answer is possible. 

A. The educational problem itself 

B. The school principal/the school educational research committee/ 

C. WoredaiZone educational officers (supervisors, research coordinator etc) 

D. WoredaiZone Teacher Association 

E. If any other, please specify __________ _ 

12. Which of the following conditions contribute positively for your educational research work at 

school level? Please give rank from first to eighth the following conditions according to 

their contribution to your research work. 

A. The different courses you had taken during your university/college study. 

B. Research workshops, seminars, in-service training etc. 

C. Y Ollr private reading of research reports and research guidelines for updating yourself 

D. The school principal support/feedback 

E. The collaboration of your colleagues 

F. Woreda Education Officers (especially the supervisor, the educational research 

coordinator) support/feedback 

G. Zone Education Department Officers support 

H. WoredaiZone Teacher Association support 

13 . Have you developed action strategies in your research work and testing them by putting in to 

practice? 

A. Yes B. No 

14. If your answer for question number 13 is 'Yes,' how do you evaluate in bringing the desired 

change (solution). 

A. The problem was solved completely 



B. Some improvement is observed 

C. No improvement is observed 

15. If your answer is 'No' for question number 13, please mention the reasons, 

16. Have the results of your research been disseminated to the targeted audience (teachers within 

andlor neighboring schools, students or others)? 

A. Yes B.No 

17. If your answer for question number 16 is 'Yes', in what ways has 

been disseminated to the targeted audience? 

A. In seminar discussion 

B. In short leaflet (news letter) 

C.Injoumal 

D. If any other, please specify _________________ _ 

18. What kind of incentive (reward) did you get for your school based research work? More 

than one answer is possible. 

A. Satisfaction by trying to solve the problem (the work it self) 

B. Career promotion 

C. Letter of recognition 

D. A&C 

E. If any other, please specify, ________________ _ 

19. How often does the principal lighten the workload for those teachers who conduct educational 

research? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

20. Is there any research coordinating committee and network in your school? 

A.Yes B.No 

21 . If your answer for question number 20 is 'Yes', how do you evaluate its contribution in 

fosteling educational research activities? 

A. Very high B. High C. Low D. Very low 

22. How often do your staffs discuss how to achieve school goals like seeking ways of improving 

students' achievement and its determinants through educational research? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

/ 



,-------

23. How often does your school use research reports and findings in making decisions? 

A. Frequently B. Some times C. Rarely D. Never 

24. How often do the educational officers (supervisors, educational research coordinators etc) 

participate in school based educational research activities at your school? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

25. How often does the school principal support school based educational research activities in 

your school? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 

26. How often does your school identify the causes of educational problems and seeking 

solutions with school based educational research? 

A. Frequently B. Sometimes C. Rarely D. Never 
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Part Ill. 

Direction: Following are statements that need your opinion about enhancing school effectiveness 

through educational research. For each statement, please indicate your agreement or 

disagreements by putting a tick (,I') mark on a rating scale from ' 1' to ' 5'. 

Key: 5. Strongly Agree 4. Agree 3. Undecided 2. Disagree 1. Strongly Disagree 

No. Items Degree of agreement 
and/or disagreement 

I School based educational research contributes little in solving practical 5 4 3 2 1 
educational problems 

2 School based educational research can improve students ' academic 
achievement 

3 School based educational research cannot develop positive teaching 
learning atmosphere in the school. 

4 School based educational research can have positive contribution III 

searching ways for contextual (local) motivational strategy 

5 School based educational research can sustain or promote good shared 
school values 

6 School based educational research cannot build strong ties with parents 
and local community for involvement in school matters 

7 School based educational research empowers self-evaluation potential 
of the school. 

8 School based educational research cannot create reliable path for 
school effectiveness 

9 School based educational research is helpful for planning and decision 
making 

10 School based educational research improves little teachers' professional 
development 

II Teachers should seek solution for educational problems by school based 
educational research 

12 Educational research should only be conducted by professional 
researchers, not by school teachers 

13 Educational research should only be conducted by higher institutions, 
not by secondary schools 

14 Teachers participation in educational research should be one criteria for 
career promotion 

15 In spite of limited resources and skill teachers may possess, they can 
conduct research in their own level 

16 Teachers cannot improve their methods of teaching even if they involve 
in educational research 
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Part IV. 

Please, feel free to add below any comments or views what you think that have not been covered 

in this questionnaire concerning the contribution of school based educational research for school 

effecti veness. 

1. What are the achievements of your school, if any, in terms of production, utilization and 

dissemination of school based educational research for school improvement? 

