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ABSTRACT 

Quality of Education in General Government Secondary Schools in Debre Markos Town 

Bekalu Tadesse 

This study examines the status of quality education in three lower secondary schools situated 
in Debre Markos town using systems model. Building the model by 'filling in' variables from 
GEQIP framework and the literature, the study employs parallel mixed methods design to 
better illuminate the nature of relationships in input, process, and output variables in the 

study. Data was obtained from teachers, students, supervisors, directors, PTA members and 
Wereda education offices through questionnaire, interview and document analysis. Using 

stratified random sampling, 336 students and 112 teachers; purposefully selected 15 teachers, 

supervisors, and directors, 4 PTA members, and 2 Wereda education office representatives 

participated in the study. Mixing qualitative and quantitative strands of data at the analysis 

level, the study tried to answer the research questions. The results indicate that more than 98% 
./ 

of teachers in these schools had teacher qualifications set in the education policy for the 

level. It is also found that teacher guides and textbooks ratio are not yet 1:1, and there are 

students and teachers who did not receive at all textbooks and teacher guides respectively. It 

is also found that the three schools were statistically significantly different in terms of all 

variables (p <.01) except the school improvement program (F(2, 109) = 0.204, P = .816). 

Stepwise regression results also show that assessment and material resources jOintly 

explained 33.6% of the variance in the outcome measure - teachers' and students' 

satisfaction with overall schooling. Those variables from GEQIP framework, namely 

assessment and material resources explained all of the variance in student and teacher 

satisfaction. However, the rest of the components or subcomponents of the GEQIP 

framework did not appear to be significant predictors of customers' satisfaction - thereby 

provision of quality education in the schools. But qualitative analysis through themes and 

categories illuminated existing limitations in the relationships quantified above. It is found 

that school improvement program implementation is substantially deterred by implementers ' 

poor understanding of the program, low awareness among stakeholders, exclusion of school 

priorities form school improvement plan. Amount gaps in school grant releases and 

. receivables, absence of school grant documents in PTAs, scarce resources and facilities, 

lack of interest and ownership in CPD, poor teacher and student motivation, ab ence of 

participatory decision making, poor assessment procedures and difficulty in implementing 

continuous assessment, and generally low satisfaction in overall school services are found to 
be some of the explanations of the current status of quality education in these schools. Thu . 

meeting school grant program implementation requirements on the part of PTAs and the 

schools, developing context-based planning on the part of schools, reviewing school 

improvement program guidelines to allow schools develop their plans with inputs from the 

analysis of their contexts on the part of MoE, and the practice oj participatory decision 

making procedures by school administrations were some of the recommendations made. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background of the study 

The Federal Government of Ethiopia underscores that education is the cornerstone in the 

implementation of Plan for Accelerated and Sustained Development to End Poverty. In this 

assumed role, education is believed to realize the strengthening of human resource capacity 

and achievement of MDGs. This called for the launching of the first five year Education 

Sector Development Program (ESDP I) in 1997 within the Framework of the Education and 

Training Policy. As part of a twenty-year education sector plan, ESDP I leads to raising 

student enrolment and/or expansion of the education system as a whole. For instance, until 

the launching of ESDP III, gross enrolment rate increased to 91.3% and net enrolment rate to 

77.5% (MoE, 2008). 

However, achievements in access like the above have not been accompanied by adequate 

improvements in quality. In some areas, quality has deteriorated at least partly as a result of 

rapid expansion. This is evidenced by the three National Learning Assessments (NLA) 

results conducted in the years 2001, 2004, and 2007 in grades 4 and 8. The results indicate 

achievement reductions from 47.9% in the baseline to 40.9% in 2007 for grade 4; and from 

42.6% in the baseline to 39.8% in 2007 for grade 8. Factors relating to these results identified 

in the 2007 . LA include school organization and management" teacher training on new 

techniques; school supplies; availability of curricular and instructional materials and 

language of instruction (MoE, 2008). 

The National Agency for Examinations conducted the Ethiopian First National Learning 

Assessment of Grades 10 and 12 Students with one of its purposes - ' to measure academic 

achievement levels" (MoE, 2010:viii). Taking a sample of 5,583 Grade 10 and 2,812 Grade 

12 students, the study used standardized achievement tests in English, mathematics, biology, 
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chemistry and physics developed based on the MLC (Minimum Learning Competencies) of 

General Secondary Education (Grades 9 and 10) and Preparatory Program (Grades 11 and 

12). It was found that the academic achievement of the students as measured by the mean 

score of the above five subjects for both grades was less than the 50% achievement level set 

by the Education and Training Policy of Ethiopia. The national mean score was only 36% for 

Grade 10. For this grade, in the average of the five subjects, only 13.8% of students scored 

fifty percent and above (MoE, 2010). 

The status of quality of education has been pronounced differently in the discourses of the 

Ethiopian education system. The Education and Training Policy and its implementation 

(MoE 2002) identifies that lack of quality and relevance, and continuous decline in quality 

and standard as long-standing problems associated with the Ethiopian education system (see 

also MoE, 2008). 

More specifically, Education Sector Development Program I . (MoE, 1998) evidences low 

quality of education at all levels of education, including government general secondary 

schools, in different dimensions of the sector examined in light of such indicators as 

inadequate facilities, shortage of books (an average of five children must share each 

textbook), inadequate teacher training (only about 40 percent of teachers for Grades 9-12 are 

qualified), examinations which are not improvement oriented, and poor curricula. 

Comparable explanations to the above are found in the ESDP I Repo~t (MoE 2003) 

conducted in SNNPR to observe major achievements in the education system. It evidences 

thm quality of education has not improved in parallel with quantitative improveplents such as 

enrollments and dropout rates; and various quality indicators suggest that quality 

improvement objectives of the program have largely not been met. It highlights that the 

quality of key curricular material (especially textbooks) does not meet the needs of the 

students; information on availability of textbooks is scarce; and strong challenges in 

recruiting properly qualified secondary school teachers. 
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On the other hand different from the above regional report, ESDP II (MoE, 2002) Program 

Action Plan states improvements in 'quality' in terms of such variables as textbooks 

availability (national average to a ratio of about 2.5:1 at primary level), teacher training and 

teachers (the major bottleneck for secondary education remains unavailability of qualified 

teachers: 36.5% of the teachers teaching in secondary schools in 2000/2001 had a first degree) 

with no mention of textbooks availability at secondary level. I Rather, it highlighted an 

increase in total enrollment in senior secondary schools (9-12) by 309, 679 students from 426, 

495 students in 1996/97 to 736, 174 in 2000/0l. The problem with this last figure is that it is 

difficult to know the total population of this age cohort in this report to estimate gross 

enrolment ratio at secondary education level. 

Among the four major goals ESDP II outlines (MoE, 2002:21), the notion of quality at 

secondary education level seem to be implied by the third one: " ... to meet the quantitative 

and qualitative demand for trained manpower at all levels (including secondary education) in 

order to respond to the socio-economic development needs ... ". 

With its view of quality education as a complex matter connected with the society's cultural, 

economic, and political realities and activities and close dependence on the resources of the 

country and society, the Education and Training Policy and Its Implementation Report (MoE, 

2002) highlighted results of measures taken to improve the quality of education. However, it 

reports quality of education with rather a 'reduced' view. It holds that the supply of quality 

educational materials such as textbook is 1: 1 ratio, libraries and laboratories set up in 

schools in greater number, and use of television as' a medium for instmction are some of the 

progresses achieved (p.71-74). Here, it is possible to learn that the explanations of these 

progresses are not in terms of the view that quality education is embedded with society s 

cultural, economic and political realities. 

According to ESDP III (MoE, 2005), the government set standards and maintain quality 

provided supervision services and supportive environment for private sector and the 

community to enhance education delivery. In terms of indicators it highlighted that 

student/textbook ratio for secondary schools has reached 1: 1 and the percentage of qualified 
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teachers at secondary level stands at 40.6% in 2004/05. To enhance the quality of education 

at secondary level, ICT infrastructures are provided to schools to receive satellite education 

transmission' internet facilities to enable teachers develop their professional qualifications 

and students access global knowledge. Among a list of its goals under general education, one 

was improving the quality of education. 

Recently the Ministry of Education issued out ESDP IV (2010-2015) Program Action Plan. 

Ensuring student completion & academic achievement and the improvement of general 

education are given priority. According to the Program Action Plan, despite major 

improvements in the numbers and the qualifications of teachers and the availability of 

equipment student achievement has not sufficiently improved. This indicates the need to 

shift attention to "quality concerns in general and to those inputs and processes which ~ 

translate more directly into improved student learning and which help change the school into 

a genuine learning environment (such as: quality-focused school supervision, internal school 

leadership, increased student participation, school-community partnerships)" (p. 12). 

Here, it can be understood that the Education Sector Development Program achieved a shift 

from sole emphasis of assessment of quality of education based on quantifications (such as 

enrollment, drop outs, number of qualified teachers, etc) to that of actual student's learning 

and academic achievement based on inputs and processes. 

Thus, in response to the pressing state of quality of education in Ethiopia evidenced in 

ESDPs I, II, III and NLAs on primary and secondary education General Education (1-12) 

Quality Improvement Program has become an integral part of ESDP IV (MoE, 2010). ESDP 

IV sets two priorities under general education: to improve the quality of general education 

and to increase access and equity with distinct programs for each. Specifically, the quality 

improvement program integrates core priorities such as teacher and leader development and 

Information and Communication Technologies. 
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Though the above two programs receive core priorities, MoE (2010:19) states that "GEQIP is 

composed of a number of components and sub-components which are complementary to 

each other and form part of an integrated school effectiveness model" (see also MoE, 2008). 

Thus, one broad program context for assessment of quality education in Ethiopian schools is 

the General Education Quality Improvement Package (GEQIP), currently underway (2008-

2016). With the aim of improving quality of general education (grades 1-12), GEQIP reaches 

all government schools in the country, implementing institutions from the federal level 

(Ministry of Education) down to wereda education offices and Teacher Education Institutions 

at federal level (universities) and Regional level (teacher training colleges). 

GEQIP is being implemented at three levels of government - federal, regional and woreda 

levels - corresponding to the roles and responsibilities for the management and financing of 

general education. The components of the program are streamlined in this structure. Thus, 

Ministry of Education and Universities at the federal level, Regional education bureaus and 

teacher training colleges at the regional level, Wereda education offices and all government 

schools In the country all implementing institutions of respective program 

components/subcomponents. Of these components, those that fall under the implementation 

of general secondary government schools include school improvement program including 

school grants, continuous professional development, teaching learning materials (textbooks, 

teacher guides) and assessment, as well as school planning and management. Thus these 

components from the program and other quality related variables which dominate the 

literature are used to explain quality of education in the three general secondary government 

schools in Debre Markos town . 
../' 

{

In one of the regional states, Amhara, the quality of education seems not different from 

national findings. The regional mean for Grade 1 0 i~ Ethiopian First National Learning 

Assessment was found to be 36.6% in five subjects, namely English, Mathematics Physics, 

Chemistry, and Biology (but a slight difference from the national mean - 36%) (MoE, 2010). 

This is far below the national minimum requirement of at least 50%. 
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Ayalew et al. (2009) contend that quality of science education in primary and secondary 

education which are critical for later educational development, is at crisis. Based on a study 

conducted to investigate the causes of students' failure in regional grade eight examination in 

Bahir Dar City Administration taking 24,045 students of six years' results (1995 to 2000 

E.C.), they argue that all scores fall below 50% which is below the passing point set in the 

education policy. This regional finding is consistent with the results of national learning 

assessments. 

However there are no studies, related to quality of education, conducted in one or more of 

general secondary government schools in Debre Markos. Even school improvement program 

studies based on the guidelines of the program are not conducted. Thus, this study explores 

the status of quality education both qualitatively and quantitatively to take better view of the 

case. 

In summary, the trend we observe to assess quality of education in Ethiopian secondary 

schools from the Education and Training Policy through to the present day employ mainly 

enrollments, textbooks, teacher student ratio, teacher qualifications, and more recently 

quantitative school improvement studies than assessment of how available inputs and 

ongoing processes are transformed into results in a given context (school realities). World 

Declaration on Education for All underscores the need to focus on what students actually 

learn. It goes ''the focus of education must, therefore, be on actual learning acquisition and 

outcome, rather than exclusively upon enrolment, continued participation in organized 

programs and completion of certification requirements (Banett et al., 2006:9). 

The rationale for undertaking this research is mainly driven by the idea of improvement of 

quality education in government general secondary schools. Though such an improvement is 

a time-taking endeavor, it can be possible through understanding of what makes quality 

education at government general secondary schools through debate assessment and the use 

of valid assessment results that feed into quality improvement programs. Moreover, initiating 

or motivating stakeholders in the quality education to increase their participation by 

informing the results is another reason for undertaking this research. Thus, achievements (or 
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otherwise) as a result of quality interventions in general secondary government schools in 

Debre Markos town are explored. 

To obtain a better representation of the quality of education in these general secondary 

government schools, this study tries to consider a number of variables that relate to quality 

education. To this end, those components of GEQIP that particularly apply to general 

secondary government schools in Debre Markos town and other aspects of schooling are 

treated. 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

Schooling is not just a process of doing things, but doing the right things right. Scheerens 

(2011 :3) writes that questions on 'doing the right things' and 'doing things right' have place 

in educational settings. Therefore, quality education makes the difference between success 

and failure (Sallis, 2002: 1), not just access or attendance. Thus, appropriate assessment of 

school quality education is essential for sustained school quality improvement programs. 

Improvements in quality education are possible when such assessment results are not only 

used for judgments but also feed into the quality improvement program in schools. 

Assessment of quality of education can be made at school level. Three general secondary 

government schools (grades 9-10) available in Debre Markos are to be assessed for the 

quality of services as determined by customers' satisfaction. As they are government schools 

and are systems, they take inputs, transform or process them in some way and produce an 

output. The relationship between these determinants and the interaction among them is 

examined to determine the overall status of quality of education. 

One of the triggers that drove this enquiry comes out of the growing expressed concern of 

stakeholders everywhere including the media to be informed of quality of education and 

thereby increase their involvement to Improve it. Secondly, lack of studies of quality 
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education at school level as a system with comprehensive approach considering important 

variable particularly general secondary government schools in Debre Markos town. Even in 

other areas, most of the studies deal with one or few aspects of schooling, and mainly 

quantitative school improvement studies alone. Thus, it is preferable if a number of aspects 

are included and a comprehensive picture of quality of education is represented. Thirdly, the 

researcher's interest to know more about school quality education and the impacts of school 

input and process variables in the context of GEQIP is another driving force. 

1.3 Significance of the study 

The study would provide range of stakeholders with the necessary information on the status 

of quality of education in general secondary government schools to enhance their 

involvement toward achieving quality of education. For instance, policy makers would take a 

glimpse of quality of education in general secondary schools and fine tune future programs to 

make them more responsive to school realities. For school principals and teachers, the study 

may enable them look into their practices and would learn lessons on progresses or otherwise. 

Moreover, it allows parents understand the status of quality education and raise their 

participation in Parent-Teacher Associations and School Improvement Programs (SIP) and 

ultimately in students' academic achievement. For students, it locates the quality of their own 

learning and creates awareness about the concept of quality of education. For research 

community, it can be useful to facilitate exploration of quality of education for further 

understanding to initiate participation in the quality debate. 
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1.4 Objectives of the study 

The general objective of this study is to locate the existing status of quality of education in 

government general secondary schools in Debre Markos town. This will be possible by 

examining inputs, processes and customers' satisfaction about the overall quality of services 

within the schools. Specifically, the objective of the study is to: 

1. Assess the availability and utilization of enabling inputs in general secondary 

government schools in Debre Markos town. 

2. Assess how selected process variables operate 111 general secondary government 

schools in Debre Markos town to improve quality of education. 

3. Determine the relationship between input and process variables with that of teacher 

and student satisfaction to explain quality of education in general secondary 

government schools Debre Markos town . 

• 
1.5 Research Questions 

The study assesses the quality of education in general secondary government schools in 

Debre Markos town by raising the following research questions. 

1. What is the status of quality of education in general secondary government schools in 

Debre Markos town? 

2. To what extent do input and process variables selected from GEQIP framework and 

literature significantly predict quality of education in general secondary government 

schools in Debre Markos town? 

3. Are there statistically significant differences in quality of education among the three 

general secondary government schools in Debre Markos town? 
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1.6 Theoretical and Empirical Framework of the study 

Essentially adapting the basic systems model of Scheerens (2011), the theoretical and 

empirical framework of the study draws constituents for input, process and output variables 

by 'filling options' in the model from the school effectiveness research and GEQIP. 

Scheerens argues for the flexibility and broadness of applicability of the framework. Since 

the assessment of quality of education in these schools without the context of GEQIP is .,. 
unlikely, those components/variables of the package that operate in general secondary 

schools will be built into the model. These variables are discussed in the discourse relating to 

improving quality of general education in Ethiopia. 

MoE (2008) states that GEQIP will support the implementation of the first four of the six 

components of the GEQIP, namely, 

1) Teacher Development Program (TDP) including English Language Quality 

Improvement Program (ELQIP); 

2) Curriculum, Textbooks and Assessment including inspection; 

3) Management and Administration Program (MAP) with an EMIS subcomponent; 

and 

4) School Improvement Program (SIP) with a School Grant subcomponent. 

Thus, the discussion below analyzes components/sub-components of GEQIP to identify those 

that pertain to general secondary schools. Based on these identified components, the study 

will try to examine the extent to which the program is supporting general secondary school 

with quality of education. The first component embraces cuniculum, textbook and 

assessment. This component consists of three sub-components; (1) curriculum reform and 

implementation, (2) teaching learning materials, and (3) assessment, examinations and 

inspection. Of these, assessment, teaching learning materials especially distribution of 

textbooks and teacher guides are examined whereas cuniculum reform is made and its 

implementation requires a different study in itself. 
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The second component is teacher development program (TDP) which consists of two parts: 

the pre-service and in-service teacher quality improvement. While the pre-service teacher 

quality improvement falls right on teacher education institutions, the in-service program 

specifically continuous professional development (CPD) will be assessed by the present 

study. The third component, the school improvement program including school grants is part 

of the study. 

The fourth component, management and administration program supports for capacity 

development for (1) education sector planning and management, (2) school planning and 

management, and (3) education management information system (EMIS). Of these, 

education sector planning and management as well as education management information . 

system stretch all levels of the system, whereas school planning and management falls right 

at the school level. Therefore, school planning and management makes up one variable of the 

present study. The fifth component of the program, coordination, monitoring and evaluation 

are to be managed centrally at the ministry level. 

Thus, GEQIP supports the following programs at general secondary school level: 

1) Curriculum, Teaching learning materials (textbooks and teacher guides), Assessment, 

examinations and inspection; 

2) In-service teacher quality improvement program (CPD), including English language 

quality improvement program, upgrading and career structure; 

3) School improvement program, including school grants; and 

4) School planning and management. 

However, the present study, based on feasibility of variables/components treats the 

following components to assess the extent to which GEQIP is instrumental in enhancing the 

quality of education at the school level: 

1) Teaching learning materials (Textbooks and teacher guides) and assessment; 

2) Continuous professional development; 
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3) School improvement program, including school grants; and 

4) School planning and management. 

These components of schooling are regarded as unavoidable elements of quality of education 

(UNESCO 2004; MoE 2010). Moreover, UNESCO (2004:35) argues assessments of the 

quality of education outputs that ignore initial differences among learners are likely to be 

misleading. Hence entry behavior is included to control students' background based on their 

academic achievement. The study includes inevitable and influential variables in the 

literature of quality education such as the teaching learning process. Finally, using customers' 

(internal only i.e. students', teachers' and principals') satisfaction as the only meaningful 

indicator of quality of education as an outcome measure (Sallis, 2002), the study draws its 

conceptual framework as follows. 

School Context 

I 1 
Input Variables: r---+ Process Variables: -- Output Variable: 

Entry behavior ~ Teaching learning process ~ Customers' 
Teaching learning materials (interaction among inputs, (principals' , 
Material resources teachers, and students) teachers', and 
School improvement program ~ Assessment students') 
Teacher quality (Qualification Satisfaction ~ School planning and 
+ Continuous professional management (including 
development) budget) 

Fig. 2 Conceptual framework for the study 
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Thus one of the bases of including these variables in the study is that they occupy much 

space and context in quality policies. The second reason is that they dominate debates in the 

quality literature discussed earlier. Sometimes, they outstand as an avoidable measure in the 

assessment of quality education. Accordingly, they highly contribute to the explanation of an 

overall quality of education in any government general secondary government schools. 