2. What are the challenges that hinder teachers' involvement in school based educational 

research in your school? 

3. What do you suggest to overcome these challenges at school level? 

4. To strengthen school based educational research for school improvement, what do you think 

would be the roles of principals, Woreda! Zone educational officers (supervisors, educational 

research coordinators), Teacher Association, Parent Teacher Association? 

5. What measures need to be taken to get involved more teachers in undertaking school based 

educational research? 
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Appendix-B 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate Studies 

Institute of Educational Research 

Interview Guide 

An interview guideline to GZSS principals 

The main purpose of this interview is to gather valid information from secondary school 

principals in Guraghe Zone about the practice of enhancing school effectiveness through 

educational research and identifying challenges and prospects. Hence, your cooperation to answer 

questions and share your experience and opinion is very important for the study. Since your 

response will be kept confidentially, please feel free to answer all questions frankly as far as 

possible. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

Questions: 

1. How is the status of your school in conducting and utilizing educational research to enhance 

your school effective sine 2000/01 G.C? 

• Is there a trend of identifying the causes of educational problems and seeking solutions 

with school based educational research in your school? 

• Do you use research findings (reports) in planning and in making decision? 

2. Is there any research coordinating committee in your school? If there is, how do you 

evaluate its contribution ill fostering educational research activities? 

3. How do you evaluate the teachers' perception in engaging school based educational 

research in your school? 

• Are they reluctant or cooperative? If they are reluctant to engage in research, what are 

the causes and what measures has your school taken? 



4. Have you ever done (engaged) in educational research and reflective practices smce 

2000/01 G.C? If your answer to question number 4 is 'yes' what was your research priority 

area (school wide issues/specific classroom skills/ others)? Would you let me see it? 

5. How often does your school prepare seminar and workshop to promote and update teachers' 

research competency? 

• Is there any relevant in-service training with the Issue of school effectiveness and 

educational research? If there is, how do you evaluate it in enhancing school 

effecti veness? 

6. How often do the school staffs discuss about the ways of improving students' achievement? 

7. What are the achievements, if any; of your school in terms of production, utilization and 

dissemination, the results of educational research at school level? 

8. Does your school have motivational strategy to remunerate best teacher-researchers and 

disseminate best practices? If any, please mention? 

9. What challenges, if any, do you face to enhance the effectiveness of your school through 

educational research? 

10. What measures need to be taken to improve or to tackle these challenges? 



Appendix - C 

Addis Ababa University 

School of Graduate Studies 

Institute of Educational Research 

Interview 

An interview guideline to WEO, ZED officers and TA chairperson in Guraghe Zone. 

The main purpose of this interview is to gather valid information (data) from woreda and zone 

educational officers and experts about your practice of enhancing school effectiveness through 

educational research and identifying the challenges and prospects. Hence, your cooperation for 

interview and share your experience and opinion is undoubtedly 'aluable for the study. Since , 
your response will be kept confidentially, please feel free t . give genuine answer for all 

questions. 

Thank you for your cooperation! 

Questions 
v 

1. How is the status of production, utilization dissemination of educational research to ehhance 

the effectiveness of secondary schools in your Woreda (Zone)? 

• How do you evaluate the trends of school based (action) research practices of teachers 

in secondary schools since 2000 G.C? 

• Have you or your WEOIZED/T A ever done educational research on secondary 

schools? If you have conducted, what was the priority area of your research work? 

Can you mention your major findings? 

• Have you observed some improvement after you have suggested or recommended? 

• Would you let me see the research papers? 

• How do you evaluate the trends of your Woredalzone secondary schools in 

identifying the causes of educational problems and seeking solution using education 

research 
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2. How do you evaluate the secondary school teachers' perception in engaging school based 

educational research? 

• . Have you tried to identify secondary school teachers need to have to conduct school 

based educational research? 

• How often do you organize in-service training, workshop or seminar to update teachers' 

skill and to empower those teachers who have lacked adequate research competency? 

3. Is there a research-coordinating unit in all WEOs or in ZED? If there is, how do evaluate its 

contribution in promoting educational research for making schools more effective? 

4. How often do you/your office give supervising and/or inspecting 

schools? 

service to secondary 

• How do you evaluate the conduciveness of secondary schools in terms of facilities to 

make their school more effective through educational research? 

5. Does your WEO/ZED/TA office have motivational strategy to remunerate best teacher 

researchers and disseminate best practices to similar school at Woreda and/or zonal level? 

• .What techniques do you/your office use to select best research works. 