Detailed discussions of most of the constituent inputs and processes of this model can be 

found in the 2005 GMR framework. However, the use of students test scores as an outcome 

measure to explain quality of education is highly criticized in the literature. Nikel & Lowe 

(2010) argue that quality cannot be equated to student achievements for it entails a restricted 

interpretationl Bauer (2000) uses Popham's term of 'confounded causality.' Student 

performance may be caused by any number of factors, including what's taught in schools, a 

student's native intelligence, and out-of-school learning opportunities that are heavily 

influenced by a students' home environment. Hanushek and Wubmann (2007) raise threats of 

validity and reliability of tests arguing that test scores are prone to considerable measurement 

error because of substantial errors in each test. 

On the other hand, Nikel & Lowe (2010) provide two positions from where quality of 

education can be monitored: if (1) a predefined standard is achieved or (2) customers' 

satisfaction (compared with their expectation) can be proved. Likewise, Sallis (2002) 

suggests that the only meaningful performance indicators are those of customers' satisfaction. 

Customers judge quality by comparing their perceptions of what they receive with their 

expectations of it. Though he exhausts customers of education or schooling (learners, parents, 

governors, employers, teachers/staff, and the society, this study considers the satisfaction of 

internal customers mainly teachers, students and principals as a source of data. 

1. 7 Delimitation 

This study will be delimited to the three general secondary schools in Debre Markos town. 

Besides, only components or sub-components of GEQIP that pertain to general secondary 

schools as inputs namely, textbook and assessment, school improvement progran1s including 

13 



school grants school planning and management and teacher quality are the foci of the 

present study. Moreover the study includes the teaching learning as process variable and 

customers' satisfaction as output measure of the school system. Hence students, teachers and 

principals in these schools are participants of the study. 

1.8 Limitations of the study 

The lack of standardized measurement instruments with acceptable evidence of validity 

might make the study dependent on evidence of reliability alone. 

1.9 Operational Defmitions 

Government secondary schools: refers to school level engaged in the teaching of grades 9 

and 10 frnanced by the government budget. 

Quality of Education: the quality of education as a service provided at general secondary 

schools measured by customers' satisfaction (Sallis, 2002). 

Entry behavior: refers to academic achievement of students at elementary schools measured 

by average grade 8 results on national exams. Hence students' amount of prior learning as a 

function of other important determining characteristics such as socio-economic background, 

health, place of residence, cultural and religious background is recognized (UNESCO, 2004). 

Teaching Learning Materials: refers textbooks and teacher guides provided and utilized in 

the school measured by their ratio to teachers and students (MoE, 2008). 

School improvement program: refers to condition set to enable schools develop school 

improvement plans and implement accordingly measured by items on a questionnaire (MoE, 

2008). 
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School planning and management: refers to the process of improving performance through 

strengthening planning and management capacity at the school level measured by items on a 

questionnaire (MoE, 2008; UNESCO, 2004). 

Teacher quality: refers to qualification of teachers (UNESCO, 2004) and their participation 

in as well as practices of continuous professional development in the school to improve 

quality of services (MoE, 2008) measured by a questionnaire. 

Teaching learning process: refers to the formal interaction among students themselves and 

students and teachers, and with other material resourceslinputs measured on questionnaires. 

Assessment: refers to the school's assessment practices measured by items on questionnaires. 

Material resources: those resources acquired and utilized by schools to improve quality of 

education thereby student performance (MoE, 2008) measured by items on a questionnaire. 

Customers' satisfaction: refers to the extent to which teachers, principals and students are 

satisfied with the quality of service provided in the school (Sallis, 2002) measured by items 

on a questionnaire. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Assessment of quality of education at both education system level and school level is an 

essential part of the development of a nation (Ayalew, et al. 2009). Different perspectives 

and standards can be used to determine the status of quality of education at the school level. 

Hence, the next part summarizes conceptualizations and perspectives or models available in 

literature of school quality. 

2.1.Defmitions on Quality of education 

Sayed (1997), who argues that the concept of quality in education is elusive and frequently 

used but never defined, attributes this to the multiple meanings it reflects such as different 

ideological social and political values (in Barrett et aI., 2006:2). However Sahney 

(2004:145; see also Oakland, 2004:5) recapitulates definitions of quality in education 

forwarded by different authors. Accordingly, the term has been defined as excellence in 

education (Peters and Waterman, 1982); value addition in education (Feigenbaum, 1951); 

fitness of educational outcome and experience for use (Juran and Gryna, 1988); conformance 

of education output to planned goals, specifications and requirements (Gilmore, 1974; 

Crosby, 1979); defect avoidance in the education process (Crosby, 1979); and meeting or 

exceeding customer's expectations of education (Parasuraman et aI., 1985). 

With more analytical approach, Ginsburg and Schubert (2001:4) provide that definitions of 

quality may focus one or more of the following aspects: 

.:. inputs (fiscal and other resources as well as characteristic of students, teachers 

administrators, instructional materials and facilities); 

.:. processes (nature of interaction in educational activities involving students, teachers 

administrators, materials, and technologies); 

.:. content (knowledge, skills, and attitudes being transmitted through the curriculum)' 
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·:. output (relatively short-term consequences, such as students' cognitive achievement, 

completion rates, certification, skills attitudes, and values); andlor 

.:. outcomes (long term consequences, such as school leavers employment, earnings, 

civic participation, and other attitudes, values, and behaviors) . 

2.2.Quality Models in Schools 

Although "no general theory as to what determines the quality of education has been 

validated by empirical research" (UNESCO, 2004:228), literature on quality of education 

provides various approaches to be employed while examining education quality. Though 

many a number of approaches andlor models can be used to determine the quality of 

education in schools. In search of a framework for understanding, monitoring and improving, 

education quality, UNESCO (2004:35) discloses the presence of a number of factors that can 

affect educational outcomes and that "these factors are so vast that straightforward 

relationships between the conditions of education and its products are not easy to determine." , 
This indicates the importance of discussion on how quality of education can be 

conceptualized. Hence, the following part discusses on the most prevalent and widely used 

models of conceptualizing and judging the quality of education. 

2.2.1. Total Quality Management (TQM) 

Total Quality Management in educational context, as viewed by Sallis (2002:25) is "a 

philosophy of continuous improvement, which can provide any educational institution with a 

set of practical tools for meeting and exceeding present and future needs, wants and 

expectations." Similarly, Ayalew et a1. (2009:165) citing Berry (1991) write that TQM, 

borrowed from business enterprise, centers on customer satisfaction and urges employees and 

managers to improve production inputs, processes, and products." They continue to elaborate 

that customers involve in the planning, implementation and evaluation of educational 

programs. Sayed (1997) in Barrett et a1. (2006:5) analyses that Total Quality Management 

results from the quality movement, which emerged in response to economic crisis in the 
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1970s. Quality in this movement is defined in terms of efficiency, value for money and 

meeting the demands of educational consumers. 

Sallis (2002) argues that TQM is about always trying to do things right first time and every 

time, rather than occasionally checking if they have gone wrong. The 'total' in TQM dictates 

that everything and everybody in the organization is involved in the enterprise of continuous 

improvement. The 'management' in TQM, likewise, means everyone in the institution, 

whatever their status position or role, is the manager of their responsibilities. Since TQM is 

customer focused, quality of service must be matched to the expectations and requirements of 

customers and clients. Quality is what the customer wants, not what the institution decides is 

best for them. Hence institutions need fully worked out strategies for meeting their customers' 

requirements. 

Emphasizing the nature of strategies, Sahney (2004:145) suggests that organizations need to 

have mechanisms in place both to establish what the customer expects and requires, and to 

conform that these expectations have been met with. Thus, Sallis (2002) views that TQM 

involves moving with the changing customers' expectations and fashions to design products 

and services which meet and exceed their expectations. Accordingly the perceptions and 

expectations of customers are recognized as being short term and fickle, and so organizations 

have to find ways of keeping close to their customers to be able to respond to their changing 

tastes, needs and wants. 

Murgatroyd & Morgan (1994) stress the attention given to the 'managing of processes' 

because processes produce outcomes. To them, far too much attention has been focused up 

on securing outcomes, no matter what the processes looks like- yet it is process quality and 

effectiveness that leads to sustainable quality outcomes. It is the service or product or the 
(I 

output that fails, not the process. According to Sallis (2002:21) 'the only meaningful 

performance indicators are those of customers' satisfaction." Customers judge quality by 

comparing their perceptions of what they receive with their expectations of it. Hence the use 

of customers' satisfaction or perception of quality of the service will outstand as an avoidable 

outcome measure in schools. 
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2.2.2. A Basic Systems Model of Education 

Galabawa & Alphonse (2005), attributing the poor quality outputs of government schools of 

the time to systemic problems, observed that the trend in quality monitoring and evaluation is 

to move toward a holistic approach of system analysis. In doing so, they draw on Heaton's 

(1977) use of the productivity concept as he adopted a systems approach to the assessment of 

quality and effectiveness. In this perspective, quality is seen as an outcome of four operating 

functions: (1) input, (2) processing, (3) output or follow-up, and (4) timing and coordination. 

Likewise, Scheerens (2011) uses systems model as a basic template to define and quantify 

the quality of education but with emphasis on context. In this model, education is viewed as a 

production process' whereby input is transformed into output. Various interpretations of 

'quality can be defined further to the relative importance of certain components within the 

input-process-output-context model and the specific relationships between those components. 

To him, the components in this model are 'filled out' by using results from empirical school 

effectiveness research. 

An observation on the construction of systems models from school effectiveness research can 

also be found from Tikly (2011) in his notes that the school effectiveness frameworks are 

often based around a linear input-output model. Inputs, in the form of financial and material 

resources, teachers and pupil characteristics are acted on by educational processes producing 

outcomes. To him, the best known quality framework to have emerged in recent years that 

has been heavily influenced by input-output models is the 2005 GMR Education for All -

The Quality Imperative framework. 

As Nikel & Lowe (2010:593) assert, the 2005 GMR Model is particularly important for its 

introduction of a framework for understanding, monitoring and improving educational 

quality and illustrates the dimensions or determinants of the quality of education as linking 

elements in an education system, and their interaction. To them the model draws on 

UNICEF's (2000) view that "quality in education is understood as involving learners, content 
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processes, environments and outcomes; and allowing for an understanding of education as a 

complex system embedded in a political, cultural and economic context." 

Two core assun1ptions underpin this basic model as applied to schooling: (1) there is a linear 

progression, from education inputs, through the processes to the definable outputs of the 

education system, and to the ultimate outcomes desired by society, and (2) higher quality in 

an education system is achieved when students demonstrate higher levels of (cognitive) 

achievement (Nikel & Lowe , 2010). 

Literature shows debates on the use of this model. Nikel and Lowe (2010) argue that the 

framework enables connection to the local and institutional situation. Scheerens (2011) also 

supports that the systems model is global and allows for a range of priorities. Tikly and 

Barret (2007) added that elaborated progress models of education such as the GMR 2005 

framework and those developed by school effectiveness researchers [systems model of 

Scheerens, (2011., p. 4)] provide us with powerful tools for reflecting on how educational 

outcomes are influenced by educational processes, the resources invested in education and 

the broader context. 

However, Tikly (2011) holds that several criticisms can be leveled at this model. For 

example, it is problematic to assume a linear relationship between inputs, processes and 

outputs of education that is often implied by an input-output model. Rather the inter­

relationships between learner characteristics, enabling inputs, educational processes and 

outcomes are complex, multi -dimensional and vary according to context. He further argues 

that even where such models do appear to take account of the range of factors that might 

impact on education quality, there is limited scope for contextual factors to be fully discussed. 

The danger with input-output models is that they lead to a 'one size fits all' approach to 

quality that is insensitive to the learning needs of different groups of learners and to diverse 

learning environments. Somewhere else, Tikly and Barret (2007:6) added that process 

models tend to assume a technical approach to analyzing education quality that does not 

make explicit their normative basis. 
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In the schematic presentation of the basic systems model, as Scheerens (2011) depicts, there 

are various options for choosing at which level the central "black-box" is described. The 

"black box" - as called by Barrow et al. (2006) - is the arena where more recent studies have 

moved into. "It is the space in which educators and others think and act in relation to project 

inputs and consequences for project outputs" (Oduro, Dachi, Fertig, and Rarieya, 2007:3). 

Hence, the level of analysis can be the education system, the individual school, or the 

classroom and the inputs and processes could be 'filled out' depending on context. 

Context 

1 1 l 
I Inputs I Process or Throughput I Outputs I 1 '1 

System level 

School level 

Classroom level 

Fig. 1 A basic systems model on the functioning of education (Scheerens, 2011 :36) 
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2.2.3. The Human Capital Approach 

Knowing that education is a necessary, but not sufficient condition for national economic 

development (Barrett et ai., 2006:6), the central rationale for investing in education within 

the human capital approach, including education quality, lies in the contribution that 

education can make to economic growth. Here GDP is understood as the most significant 

indicator of development (Tikly, 2010). 

Within human capital approaches, a good quality education is associated with cognitive 

achievement and improvements in scores in standardized tests. Threshold levels of literacy 

and numeracy are important outcomes in their own right, but also lay the foundation for the 

development of broad-based cognitive skills in later stages of schooling that are key for 

economic growth, income distribution and returns to investment in education (Hanushek and 

Wobmann 2007). 

In terms of strategies to raise the quality of education, Hanushek and Wobmann (2007:74) 

emphasize three key areas. These are "creating greater choice and competition between 

schools which will encourage schools to improve outcomes; greater school autonomy 

including local decision making, fiscal decentralization, and parental involvement; and 

greater accountability through the publication of school performance data, the use of external 

examinations and benchmarking including participation of countries in international tests." 

However, Barrett et al. (2006) explain that this "economist" VIew of education uses 

quantitative measurable outputs as a measure of quality, for example enrolment ratios and 

retention rates, rates of return on investment in education in terms of earnings and cognitive 

achievement as measured in national or international tests. Hence, the approach itself implies 

a positivist approach to measuring quality. 

A further point within the human capital theory, as Tikly (2011) argues, is that it does not in 

itself provide a framework for understanding education qUality. Hence influential texts on 

education quality published by the World Bank, for example, have therefore often adopted 
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school effectiveness approaches (see also Barret, et aI., 2006:6). However, the over-reliance 

on standardized assessments of cognitive learning as a measure of quality can also be 

problematic (Tikly 2011 :6). 

Here, it could be added that the human capital approach took a narrower view of the 

outcomes of education and schooling. Though the approach stresses the improvement of 

cognitive scores as an outcome, it is obvious that education and schooling have additional 

purposes such as the development of value systems within the affective domain and the 

coordination of sensori-motor skills within the psychomotor domain. 

2.2.4. The Rights Based Approach 

In contrast to the human capital approach, Tikly (2010) writes, the human rights approach is 

interested in rights to education, rights in education and rights through education. Pigozzi 

(2006) elaborates these rights as the three important aspects of education as a human right: (a) 

participation in a high quality of education as an important end in itself; (b) the practice of 

human rights in education; and ( c) education as a right that facilitates the fulfillment of other 

rights. 

Whereas in human capital approaches economic growth is the object of development, in 

rights based approaches, it is the realization of fundamental human rights. These include the 

enactment of negative rights such as protection from abuse, as well as positive rights for 

example celebration and nurturing of learner creativity, use of local languages in schools, 

pupil participation in democratic structures and debate. This approach adopted by UNICEF 

(2007) and the Global Campaign for Education (GCE 2002) based on a learner-centered view 

of education quality has been particularly influential. It is organized around six dimensions' 

namely, what students bring to learning; environments (are they healthy, safe, protective and 

gender-sensitive?); content (are curricula and materials relevant?); processes' outcomes; 

responsiveness, explained as being responsive to individual learning needs of learners, being 

responsive to local needs of communities and being accountable to parents, communities and 

taxpayers for education outcomes (Tikly, 2011). 
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According to Tikly and Barrett (2009:4), the human rights approach to access to education 

has been critiqued by Robeyns (2006) as vulnerable to being reduced to legal rights only, 

which are formulated and implemented in a high level international and state-led manner, 

whilst moral rights are overlooked. Moreover, the rights-based approach constructs schools 

as set apart from the local context whereas schools exist in specific socio-cultural contexts 

and a quality education must be responsive to the lived realities of learners and educators in 

those contexts. 

2.2.5. The Social Justice Approach 

With an approach towards understanding education quality based on principles of social 

justice, the social justice approach draws on recent theoretical developments in the area of 

international and comparative education and insights from human capital and rights based 

approaches whilst remaining critical of aspects of both. Through emphasizing the importance 

of participation and voice in defining what a good quality education might entail, it concerns 

to forefront the voices and experiences of marginalized groups. Having its origin in the 

Western episteme, it is argued that the approach allows space and scope for alternative voices 

and for critical perspectives to emerge (Tikly, 2011). 

To Tikly and Barret (2007) the success of a society could better be evaluated by the 

substantive freedoms its members enjoy than by traditional measures of economic wealth, 

such as per capita income. Here, freedoms are viewed as ends in themselves as well as 

means of development as greater freedom enhances the ability of people to help themselves 

and also to influence the world. To them, the approach is based on Sen's (1999, 2000) works 

on the "capabilities" of persons to lead the kind of lives they value and have reason to value. 

Hence it distinguishes between the various "capabilities" that an individual or a society has 

reason to value and "functionings", those capabilities that are actually realized. 

According to the social justice approach, the underlying purpose of education is the 

development and realization of human capabilities. Capabilities are the opportunities that 

individuals and groups have to realize different 'functionings' that they may have reason to 
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value. The capabilities that are associated with a good quality education will necessarily vary 

depending on context but can potentially include capabilities such as autonomy, critical 

thinking and emotional intelligence (Tikly, 2011). 

According to Tikly and Barret (2007), the capabilities approach means two things about 

education quality. First, that a quality education should expand what a person and what 

society can do and be that it has reason to value. Second, that educational outcomes should 

be a matter of dialogue, subject to debate throughout society. However, some researchers 

qualify these claims on capabilities with recognition that schooling can and in some cases 

does contribute to capability deprivation, often through reproducing existing inequalities. 

Another view of the social justice approach highlights the institutional and wider structural 

barriers that can stand in the way of realizing human capabilities in the context of 

globalization. Based on the works of Fraser on global social justice, it refers to economic 

structures that deny access to resources that individuals and groups may need in order to 

interact with others as peers; institutionalized hierarchies of cultural value that may deny 

them the requisite standing; and, exclusion from the community that is entitled to make 

justice claims on one another (Tikly, 2011). Tao (2010) citing (Alkire, 2002) argues for the 

Capability approach that it has been used to analyze the situations of 'deprived people' and 

create policies that give them access to necessary resources and the ability to make choices. 

Based on the above views (Sen's idea of "capabilities" and Fraser's view on global social 

justice), the social justice approach to education quality, according to Tikly (2011) identifies 

three inter-related principles that provide a benchmark against which social justice within an 

education system can be evaluated. 

The first of these principles, that education should be inclusive, is concerned with ensuring 

that all learners achieve specified learning outcomes. The focus here is not only on access to 

the necessary resources to learn but on overcoming economic, social and cultural barriers that 

prevent individuals and groups from converting these resources into desired outcomes or 

'functionings'. A social justice approach does not require all learners to have access to the 
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same kind of quality inputs. Past injustices along with differing educational needs mean that 

learners require different kinds and levels of resource in order to develop their capabilities. It 

draws attention to the need to monitor the extent to which desired outcomes are realized and 

to make effective and efficient use of scarce resources in order to maximize outcomes for all 

learners. 

The second principle is that a quality education must be relevant, i.e. that learning outcomes 

must contribute to sustainable livelihoods and wellbeing for all learners, must be valued by 

their communities and consistent with national development priorities in a changing global 

context. The third principle is that education should be democratic in the sense that learning 

outcomes are determined through public debate and ensured through processes of 

accountability . 

In summary, the approaches or models discussed above are not exhaustive. For instance, 

UNESCO (2006) has produced a learner-centered framework for quality of education in the 

context ofHIV/AIDS (Tikly, 2011). Somewhere else Tikly (2010) provides a framework for 

understanding quality of education in Africa as arising from three enabling environments: 

enabling policy environment, enabling school environment, and enabling home and 

community environment. Another multi-dimensional quality education model is given by 

Nikel and Lowe (2010) which views quality as composed of efficiency, effectiveness, 

sustainability, relevance, reflexivity, responsiveness and equity. Thus, there is no single 

agreed-up-on framework by all for assessing quality of education. The choice of which to use 

depends on the relative consideration of contextual realities. 