• In what ways does your office disseminate best practices and research findings (seminar 

style discussion, written reports, leaflets ... ) 

6. What challenges do you observe in secondary schools in their involvement of educational 

research? 

7. What measures need to be taken to improve or tackle these challenges? 



Appendix - D 

Checklist for Document Analysis 

The purpose of this checklist is to diagnose the main trends of GZSS in identifying educational 

problems and seeking solution using educational research. For this reason, an attempt is made to 

weigh the relevance and significance of the research works and examine related reports and 

printed materials for enhancing school effectiveness. 

1. Are the issues of school effectiveness (students' achievement, school efficiency, school 

wide goal etc) presence/absence in the school based research works? 

2. Which areas of school effectiveness were given the most attention by the teacher research 

works (Schoollevel/c1assroom level/others)? 

3. Has the school identified school wide priority area and documented with respect to 

monitoring students' progress? 

• What has the students achieveme~t record looked like since 2000? 

4. Are the priorities of research works aligned with the central goal of the school? 

5. In what way has the research works been disseminated to the targeted audience? 

6. Has the research work been done in privatelylin collaboration? 

General Information 

1. Name of school 

2. No. of teachers: M F T 

3. Qualification MA: M F T 

BNBSC: M F T 

Diploma: M F T 

Others: M F T 

4. Average teachers teaching load per week ______ _ 

5. Teacher pupil ratio ______ _ 

6. School perfonnance in terms of students achievement in National examination 
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Year 

2000/1 

200112 

2002/3 

2003/4 

2004/5 

2005/6 

loth Passed 

::::2:00 in percentage 

M F 

200617 ___ _ 

2007/8 ___ _ 

Grade 

12th Passed 

in percentage 

T M F T 

7. Educational research production andlor Utilization 

Year 

2000/1 

2001 /2 

2002/3 

2003/4 

2004/5 

2005/6 

200617 

2007/8 

Number of Research works. Major issues 



Appendix - E 

Addis Ababa University 
School of Graduate Studies 

Institute of Educational Research 

FGD Guideline 

The purpos of this FGD interview is to explore in depth the key themes and issues derived from the 

questiOimaire with some school educational research committees. Below are questions that seek the 

participant vIew and their school's practice in terms of using educational research for school 

effectiveness. 

1. What do you think about the need for school based educational research to enhance school 

effectiveness? 

2. How do you evaluate the contribution of in service training, work- shops and seminars, if any, to 

promote educational research in your school? 

3. How do you see teachers' commitment to participate in school based educational research and 

related activities in your school? 

4. How do the principal and educational officers like supervisors, research coordinator and Teacher 

Association involve in education research activities? 

• Do they themsel ves engage in conducting research and reflecting practices? 

5. Do you think your school educational research activity is effective? 

• Have the understandings gained from research been tested through practical action? 

• Does your school use research reports, findings and conclusions in making decision and 

planning? 

6. To what extent is school based educational research findings being disseminated to stakeholders 

in your school, Woreda and Zone level? 

• In what way has it been disseminated (oral presentation, leaflet, etc)? 

7. What kind of incentive (reward) has been given to teacher researchers in your chool Woreda and 

Zone level? How do you evaluate it? 

8. How do you evaluate your school research facilities (research guide and model, reference books 

etc)? 

9. What challenges do you face, if any, when you conduct and/or utilize research in your chool? 

10. In your opinion, what measures need to be taken to improve or to tackle these challenge? 
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',0)':: fDll.om·:'· :pfa oom.e:,. DIl.hmC fDll.mO:" Ooolf'l~ '1' If'lm· ooAh Ooohm:'~ u'fa~'}r 

~f<l:fDl' h'}~.ooAo· O')'u-rC; h.e:PfaU·:: 

fa:pfaoom.e~ hI'\T()O~:'; nhcf> Y:01J. fafTllooh1'} hm~fa U·:: 

l' fet SO 1-

1. Oml~fDlOtI'}fD! h1993 ~rC' f2~ ~l:q :,·!o,..y.T'} m·m,:t'fTlI'I:'· 0£f'C;')'C; orcrc 

(action research) fafTll7i7iA fDll.~l,"/ £f'l:" 'lfa Or'} U''b:t' t'\.e .e1~A? 0£f'C;:" rcr~ 

,"/:,;:,. f 00 m cf>r h '}~. U· SJD f £f' C; :,. C; 1" cr C '"/ :';'1: '} 1'\ () fa Y: C 7i fD:f f fTlI 0 &- b(;b .). 