Literature on quality of education grounded in research works shows that there are varied 

ways of approaching assessment of quality education at different levels such as system 

(national), classroom, individual learner and employing diverse quality indicators. Thus, this 

part is devoted to the discussion of the discourse of quality of education based on research. 
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Generally a study on quality education/schooling is usually associated with the concept of 

school improvement and school effectiveness researches and there is a great deal of 

complement and overlap between school improvement and school effectiveness perspectives 

as there are differences (Craig, 1995 in Erkyhun, 2001: 11). To him, school effectiveness 

research refers mostly to quantitative input-output analysis of data from large scale surveys 

to identify the significant system of schools, whereas school improvement research relies on 

qualitative areas or process variables including an understanding of which inputs are more 

significant. Thus, they can broadly be categorized as school effectiveness research studies 

and school improvement studies. 

2.3.School Effectiveness Research Studies 

Over the past two decades, school effectiveness researchers have examined the quality and 

equity of schooling in an attempt to find out why some schools are more effective than others 

in promoting positive outcomes, whether schools perform consistently across outcomes and 

areas, and what characteristics are most commonly found in schools that are effective for all 

their pupils (Stoll, 1994: 129). School effectiveness research (SER), as the line of research 

that investigates performance differences between and within schools, as well as the 

malleable factors that enhance school performance, usually using student achievement scores 

to measure the latter (Luyten, Visscher, and Witziers, 2004:249) is discussed as follows. 

There are local studies and national assessments which used student cognitive achievement 

as a proxy indicator for quality of education. A local study conducted to assess quality of 

science education in selected Ethiopian government universities argues that research in 

Ethiopia established that students beginning from general grades have serious knowledge 

deficits in Science and Mathematics (Ayalew et aI., 2009). Drawing on studies that analyzed 

the Three National Learning Assessments carried out by the General Education Quality 

Assurance and Examinations Agency (GEQAEA), they evidenced that all the scores fall far 

below the minimum passing point set in the Education and Training Policy (1994), which is 

50% (see also MoE, 2008). Though the adequacy of standardized tests to be used as a basis 
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to judge quality of education is still a debate (see Bauer, 2000), the national learning 

assessments testify poor quality education in Ethiopian government schools. 

Fuller et al. (1994) cited in Yu (2007) conducted a study on 4,948 students from grade 8 and 

grade 9 in junior secondary schools framed with the predictive power of such school input 

variables as material conditions, school inputs, time in school, teacher characteristics and 

training' and process variables as teaching practices, classroom social rules and teacher effort 

and pedagogical benefits with academic achievement as outcome/dependent variable. They 

found that 

... [input variables} material conditions, school inputs and time in school 

like supplies of text books, exercise books, teacher guides, supplemental 

reading materials such as non-textbook readers, magazines and reference 

books, class size, inspector visits to classroom and teacher characteristics 

and training like gender, social class, pre-service training, frequency of in­

service training, length of teaching experience, tenure in the current school 

and nationality explained significant proportion of the variance in students ' 

achievement (paraphrased; p. 54) 

However, the process variables included in the study do not explain considerable variation in 

the model (though statistics are not reported). To them, 

.... such process variables in teaching practices and classroom social rules as 

task complexity, vertical character of authority by the teacher, complexity of 

instructional tools used by the teachers, frequency and complexity of 

questions asked of pupils, consistency of teacher pedagogical technology, 

distribution of teacher time, proportion of teacher talk in English or Setswana; 

and teacher effort and pedagogical beliefs as teachers' self-perception of 

competence in different areas, job satisfaction, level of efficacy in shaping 

pupils ' learning and school-wide policies and practices held little explanatory 

power (p. 53-54). 
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A similar study by Nyagura and Riddell (1993) in Yu (2007:56) is conducted by taking large 

sample coverage in Zimbabwe. They took 6,927 grade 7 students from 86 schools to see how 

pupil-teacher ratio, the availability of textbooks and percentage of trained teachers are related 

with students' English test score achievements. Finally they found that the pupil-teacher ratio, 

the availability of textbooks, and the percentage of trained teachers were highly significant 

correlates for students' English achievement. 

With a review of 12 effectiveness studies carried out in developing countries, Scheerens 

(1999) has confirmed a restatement of the importance of equipment particularly textbooks, 

and human resource factor (teacher training). According to the author, instructional and 

pedagogical theories appear to be practically missing as a source of inspiration for 

educational effectiveness studies in developing counties. In the four studies that did look into 

some school organi~ational and instructional variables the impact of these variables was 

relatively low (Sheerens, 2000). From this, it is possible to understand that processes both at 

the classroom and school level are little examined with respect to their impacts on academic 

achievement. 

Henushek (1995) cited in Yu (2007) reviewed a large number of [nearly 200] school 

effectiveness studies conducted within the production function approach to observe statistical 

significance or otherwise on key inputs. He suggested that there are no clear and systematic 

relationships between key inputs and student performance. Later, Henushek and Wobmann 

(2007) evidence the work of Hanushek and Kimko investigated whether the international 

math and science test scores were systematically related to the resources devoted to the 

schools in the years prior to the tests. They were not. If anything, their results suggested 

relatively better performance in those countries spending less on their schools. 

A study to identify school factors that have the greatest bearing on the quality of education 

around South Pacific proposes ten propositions. The study then sought for supporting 

evidence on these propositions. Accordingly, some factors have the greatest relevance to the 

improvement of school quality around the region. These factors are: the quality of teachers; 

the availability of learning materials; initial instruction in the mother tongue; the quality of 
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educational management; and curriculum reform. The study concludes by arguing that 

strategies to improve quality will fail unless they recognize important complementarities 

between the factors determining quality (Gannicot and Throshy, 1992). 

Rumberger and Palardy (2005) investigate the relationships among several different 

indicators of high school performance such as test scores, dropout rates, transfer rates, and 

attrition rates. The study was based on data from the National Educational Longitudinal 

Survey of the 1988 with follow up data collected in 1990, 1992, 1994, and 2004 conducted 

by the National Center for Education Statistics. They analyzed valid questionnaire data of 14, 

199 students who took part in the national survey. They found that 

... schools that are effective in promoting student learning (growth in 

achievement with an increase of 7. 85 points over the four years) are not 

necessarily effective in redUCing dropout (vary between a low of 2% to a high 

of 22%) or transfer rates ValY from 1 % to 25%) and attrition rates (vary from 

4% to 34%) (p. 15). In fact, after control for student inputs, high schools 

exhibit relatively little variability in dropout rates but considerable variation 

in transfer rates. These student background and student composition 

predictors explained a sizeable amount of the variance in educational 

outcomes among schools, specifically, 36% of the variance in student learning, 

58% of the variance in dropout rates among schools; however they explained 

only 3% of the variance in transfer rates. Thus, there is a considerable 

school-level variance to be explained in achievement growth and transfer 

rates but not dropout rates (p. 17). 

Thus, it can be suggested that, along with test scores, dropout and transfer rates should be 

used to judge school perfonnance as additional andlor alternative indicators of the quality of 

education. 

Another important aspect of quality education supported by research is school management. 

A study by Antonio (2008) examines the impact of implementing democratic school 

leadership via advisory school councils in Philippine public secondary schools. Combining 
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experimental design with empirical surveys and interviews for the collection of qualitative 

data, 735 respondents participate on pre-test and post-test surveys. Prior to introduction of 

the experimental treatment the experimental and control groups showed no statistical 

differences in levels of student academic achievement (t (733) =.1 04, P =.917), and 

commitment (t (728) = .975, P = .330) empowerment (t(719.9) = 0.846, P = 0.398), and trust 

(1(729) = 1.488 P = 0.137) (p. 50). After treatment, the results show that 

... the experimental group had statistically significantly higher levels of 

commitment with t(601) = 3.258, p = 0.001; empowerment with t(601) = 2.117, P 

= .035,· and trust with t(599.74) = 4.989, P < 0.001) when compared with the 

control group. However, the experimental and control groups did not show a 

significant difference in their student academic achievement levels (t(512.80) = 

1.433, P = 0.153). Thus, arguing that implementing democratic school 

leadership brings positive effects to schools in terms of improved levels of 

commitment, empowerment and trust among educational stakeholders (p. 53). 

However, the one-year experiment did not yield a significant impact on the students' 

academic achievement levels. This can be due to the idea that improvement students 

academic achievement is time-taking endeavor. 

Within this realm of school administration, a baseline survey is carried out by Dachi and 

Alphonce (2010) in three regions of Tanzania to detennine what public primary schools 

Head teachers consider to be the role of school leadership and management in the 

improvement of quality. Both descriptive and exploratory in its methods, the study brings 

into play quantitative and qualitative data through questionnaires. After analyzing the data 

they found that 

... head teachers promote the quality of teaching and learning in their 

respective schools by enforcing administrative procedures such as inspection 

of lesson plans, monitoring of pupils' and teachers' punctuality and 

attendance; making textbooks and other textual/learning materials easily 

available and accessible to pupils; making teaching materials easily available 
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and accessible to teachers; ensuring effective use of teaching and learning 

time (time on task) ; supporting professional training activities within a school; 

encouraging peer learning among pupils; giving teachers opportunity to 

participate in decision making and promotion of teamwork ... (p. 27-30). 

2.4.School Improvement Studies 

Over the past decade, school improvement researchers have focused their studies on the 

processes that schools go through to become more successful and sustain this improvement 

(Stoll 1994: 129). 

In Ethiopia, school improvement program studies and the use of achievement scores are 

emphasized to explain quality of education at school level. Berhanu (2009) examined the 

implementation of school improvement program in Addis Ababa and identifies challenges, 

achievements and prospects using multi-stage random sampling of 264 primary and 

secondary school students in eight sub-cities, 234 primary and secondary school teachers 

from 24 schools, 70 experts from kebele and sub-city administration education offices and 

federal ministry of education levels employing 'a blend of qualitative and quantitative 

approaches to research'. Based on domains and elements of the program, he found that 

... encouraging achievements have been made at school levels with respect to 

teaching learning and leadership and management domains. Achievements in 

school environment and community involvement domains were found very low. 