AfTlI y:'} h'} 9..,:, . .e1oo,"/oo-.:t'A? 

• hChfD m.em oo!o,')~fD 02~ ~l~ :,~!o,..y.T t'\f £f'C;:"C; mcrc {\Y:C1m· fm·:pfa·? 

'l~l1' f£f'C;1: 'P'I~ :'''h'l:'' or'} f:',ruCr). 1-~.e t'\.e '10C? 

• 'PC; 'PC; f'DIl. ()fa·:'·'} f£f'C; 1:,} ,"/:,;:,. 1'\.1 AfJ·A '} .e Tt'\fa. '}? 

• £f'C;:/'C; 9n cmC'l"} oo'l7i {\~'C1m' fm~oo-.-r foo~rf'db ~fl1l o:,·!o,.y·T t'\.e 

oo7ii'iA'} (\m£f';):A 1lfa(l)' fil()fa·? 'lAlf'l far'}? 

• f£f'C;rf:'} mlcf>:" I'\.ffl~:'; .el't'\fa.? 



• Oml~91/(llI'}91I fl\· r2~ ~l;l{ '}·/o,·Y·"f (9-12) r1'9""UC'}' :f'"JC':Y.'} WI''11''1 

9'~C9""C Oool\r'},'1 00~1'db Ooot.I\"J l1Y: ftVfm,'} I:\lJD~ 'h'}~1' 

~100"J00;r1:\? 

2. 02~ ~l~ '}·/o"t'·~: rDli.fil"'9""t;. oo9""Ut-'} O'}'/0,1' ",ttc '"r'11''1 9""C9""C I\oof\"'~ ft'\rOJ' 

1'"J~.~1· 'h'}~-}' ~100"J00';r1:\? 

• r2~ ~l~ '}'/o,1' oolJDUt-'} 1'/0.1' rf·ttc '"r'11''1 9""C9""C I\ff'lY:l"J lJD'} 9""'} 

'h'}~D1i.-rY:t'\~fOJ· Ch,}~Dli.filt.l:\;JfOJ·) rool\r1' uu.ht- ~,Y:C;J'f'1I:\'}? 

• roolJDUt-T} 1'/0.:" rf·ttc '"r'1'}''1 9""C9""C I\ff'lY:l"J rDli.fil'fl:\ ~,'f:>9""'} I\ff'I-rI:\01' 

fY.l;J1'V·1· rilt- t'\~ ill\m'1-= o,DliSC-= OJChi"iT m"",,..1\ O.f-ot-t;.I:\~ 

3. 0 V·I\·9u r2~ Y,l;q -}·/O,·f·"f -= OJl~91:f'1 OW} Y.l;q r'"r'11' 9""C9""C ~\ilrf'llllt h~1:\ 

(ttOTJ.'t;) ~,I\ m~? ,..1\ O'"r'11''1 9""ClJDC r1'/0,1''} m·m,;rOTJ~1' hOTJ?i?i1:\ ~,'Lf 'h'}~-}' 

~100"J00';r1:\ ? 

4. 'hCil91 m~9"" 00/0.1'91 I\2~ Y.l;q 1·/0,f.'f 9""'} fUI:\ rc'l·Tco.1r'} (r4?'"r'"rc) 

~,11:\ "J 1\" ,}. c'l '"r :1: 1:\ ? 

a. r 1·/0,.y·l' V''l,;r '"r'11''1 9""C9""C I\OTJY:l"J 9""'} fUI:\ ~,oof: '1r(J}' ~t'\I\--? 

r OTJ fTJ cf>?i 00 () th ~ l' -= r '"r'1 -}, '1 9"" ClJD C 00 () db f. 'f -= OTJ'} cp "" 'f '1 qo ~"" 'f 9"" '} 

f U 1:\ ", o:J.l:\ ", cP 1:\ -ol\eD- f illl fl· ? 

5. 00/0.1'91 rrf,?il\· '"r'11''1 9""C9""C''f'}'1 ",qohC'91r'} Oml~ /oW}1 Y.l;q t'\fl· h~ 

1'/0,.y· 'f flOTJil,"t'\I\~'1 r",7il\ '"r'11''1 9""C9""C f Y.l1' oo9""ut-T} 1\ OTJO l;r ;r1' 9""'} 

7,f Y.l1 ~(J).? 

r·,·?il\· r'"r'11''1 9""C9""C ilt-91'f'} I\00l\r1' 9""'} 9"",} "~91'f'} 'rmcf>OTJt'\ l' V·? 

r-,,7il\· r'"r'11''1 9U C9""C ilt-91'f 09"",} OO'}1Y: I\~,~ 1'/0,f.'f ~c'lt-6liJ.I\' (OO,OTJSC ool:\h 

(J}.~~.). -= 06th·~ t;rc.y,'f -= Oot-t (J}lcf>f.'f mil",) 

6. r2~ Y.l;q 1·/o,.y·:f'} m·m,;rOTJ~1' O-}'/o,1' ",ttc '"r'11''1 9""C9"C I\OTJ?i?i1:\ 9""'} 9""'} 

&.;t-~ V·'l,;t-911"} ~,;J'"ro:J. 'f'1I:\? 