Furthermore, lack of school facilities, insuffiCient budget, lack of the 

necessary awareness and practical involvement of teachers were identified 

major challenges in the implementation process whereas the prospects 

include enhancing the teaching learning process, bringing about safe and 

healthy education environment and creating strong school-community 

partnerships ... (p. 65) 
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Though the study employs mixed methods no achievements, challenges and prospects are 

represented numerically and the prospects identified are re-statements of objectives that drive 

the program. 

Esayas (2010) also conducted another school improvement study with a similar objective, i.e., 

to investigate the implementation of SIP in seven secondary schools of Tigray regional state 

employed a survey method and collected and analyzed data from vast primary and secondary 

sources and from 52 parent teacher association members, 106 teachers and 476 students 

participants selected using quota sampling and from questionnaires, observations and 

document review. Analyzing the data both qualitatively and quantitatively, he found that 

... majority of school change forces lack the necessary awareness on school 

improvement program; most of the teaching learning and leadership domains 

being practiced; school leadership lacks adequate background and training to 

develop effective school strategic plan; poor laboratory services; school 

leadership dependent on very limited school community relation strategies (p. 

67) 

He also found 'serious' and 'moderate' problems schools encounter include 

... lack of consistent and informed training; poor practices in searching 

external funds,· teaching load; and students' resistance. Those 'moderate 

problems he added include absence of consistent awareness raising; absence 

of adequate budget, lack of supervision support, teaching and non-teaching 

staff transfer, absence of support from parents and political leaders, poor 

school improvement strategiC planning, focus to traditional practices, absence 

of effective experience sharing, lack of incentive system, principals, teachers 

and parents resistance (p. 68) 

A comparative study (Erkyhun, 2001) examined, compared and identified salient differences 

and similarities exhibited in two groups of schools labeled as high and low achiever schools 
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In the 'National Assessment Study' tests conducted by National Organizations for 

Examinations (NOE) in 1999/2000 with regard to students learning achievements. 

Purposefully selecting three high achiever and three low achiever schools and collecting data 

from six directors 140 teachers, 480 students, and 36 classroom observations analyzed the 

data based on his research questions. He found 

... many inconsistent differences as well as similarities within the schools and 

between the groups of school labeled as high and low achievers regarding 

school conditions, characteristics of directors, teachers and students. The 

high achiever schools were found to be better only in some variables whereas 

similar in most other cases (p. 74) 

A study conducted in South Africa within a tradition of qualitative methodology agues for a 

shift of emphasis from educational production function to qualitative approaches to capture 

"the nuances and differences in contexts, diversities of school actors' perspectives and 

interests, and the plurality of tensions and conflicts in the social relations of the school" so as 

to better understand the intricacies of everyday school realities and various issues 

surrounding school effectiveness. Carrim and Shalem (1999) in Yu (2007:16) examined link 

of "reported experiences" with such issues as administration and control, school governance, 

discipline, motivation of students and teachers, and community relations; and argue that 

"reported experiences demonstrated that schools operate in complex and sometimes 

contradictory contexts, though the schools may have similar socio-economic background as 

defined in many monetarist quantitative school effectiveness studies." Though holistic and 

contextualized their approach is, neither the authors end up with identified nodes of 

intervention for improvement nor the reviewer suggested on the practicality of the study's 

results. 

The studies discussed so far raise different determinants to judge quality education in a given 

school. Because of significant differences in context, what brings about good quality 

education on a given school might not work so for another. Thus, though most results are 

consistent, there are also inconsistent ones as well as considerable differences among schools. 



I 

3.1 Study Area 

CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The study was conducted in Debre Markos town at the three available government general 

secondary schools. These three schools are Debre Markos secondary school, Menkorer 

secondary school, and Gozarnine secondary school. This area is selected for the sole reason 

that data collection from such familiar places with the researcher will minimize 

communication barriers with teachers and principals. 

3.2 Design of the study 

This study employs parallel mixed methods design since it allows explanation of alternative 

perspectives that would have been missed if either qualitative or quantitative designs were 

used alone. In this design, the two types of data are collected independently at the same time 

or with some time lag and analyzed concurrently (Mertens, 2005; Creswell, 2009). In this 

study, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected to see the statistical contribution 

of input and process variables to output variable and to explore the complex and multiple 

realities of school contexts in relation to quality of education respectively. Specifically 

questionnaires are used to measure input and process variables from GEQIP and literature to 

explain predictions in the output variable. At the same time, teachers, directors, Woreda 

education officers and PTA members are interviewed and documents such as SIP plans CPD 

modules, and students' academic records are analyzed to explore quality of education in 

these schools. 

3.3 Population and Sample size 

The population for this sample is the universe of governn1ent general secondary students 

teachers, directors, PTA members, and Woreda education office experts in the three schools 

in Debre Markos town. The three general secondary schools, i.e., Menkorer, Debre Markos 
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and Gozamin are selected using available sampling and purposive is the selection of teachers, 

PTA members Woreda Education Office experts, school principals and supervisors for 

interview. Currently, the total number of students in the three schools is about 4,611. Using 

stratified random sampling, proportional number of students and teachers from the three 

schools are selected and handed over questionnaires to fill. The appropriate sample size for 

this population of students will be about 353 ( http://www.surveysystem.comlsscalc.htm). 

This estimation is the minimum sample size based on a 95% confidence interval. 

The total number of teachers currently engaged in teaching in these three government general 

secondary schools is 164. Using stratified random sampling, about 117 teachers are included 

in the study. They were included in the sample since they are the major stakeholders in the 

schooling process. 

The Sample size for both student and teacher populations across the three schools was 

determined by calculating samples sizes for the respective schools. Such means of achieving 

proportionate sample sizes can be found in Singh (2007:104). Thus, the ratio of estimated 

sample size to the population size multiplied by the stratum size will provide the size of the 

sample for each school students and teachers. This is summarized in the table below. 

Table 1. Sample size estimation 

a) For Questionnaires 
No. Sample School Population 

Students Sample Teachers Sample 
M F T size M F T size 

1 Debre Markos Secondary School 1,010 821 1,921 148 59 12 71 52 

2 Menqorer Secondary School 778 733 1,511 116 37 9 46 34 

3 Gozamine Secondary School 660 519 1,179 91 . 27 15 42 31 

Total 4,611 353 1 117 

b) For Interviews 
15 teachers, directors, and supervisors, 4 PTA members, 2 WEO representatives; 
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Table 2. Return rates of questionnaires from teachers and students 

No. Sample School Students Teachers 

1 

2 

3 

Sample Returned Return Sample Returned Return 
size rate size rate 

Debre Markos Secondary School 148 141 95.27 52 49 94.23 

Menqorer Secondary School 116 111 95 .68 34 32 94.11 

Gozamine Secondary School 91 84 92.3 31 31 100 

Total 355 336 94.7 117 112 95.7 

3.4 Instruments of Data collection 

In this study, three data gathering methods were used. These were questionnaires, interviews 

and documents analysis. Two sets of questionnaires, one for teachers and principals and the 

other for students, were developed and used to measure and predict explanations among input, 

process and output variables. Both questionnaires consist of closed-ended items. Interviews 

were held with directors, PTAs, and Woreda education experts to explore their ideas and 

views on the status of education in respective schools. All participants become part of the 

study with their willingness, and were explained the intent of the study, data completion 

procedure and conducting interviews. Thirdly analyses of documents and reports were made 

to substantiate interview data. 

3.4.1 The Students' Questionnaire 

This questionnaire consisted of two parts. The first part reqUIres students to supply 

background information such as school name, grade level, and textbook distribution. The 

second part consisted of 40 items measuring four variables: the Teaching learning process 

(15 items), Assessment (7 items), Materials resources and facilities (7 items), and their Level 

of satisfaction (11 items). The items were developed based on the literature reviewed. After 

writing the items, the instrument was piloted to see if they have the minimum acceptable 

reliability index, which is Cronbach's alpha value of .70 (see Brance, Kemp and Snelgar, 
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2006). The reliability evidence for each variable is thus. 70 and above for each variable. The 

items scoring was a five-point likert scale starting with 1 strongly agree through to 5, which 

stands for strongly disagree. 

3.4.2 The Teachers' and Directors' Questionnaire 

This questionnaire also has two parts. The first part dealt about the general background 

infonnation with three items which require teachers to indicate their School name, 

qualification, and the distribution of teacher guides. The second section of this questionnaire 

consisted of items developed to measure the variables of interest. Before piloting the 

instrument, it had 94 items. However, after piloting, it was finalized. With the minimum 

acceptable evidence of reliability, similar to students questionnaire, this questionnaire 

consisted of 69 items for measuring seven variables namely; school improvement program 

(10 items) school planning and management (10 items), teaching learning process (10 items), 

continuous professional development (10 items), material resources and facilities (9 items) 

assessment (7 items) and level of satisfaction (l3 items). Similar to the students' 

questionnaire, the reliability evidence for these variables is found to be .70 and above. The 

questionnaire is developed on a five-point likert scale ranging from 1 'strongly agree' 

through to 5, which denotes 'strongly disagree.' 

3.4.3 Interviews 

Unstructured structured interviews were conducted with school principals and teachers, 

Woreda Education Offices (WEO) and PTAs on overall quality of education in the three 

schools. For this interview guides are prepared and 15 teachers, supervisors, directors, 4 PTA 

members, and 2 wereda education office representatives participated. As Patton (2002:343) 

indicates, "the interview guide involves outlining a set of issues to be explored with each 

respondent before interviewing. It provides the topics within which the interviewer is free to 

explore, probe, and ask questions that elucidate and illuminate a particular subject." 
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3.4.4 Documents Analysis 

Academic records indicate students' performance as a function of background contexts. The 

three year School improvement plans and its subsequent one year action plan will be used to 

examine the planning and implementation of the program. Continuous professional 

development plans at school and individual teacher level are used to look into teachers' 

participation in the program. 

3.5 Variables in the study 

Drawing on the literature from GEQIP and school effectiveness research, this study treats 

three groups of variables namely input, process, and output variables in a systems model. In 

the first place, those components of GEQIP as they pertain to general secondary schools are 

selected. These variables, which are mostly input variables, include teaching learning 

materials, school improvement program, and teacher quality specifically their participation in 

continuous professional development. Added to this group of input variables is students' 

entry behavior as predicted by their academic achievement. In the literature it is underlined 

that "assessments of the quality of education outputs that ignore initial differences among 

learners are likely to be misleading" (UNESCO, 2004:35). Hence, this variable will be used 

to control students' initial differences before they join the schools. 