7. 'h"/ltU'} &~;r~ V''l,;r91'f'} I\OTJ7i7i1:\ 11\00<):<):9""1 9u
'} ooY.l"J ~\I\01' ~t'\I\.? 



----------------

Appendix G 

f-r9"tJC-r IJ'CJ-rCJ 9"C9"C he "}ilttf'-r 

h"lia Mlq 

---------- ---

:Ph ODm.e~ 

h2;;: ~l;q T/O,T C6"~ 009"U&-o1 m:l'DII. ool;Q, 1l00ill1ill1 rDII.~l" :I'll oom..e~ 

f n. u 'P C; :" IV\ OTJ fl'h~ .. 1. W} fOlJ.. '17' 2 c;: ~l:q r) ./O"y. T r:''' /0.:" OJ· ffi,:rOTJ 'r)' '} If l' OTJ t 9>T 1 

OJ'ffi,:" -: ~.O.T/'l.'} OJH1'/ O'PC;:"C; rcrc IlOTJ7i7iA hf1'~l'1' fft· 'Plrf'T'}C; f ;Jmoo-. 

t.:r~c; 1'ilti· Olilil, V''b:r9>T1 OooooCooC O'PC;-}' r1'~'1t. roo~rth, ;) ... ·0 I\oom<f>r ~(J}-:: 

f'PC;~'} ill'tOTJ h",}-o IlOTJ~lia rhCil9> :PIl oom.eck'} 1''10. :"h'l:" o'P1'OJ' Iloooollil 

fOTJ.f~C'1':'· .pc; :'·-o-oc OJ"'~C; 'PC;i:1 hOTJ~l",} fOTJ.e1'C;~ia ~(J}-:: fOTJ.om·")" :PI\ oom.e~ 

Il'PC;:"C; rcrc;.. fI:r illlOTJ.OJ·A ~, lf~OJ' V·Il1r 'P f4:9>1' h'}~.ooAO· O:"u:"C; 

hm.e:PIlV·:: 

~f4:s»"f 

1. r:'·/O.:'·9>'} (J)'ffi,:rOTJ~:" O'PC;rC; rcrc OOTJ7i7iA l'1~ fllOJ·1 Ar~ (h1993 ~rC') 

h'}9.0:" .e100"'}00' :J'A? 

• r:',ruc:" ';f'"'}C'T"} O'PC;:"C; rcrc oollfrC; oo~:"db hoot.Il",} il!J.f 

r:'·/O.')·9> Ar~ (qUA) r1.eooill'tA? 

• f'PC;")'C; rcrc "'}~..y.T1C; tTCrf'T1 OJ· ... 'b Ilooilm:"C; IlOTJ.p ~ .em.pOTJIl· 

OJ.e ? 

2. 0:"/0.:"9> r'PC;r).'1 9"crc ilil1'q(]t flOTJ ... t illl ro.e? t)Il r:" /o.i:'} f')'9'~UC:" :f"'}C'T 

Iloo("l~ (IlOTJ7i7iA) hfOlh1' fllro·'} i,ilrf'Pt)" h19.0 r
), .e'1oo",}oo·:rA? 

3. r:'·/o.')·$D OU9DU~1 o:"ruc:" 0.:,. 1'flC 'PC;:"C; rcrc Iloo"'1'~ fl'trOJ·1 

11",};cr. ~:,. h'} 9.0:,. .e'1 oo"'} 00' :r A ? 



• wrlj")''1 9n CrC ftool\1'~ f IVf OJ, 1'~l\7i~')' ~\$O'}:rce (JJ~fl ~\ft';rce .,(JJ' 

~t\ft·? ~\ft':rce hlf', oo1fln.(JJ· r1 ~ooflA$O:rA? ~U'} ftOlJ7i7iA :"10/"$0 r'} 

hC9n
):{ (JJfl-5,A? 

4. hCfl$O h1993 'f.rc: :'~ruc:" 0,,). "~llC 1''1:,.'1 rcrc "t)tt.Y.CPA (JJ~? ~\t)'lS.(JJ. 

hlf~ r1''1-t. CP',&;= :"h~l.:" or1 :"ruc:rce 1'P,~ ~OC (:',ruc,)· 0,:,. ~\1'~ 1'P,~) 

{l'}o·l\'} r:"9n UC')' hU(to:" 1~P,~ 1Ot\t\/? 

• r1''1r'~'} OJl.1':'~ ft.fl\WS ~rt\ft·'}? 

5. ')' /0,')'$0 roor6-'}1 :'~ruc:'~ o,:,~ 1'llC 1''1~'1 rcruc rOlJ~l.'1 ~\:"r'} 

ftOlJ'rAO:" 9°'} ~lfY.l.1 ~OJ' (ftrl\t\ OOlJSC: (JJCh7iT hOlJH;J'f.:'· ~\'}'JC) 

• 0:" /0,:"$0 h~/o,:" r1''1:'''1 rcrc ;JC 1'1'1'&;= '1'f'i,~,). fft(JJ· rfl6- t\~ 

flAm'1 ~\ft (JJ~? t)ft r~/o,:,' (JJ'(fb;rOlJ~:'~'} wr'1')''1 rcrc ftOlJ7i7iA fft(JJ·'} 

~\fl1'CP(J~ h1~')~ ~1oo'1oo';rA? 

6. r:" /o,:,·$O fl:r~ r1'OlJt$Or OJ'(fb:'~ rOlJ.7'i7iAO:'~1 oo11fl.r hoot.ft'1 ~\~f r'} fUA 

~ (JJ f f ft' ? 

7. ,)·ruc:'· 0,:"$0 r1''1:'''1 rcrc hOlJ~l.'1: hoom.,.r'1 '1'5.y·r'} Nlt\~C7i ~\t)t\:','1 

ft,,~ :" /0,1"1' OOlJ06-Q;1:" (disseminate) l.1f: r1'7i~ 1'quhC:l' t)ft, O.m:"O·A~? 

8. :" /0,:"$0 r1'7ift 1''1:,.'1 rcrc fY.l.1' oorU6-11 rUtJ.fOl.:r:rO:'·'1 r1'i'ift· r1''1:'~'1 

rcrc '1~.y. ';f"} 1 1'quhC: $Or11 ftllft~C7i$O "t)i\:"'1 ,,~ ')'/0,1'· r rOlJ.fl\(JJ·:"O:'· 

fl')·6-'I;~. ~\ft(JJ· (JJ~? t)ft O.frfl6-c;.A~? 

9. r :" /0,:" $O'} (JJ'(fb:r0lJ~:'~ 0:'~/0,:,~ 1'llC 1''1')''1 rcrc ftOlJ7i7iA 00lJ.Y.l.1(JJ· 1'l.:'· 

f ;Jmoo· &.:r~ V''b:r$Or t)ft· 0.1AO·A~? 

10. h~Il.U'} &.;r~ V''b:r$Or ftOlJ7i7iA (JJ~r ftoo**r r1 hCr~ fflt.A;JA ~t\ft·? 



AppendixH 

rn-J!"14-/IC OJ-,e,e'" 

rll.u O·~'} ' I'nC OJ·f,f,:'· ~\t'\0IJ ooorut-'} oomf,~ t'\f, O-t~(l· (O-tm~,.(l·) cpc; cpc; 

IiJ]' ·o(n:f lI·tf hrf·OJ(lIJ.c; A9°~ l"]t'\fOJ' r:"/O':" 1''1:,.'1 rcrc ~,llrf~'1'1t nOlJ:t;91:r- ;JC 

1'A~' :PI\ oomf,~ OOlJ~l"l ool~ oo(lrO(lrO ~OJ':: htt.u O;r:r- r'~11ll1~:" 1'fcl:91:r- ro·~'} 

O).f,f,'}' rf' fl;r&.91:r- r:"/O,:"1 (J)·m,;r0lJ~')' 01'c;,},c; rcrc OOlJt'it'iA l1~ rh~(l'1c; 

r '}'/O,;r:fOJ"} A9"Y: hf~(l· h'}~.OJf~ rOlJ.;JrOl1· 'If OJ·:: 

1. r:"/O':" ' I' nC 1'c;rc; rcrc r:"ruc:" 0,:" OJ·m,;rOlJ~:'· I\OIJi'ii'iA 9"'} ~\ll-tCPt)~ 

I\.fOltJ:'· f,i·t'\A rOflOJ' fll'11\'? 