However, to assess the status of overall education quality at school level, an unavoidable 

element of the school is the teaching learning process. Hence, it is included as process 

variable in addition to assessment & examinations, and school planning & management from 

GEQIP as they are basically processes in the school. Hence, the study has three process 

variables: the teaching learning process, assessment and school planning and management. In 

most cases of quality studies, cognitive scores are used as proxy measures of output variables. 

However, due to limitations in scores and tests, customers' expectation and their satisfaction 

with the qualities of the services delivery is used as an output measure in the present study. 

Hence, the level of satisfaction of students, teachers and principals will be used as dependent 

variable to predict the quality of education based on all others mentioned above. 
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Though this treatment of variables seems simplistic, it operates within the context of the 

school. Hence, it is possible to notice that school realities are considered in school 

improvement program and school planning and management. 

3.5.1 Independent Variables 

The independent variables are generally input and process variables. They include input 

variables such as entry behavior (student background characteristics represented by their 

grade 8 mean scores as a function of social, economic, and cultural contexts (UNESCO, 

2004)), teaching learning materials (textbook and teacher guides (MoE, 2008)), material 

resources and facilities (the availability and utilization of school resources for teaching 

learning), school improvement program including school grant (the development and 

implementation of SIP plans (MoE, 2008)) and teacher quality (teacher qualification 

(UNESCO, 2004) and their participation in planning and implementation of CPD (MoE, 

2008)); process variables such as assessments, teaching learning process (the interaction of 

teachers, students and non-human resources in school context), and school planning and 

management (improving school performance through strengthening planning and 

management capacity). 

3.5.2 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable for this study is customers' satisfaction with school services which 

represents the output/outcome of the school system to judge the quality of education in 

general secondary government schools. As Sallis (2002) argued, the only meaningful 

performance indicator in schools is that of customers' satisfaction. Hence the dependent 

variable of this study is teachers' , directors' and students' level of satisfaction. - .-- --
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3.6 Methods of Data Analysis 

In this study, the data collected are analyzed both quantitatively using descriptive and 

inferential statistical procedures as well as qualitatively using descriptions, categories and 

themes. The qualitative data will be transformed by creating codes and themes to produce 

counts for further comparison with quantitative results (see Creswell, 2009). 

More specifically, teachers' qualification are calculated using percentage to see if it is up to 

the standard set in the education policy for teaching in secondary schools. Distributions of 

teacher guides and student textbook are also summarized using percentage. To see if these 

schools significantly differ across the variables, descriptive statistics is calculated and Chi­

square and One-way between subjects ANOV A is run. To see how much variation in the 

dependent variable is explained by GEQIP input, process variables and other variables, 

multiple regression is employed. The statistical package used for the analysis is SPSS version 

15. 

On the other strand of analysis, the raw data from interviews, documents and reports is 

organized using coding, categorizing and building themes. The occurrence of repeated 

themes and categories are transformed to counts and compared with results of the 

quantitative analysis for convergence. Hence the mixing of the two strands of data is at the 

analysis phase. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this part of the study, the results obtained from directors, supervisors, teachers, students, 

PTA members and Woreda Education Offices of the three schools using questionnaires, 

interviews and documents analysis are presented. More specifically, using data from 

questionnaires the study examined school improvement program including school grants, 

school planning and management, continuous professional development, teaching learning 

process, assessment practices, material resources, textbooks and teacher guides ratios and 

level of satisfaction of teachers and students to understand the status of quality education. On 

the other hand, data from interviews and documents is presented in themes and emerging 

categories for the same purpose. 

4.1 Comparing schools in terms of input, process and output variables considered in the 

study 

This part tries to show existing differences or otherwise among the three schools across the 

variables considered in the present study. Those variables regarded as inputs in the study 

include textbooks and teacher guides, teacher quality (qualification participation in 

continuous professional development (CPD), school improvement program including school 

grant and material resources. The process variables include teaching learning, assessment and 

school planning and management. The output measure for all these variables is taken to be 

teacher and student satisfaction. 

4.1.1 Comparing Input variables 

4.1.1.1 Teacher Qualification 

Teacher quality, proxied by teacher qualifications (UNESCO, 2004), is used to determine the 

teaching quality of the staff in the respective schools. Table 3 shows the composition of 

Diploma and Degree teacher qualifications in these schools. 
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Table 3. Teacher academic qualification by school 

School Name Teacher Qualification 

Diploma Bachelor Degree 

Menkorer Secondary School 0(0%) 32 (100%) 

Debre Markos Secondary School 0(0%) 49 (100%) 

Gozamine Secondary School 2 (6.5%) 29 (93.5%) 

Total 2 (1.8%) 110 (98.2%) 

Total 

32 (100%) 

49 (100%) 

31 (100%) 

112 (100.0%) 

Academic qualification of the teaching staff in the three schools can be used as indicators of 

the quality of teaching staff. Akiba, Gerald, LeTendre, & Scribner (2007), conducted cross 

national analysis on teacher quality and academic achievement and revealed that the countries with 

better qualified teachers produced higher mathematics achievement scores. The result on teacher 

qualification of the staff who participated in the study showed that 98.2% of them had a first 

degree, which is the required standard set in the policy (see, MoE, 2002). Specifically, Table 

3 shows that Menkorer and Debre Markos secondary schools have achieved a 100% 

qualification of the required standard to teach in secondary schools whereas Gozamine 

secondary school is about to achieve the standard (93.5%). Statistically, however, the three 

schools do not significantly differ in terms of teaching staff qualifications (X2
(2, 112) = 5.32, P 

= .07). 

4.1.1.2 Textbooks and Teacher Guides Ratios 

Table 4. Teacher Guide ratio by school 

School Name 
Total Teacher Guide Ratio Menkorer Debre Markos Gozamine 

1 to 1 29 (90.6%) 49 (100%) 29 (93.5%) 107 (95.5%) 

1 to 2 ] (3.1%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1 (0.9%) 

1 to 3 0(0%) 0(0%) 2 (6.5%) 2 (1.8%) 

Not at all 2 (6.3%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2 (1.8%) 

Total 32 (100%) 49 (100%) 31 (100%) 112 (100%) 
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Table 5. Textbook Ratio by school 

Secondary School Name 

Textbook Ratio Menkorer Debre Markos Gozamine Total 

English 1 to I III (100%) 141 (100%) 41 (50%) 293 (87.7%) 

1 to 2 0(0%) 0(0%) 41 (50.0%) 41 (12.3%) 

Total 111 (100%) 150 (100%) 31 (100%) 292 (100%) 

Amharic 1 to 1 111 (100%) 141 (100%) 81(98.8%) 333 (99.7%) 

1 to 2 0(0%) 0(0%) 1 (1.2%) 1 (0.3%) 

Total III (100.0%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

Math Not at all 3 (2.7%) 5 (3.5%) 5(6.1%) 13 (3.9%) 

1 to 1 106 (95 .5%) 136 (96.5%) 77 (93.9%) 319 (95.5%) 

1 to 2 2 (1.8%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2 (0.6%) 

Total III (100%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

Physics Not at all 1 (0.9%) 20 (14.2%) 0(0%) 21 (6.3%) 

1 to 1 108 (97.3%) 121 (86.7%) 82 (100%) 311 (92.1%) 

1 to 2 2 (1.8%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2 (0.6%) 

Total 111 (100%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

Chemistry Not at all 1 (0.9%) 7 (5%) 1 (1.2%) 9 (2.7%) 

1 to 1 109 (98.2%) 131 (92 .9%) 78 (95.1%) 318 (95.2%) 

1 to 2 1 (.9%) 0(0%) 1 (1.2%) 2 (0.6%) 

1 to 5 & more 0(0% 3 (2.1 %) 2 (2.4%) 5 (1.5%) 

Total III (100%) 150 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

Biology Not at all 2 (1.8%) 8 (5.7%) 0(0%) 10 (3%) 

1 to 1 108 (97.3%) 131 (92.9%) 80 (97.6%) 319 (95.5%) 

1 to 2 1 (0.9%) 0(0%) 1 (1.2%) 2 (0.6%) 

1 to 5 and 0(0%) 2 (1.4%) 1 (1.2%) 3 (0.9%) 

Total 111 (100%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

Geography 1 to 1 III (100%) 141 (100%) 41 (50%) 293 (87.7%) 

1 to 2 0(0%) 0(0%) 41 (50%) 41 (12.3%) 

Total 111 (100%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

History Not at all 2 (1.8%) 0(0%) 1 (3.2%) 3 (0.9%) 

1 to 1 109 (98.2%) 141 (100%) 81 (98.8%) 331 (99.1%) 

Total III (100%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 

Civic Not at all 0(0%) 8 (5.7%) 0(0%) 8 (2.4%) 

I to 1 111 (100%) 133 (94.3%) 81 (98.8%) 325 (97.3%) 

I to 2 0(0%) 0(0%) 1 (1.2%) 1 (0.3%) 

Total 111 (100%) 141 (100%) 82 (100%) 334 (100%) 
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It is known that the availability of such basic learning materials as teacher guides is an 

essential part of the teaching learning process. The ratio of teachers to teacher guides was 

planned to be given to all teachers (see MoE, 2010:24). Though all teachers who participate 

in the study from Debre Markos secondary school assert that the ratio is 1: 1, as Table 4 

shows, those from Menkorer and Gozamine secondary schools rated that there are 1:3 in 

some and even there are teachers (1.8%) who did not receive teacher guides at all. 

Similarly textbooks distribution in these schools across subjects yield mixed results, as 

shown in Table 5. Crossley & Murby (1994) assert that increased provision of pupil 

textbooks and other learning materials are the most cost-effective ways of improving 

educational quality. It was stated that pupil/textbook ratio throughout the country is 1: 1 (MoE, 

2010; MoE, 2005; MoE, 2002). In fact, Table 5 indicates that from those who participate in 

the study, no school has achieved a 1: 1 textbook/pupil ratio. However, on average in all 

subjects, 94.4% of the students in all schools had a 1: 1 ratio. Moreover, on average in all 

subjects in the three schools, 3.06% had a ratio of 1:2 and 0.27% had a ratio of 1:5 and more. 