2. roorUt-T} 1''1:,.'1 rcrc rOlJ~l"l n~r'} flOlJ'rAO'}' r-t~l1' fl,iPfSc::r-: r~f 

t'\f, llAmc;91:r- OJI1-t 1"]'" h 1~:" f,1oo"liT'). fepA? 

3. roorUt-T} 0:" /0,:" -tnC 1'c;rc; rcrc I\oofl-t~ ft'\fOJ"} c~Cm~~:" (1f"lJf.~:") 

h'}~:" f,1oo"loo';rA? 

4. rCo(l oorut-'} r(l,TClif,ttc::r-'} r1'c;:,·c; rcruc nll-t'1'1t ~btJllTC.y.:r-c; 

roo9"ut-'} 0IJ10C1 0:" /0,:" -tnC 1''1:,.'1 rcruc -tfl:"E::. r'} f,oollt'\A? 

-tfl:'·b.:~\fOJ· O,}·/o,:" -tnC 1''1:'''1 rcrc cf'1'-t~ -tfl:'·b.: hOlJ~l"l nlJ,f r-tt'il\· 

' I' lfDtJc: 91:r-'} I\n:f :" /o,.y.:r- hOlJll4),4).:', ~,'}'1C r'} f,oollt'\A? 

• :" /0,:"91 r1'c;,}, "l~.y.:r-'} OJf,r tTCf·:r-1 oo(ll:" ~\~C1" OJ·fl'b Ooollm:"c; 

00lJcf'~ l1Y: fl\OJ· ArY: r'} f,oollt'\A? 

6. 0:"/0.:" '~nC 1''1:'''1 rcrc r-t17' "l~,r·i·c; r-tt'i", -tlfDtJC:91i- O:,·/o,,}·: OOJl~c; 

OW} Y.l~ I\0IJ.17· '11\Y:Ct'i ~\I"]t'\:', 9"'} fuA -t ~C(lep A? 

• 1\'11\ ~Ci'i ~\I"]t'\:', OJf,9" fln:f :,./o,,}. h·}~.~C(l, r-t~l10r}. or'} oo'}1~ ~OJ' (O:l'A 

11\'1'1 OJ·f,f,')·: Oot-t OJlcf':": OtTC:" OJI1'~)? 



7. 0')'/0 .. )' 1~pC "PC;:"C; rcrc rDli/l1'9' uo?"Ut- '}'} I\OWJOl.;J' :r:/'C; t\1\<> :f·'} I\OWJ"/:P :I")' 

0')'/0,:": 00ll.~C; OW} .('.l.:ti YO'} h~ ~:,. OWJOl.:r~ ~Ofllt\ ? 

8. r :"/0,:" 9' uo?" Ut-'} :"/0,:" rrpC "PC; :,.C; rcrc flOWJ Y: l. '1 r 4~O.I\. 1: (r"PC; :"C; 

?UCrC D'JfIl<"i'i uo6rh~:": uo6th.')·: qo$?ot\: (DtH') h:"C(l1:'} h'}$?o:" 

~'luo'1uo':rt\? 

9. 0:"/0,:"9' :"/0,')' rrpC "PC;:"C; rcrc O.f.('.C1' (D~r 0"PC;1: '1:>t/,). I\Dtm<f>r 

O. qotJ~ f ;Jmr 9")- &.:r:>t/ V·"l.:r '11\ n.f'Ot-~t\:>t/? 

10. h~tI.U'} f ;Jmuo- tt:r:>t/ V-"l.:r9'1''} flOWJ7i1it\ (D~r I\uot/.:t/.:r 9'1'} uo.('.l.'1 (,flO:'­

~I\I\.? 



Appendix -I 

r?'Ir'}' II'} :/'9"UC')' u o9"&f 
rrrc; ;J.el? ?t. u·c;.=:r (/O'}9" '}O'1.f :"~' 

r1r u· C oil---------------------------------------
roth&,(Jlj PJ"f1 /»~n ---------------------------­

CD I. ~---------------------1, I f1 r). ---:- -------- ------

rUtJ.? uo"! uo(D. fJfluo· f /»9n -------------------------b'COTJ _____________ cp'} ___________ _ 

t'h·}o>.·} )'.l~$D)·· 

uollt.Cf:." h~"'<J:/31 d oI-JhN1121 11;P'f'<J~/1 I ~1"O 

~,~f\1'c;o/OI 

1. f'1'c;'l:'} Cll n"'uot\h,'" 
1.1 . f'Ct\· ncf>t--l'O/:/'II')' ~\(1):/"I,?nc; 
"J t\1\',.). 

1.2. nll&N1. ~.). 10):" ::rce~'N 

1.3. al.(\ •• }~.). 

1.4. :"'''}t;. -)t\f· h·M.::r~, f'" Y.l'lm. 
1'l')' 

2. rcf>lO+ uo(\l::rce 1',f'c/: fD:", 

n :,. fT} 651, r uo (1) cf> 9" -O:J> .). 

3. r4>lOO)' ·'·'lrtry~:· (1). (h· I): 

3.1. r·,·try.II uo'lf~' 

3.2. nc(\· tl·t)' r·,·u't-- uolf~' 

4. 1'c;'l:'} t'\~'}"fce flOTJY:l"} 

r",y,l7 1'l')' 

4.1 . ruol~ S""}{l"':-" .• } O"/~"}'·lce 119.. 

t\uoOJ(\'}c; t\uo?Ol1' {'-t·Y.l'lm· 1'd' 

4.2.01''1'1: cn.ll·}· uo"}l)·}· j'fll)fOJ· 

ruol~ yo.}(;1> .... :}: uo(J;\,uot-:fm. 

4.3.01''1'1: lJl.{)o}. uo"}l)')' flbftl);r:m· 

ruol~ yo'}"",:,.. nt\uobL),uot-:/:m. 

4.4. uol~lJl. r·'·try.II uolf~' 

5. uol~ ')"H'c; 
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\'tl'}m:} Y.L"P.9J:r 

dD{}&.C,f·:r· 1l(j':'1';~:/3/ (/u!lh/\~~/21 1/:""'<;:/11 ','1"0 ~\()'I' )'1'-)-

~1~(j'1'9u/OI 

5.1. ·}·'H·'1m· OO'DLJ1 "'f, 

r·t-O'Du'L·t- O'DIf',· 

5.2. ')"};t''I.. nOfTl1' 1'A~' oolf'} 

6. 1''1.t;'} ")~·r:·r· O,/·ooflh·/· 

6.1. 1'1''1'1: "'l'}f:.)"- OO'DLJ1 "'f, 
r,t-O'DLtlH' 0'D1f'} 

6.2. r1''1'p "'l~·I'·:r· 1'1f1· oolf'} 

6.3. r"'l~,r:·r· ,)·tJtlt'\<;:',,)· 

6.4. 1''1'1; Cht'\··} {)fIO'D"lflrn' 

7. r't-om' O'Dfj':·}o,h, "4'\(ll-

7 .1. O'DUJ L;t''e O'D If~' 

7.2. lI'Im:J>M'fD:r·'} 1'.1<100 O'DIf',· 

8. 1'~yn "If!, 1''Pt'\. O1]fTl<J'i'i ("10(11(11 If»· 

O<l! O'D If'} 

8.1.1' :J>"'}' nO'Dt-L 1''1 ~\rnJl"I'Y" '0 Jl'.). 

8.2. 1''14'\.(1 M' .. t-Y.C '(1:J>')' 

9. "TC')' n<l't-L·(1 

./ 9.1. I'C{)C; uJ'}rnL1f 01](1).61>1, 0 0 ';'<:. 

9.2. OO'D"lO.,f al.{)1' O'DII·H· JJflq:((Il· 

'W·{) hl}:t'\" :r· O'DIX\.O'D&·:hJ)· 

9.3. I'O:Ot'\o "lt-&, n'M·L'O·)·htlt'\"i',·)· 
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1-~~ 1'c;,}-c; 9'"'C9U C} ,eoo{\h;t-A i 

',11'C ------------------------------­

.,.'}----------------------------------

h",e nco- rToo{\h1'ro-'} 1-~,e n'roo{\h,'- h·)-/n.;t-'·)'· v: n2000 q ,!lu ________________ _ 

-----------------------------------------------nU1J.A C oll nh '/ ~,.y./ ro-----------------------------

TOC'Y' rT"hro·'} r1'c;"c; 9u C9u C ;.v tr n()}L~ '19'"'1U1J PU1J.·J; ;t- ,e,y. rr'~"hro-'} 

~,llT fr" noollm,- TAP" :):'J.A:: 

1. -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

~--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

E3-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

jr--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

13-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

Sl-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

n 1'c} {\' l' c; i: ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

'1AfJ~ i 

Nr/Cbr~ 'l'C;,,'} 9'"'C9°C ~bhllTC;I' 

n· .~,. i 
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