On average in all subjects, 2.14% had no textbook at all. 

However, there is no systematic distribution of textbooks across schools and core subjects 

such as sciences. For example, for both English and Geography textbooks, Gozamine 

secondary school 50% of the students had a 1: 1 ratio and the rest 50% in the same school had 

a ratio of 1 :2; whereas in Debre Markos and Menkorer, textbook/pupil ratio in English and 

Geography is 1: 1 for 100% of the students. Besides, in science subj ects like physics, 

chemistry, biology, and mathematics, 1: 1 ratio was not able to go beyond 95% which might 

impede the realization of quality education that emphasized science and technology streams. 

Thus, though ESDP IV (MoE, 2010) sets that by 2010/11, secondary school textbook/pupil 

ratio will be 1: 1, the indicator, based on those who pruticipated in the study, is not yet 

achieved. 

46 



• 

4.1.1.3 School improvement program 

As eye inspection of Table 6 indicates, teachers in all schools respond to school improvement 

items in a similar way as both mean and standard deviations indicate. It also locates the 

ratings around the median of the scale. Thus, the implementation of the program is found to 

be of medium level. 

Table 6. Comparing School improvement program using descriptive statistics 

Variable 
School improvement program 

School Name 
Menkorer 

Debre Markos 

Gozamine 

N 
32 

49 

31 

Mean 
26.16 

25.51 

26.06 

Standard Deviation 
5.131 

4.664 

5.266 

However, One-way ANOVA was run to test if there are statistically significant differences 

among these variable means across schools. 

Table 7. One way ANOVA results comparing teachers' & students' ratings on variables 

Variables Source of variation Sum of Sguares df Mean Sguare F 
School improvement Between Groups 10.085 2 5.043 .204 
program 

Within Groups 2692.335 109 24.700 

Total 2702.420 III 
School planning and Between Groups 579.364 2 289.682 12.474* 
management 

Within Groups 2531.199 109 23.222 

Total 3110.563 III 
Continuous professional Between Groups 533.422 2 266.711 9.701 * 
development 

Within Groups 2996.855 109 27.494 

Total 3530.277 III 
Teaching learning Between Groups 2959.372 2 1479.686 ]4.542* 
process 

Within Groups 4528] .073 445 101.755 

Total 48240.444 447 
Material resources and Between Groups 512.873 2 256.436 4.706* 
facilities 

Within Groups 24248.875 445 54.492 

Total 24761.748 447 
Level of satisfaction Between Groups 1811.254 2 905.627 9.562* 

Within Groups 42147.815 445 94.714 

Total 43959.069 447 
Assessment Between Groups 855.467 2 427.733 12.797* 

Within Groups 14874.227 445 33.425 

Total 15729.694 447 
* p < 0.0 I, values are significant 
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One way ANOV A results indicated in Table 7 also confirmed that the implementation of 

school improvement program is not statistically significantly different across the schools 

compared (F(2, 109) = 0.204, P = .816). 

On the other hand, interviews and document analysis revealed that all schools have 

developed the school improvement plan. But the planning was dictated by predetermined 

standards in school improvement guideline than school contextual realities or priorities, 

which places assessment of every school on identical ground of too many standards because 

they are the same. A participant's reflection goes: 

. .. it is developed based on standards of practice from the school improvement 

guide devolved from the top rather than priorities emerged from school context 

realities. We cannot plan for activities out of the standards determined in the 

school improvement documents, no matter how critical or less they are. Rather 

we plan for all standards because it is taken as 'must.' Nothing is planned and 

done without the sets of standards determined in the guides. Moreover, there are 

standards that are not real to our school. It seems that such planning is copied 

from a kind of source." 

This is consistent with the finding of Harris and Chapman (2004) which argues that 

approaches to school improvement are unlikely to succeed because the approaches adopted 

are not sufficiently differentiated or context specific. Drawing on two recent empirical 

studies, they argue against standardized solutions in favor of a differentiated approach to 

school improvement that recognizes and respects the diversity, variability and complexity of 

schools in difficult contexts. Vedder (1994) similarly argues against developments towards 

standardization of measures of quality. To him, in the development of such measures 

developers are looking for what is common to school cultures instead of what is unique. 

This process of planning and implementation of the program has been hampered by several 

factors in the three schools. Almost all participants (N = 15) feel that ambiguity and low 

awareness on the program by teachers, directors and parents worsened by lack of training 
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deterred its expected effectiveness. For instance a teacher said "I am a member of the school 

improvement program committee. But still, the whole process is not clear to me." 

One aspect of the school improvement program is the school grant. There seems to be 

confusion of GEQIP school grant with that of block grant in the two of the schools. This is 

supported by 33% of the respondents. A teacher said "the block grant allocation [from the 

wereda] is made based on students enrolment, whereas GEQIP school grant allocation is 

made based on proportions of students compared across schools." 

The assessment of school grants utilization across WEOs and schools' PTA members reveal 

contradictory results. A wereda which embraces two schools claimed the consideration of 

additional funds to meet the levels recommended in the Blue Book, making it 50 br per 

students for the level (grade 9 and 10). Once in 2002, the [Debre Markos] wereda gave 

training but only to directors and supervisors, no member of PTA or KETB (Kebele 

Education and Training Board - a body which oversees planning and financial decisions in 

some schools) participated. It informs to schools and PTA allocated school grants through 

letters and gave the funds via Bank accounts. It also claims provision of support services and 

conducting monitoring activities on overall program implementation. It did not receive 

quarterly school GEQIP grant cash book from schools but WoFED did. The other 

[Gozamine] wereda also perform similar things except that it did not consider additional 

allocations to schools and directly give the school grants to school representatives. 

However, neither PTA nor KETB did plan and organize community awareness meetings in 

all schools because they did not take part in trainings at wereda level. Interview with PTA 

members also inform that the amount of school grants received in all schools is 20 br per 

students which is GEQIP minimum level of funding. So, there is gap between what one of 

the weredas claims additional allocation and two schools' receivable of the bare minimum 

school grant funding. Together with this, PTAs relate that the support and monitoring 

. activities from the wereda is too weak. 

In all the three schools, the PTA seems to have similar pattern of participation in the 

implementation of the school improvement program. They participate in the decisions related 
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to financial and resource acquisition processes at meetings with KETB. KETB is the ultimate 

body to oversee overall school activities. A member of PTA's reply, similar to all others, on 

their participation in school improvement program implementation goes on: 

... we implement the school improvement program by participating in KETB meetings 

to decide on expenditures and amounts, items that are relevant to schooling, ensuring 

that expenditures are in line with plans, and developing income generating strategies. 

PTA had minutes, but 110 school grant cash book is prepared rather schools had. In the 

schools, no notice board is prepared to publicize information to the community; no 

school grant files in PTA but schools had." 

4.1.1.4 Material resources 

These general secondary schools also show statistically significant difference in terms of the 

availability and utilization of material resources (F(2. 445) = 4.706, P < .01). Dunnett's T3 post 

hoc analysis identified that availability, organization and efficient utilization of appropriate 

resources is statistically significantly different between Menkorer and Gozamine secondary 

schools (p < .01) whereas no statistically significant difference was found between Debre 

Markos and Gozamine secondary schools (p = .167) and between Menkorer and Debre 

Markos secondary schools (p = .399) as shown in Table 8. 

Table 8. Post hoc comparison on material resources among schools 

(1) School (J) School Mean 99% Confidence Interval 

Dependent Variable Name Name Difference Lower Upper 
(I-J) Bound Bound 

Material resources Menqorer Debre Markos l.l33 -1.22 3.49 
and facilities Gozamine 2.832(*) .17 5.50 

Debre Markos Menqorer -1.133 -3.49 1.22 

Gozamine 1.698 -.96 4.35 

Gozamine Menqorer -2.832(*) -5.50 -.17 

Debre Markos -1.698 -4.35 .96 

.p < .0 I; values are significant 

If we examine the means of teacher and student responses in Table 9, we find those teachers 

and students from Gozamine secondary school rating better than those in Debre Markos and 

Menkorer secondary schools. 

50 



• 

Table 9. Comparing schools' material resources using descriptive statistics 

Variable School Name N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Material Resources Menkorer 143 22.05 6.768 

Debre Markos 190 20.92 7.750 

Gozamine 115 19.22 7.489 

A recurring theme from interview data in all schools is the lack of school material resources. 

All the participants (100%, N = 15) seem to feel similar magnitude of the problem. Teachers 

expressed their feeling as: 

... lack of material resources is evident such as lounge used as meeting hall, no 

recreation center, lounge serve as storage of things like lockers; water supply not 

adequate, hand wash facilities near latrines are missing, laboratories (are ill­

equipped), no offices for departments including chairs, tables, classrooms, no 

internet services at all, libraries have no books for teachers. Available resources 

are those minimum possible ones to run routine activities ... 

According to MoE (2005: 16) specific learning resources like the internet services receive 

attention. It states that "in addition to enhancing the quality of educational delivery in the 

schools, the Internet facility provided to schools will enable the teachers to develop their 

professional qualifications." However, not only the internet service but also the unavailability 

of the computers seems to be a reality to all schools. 

Specifically, these resources seem to be worse in Gozamine secondary school where, unlike 

the other two, there is no attempt to prepare any kind of teaching aid for classroom purposes. 

The other schools, despite shortage of inputs, sometimes prepare local teaching aids by 

themselves or by their students as part of the assignment. The school grant is only used to 

purchase those inputs like office supplies to run routine activities. Thus, though schools seem 

to be significantly different statistically from each other, it is understandable that resources in 

the three schools are still scarce which ultimately affected the quality of education. This is 

consistent with findings in Tadesse (2006) that absence of school facilities like libraries and 
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laboratories hindered the quality of education provided in secondary schools of Gambella 

region. 

4.1.1.5 Continuous professional development 

There were also statistically significant differences in teachers' participation continuous 

professional development activities across the three schools (F(2, 109) = 9.701, P < .01). 

Further post hoc analysis using Dunnett's T3 method reveals that there is statistically 

significant difference between Menkorer and Debre Markos secondary schools (p < .001), 

and between Menkorer and Gozamine secondary schools (p < .001) whereas no statistically 

significant difference between Debre Markos and Gozamine secondary schools (p = .650). 

Table 10. Post hoc comparison on CPD among schools 

Mean 99% Confidence Interval 

Variable (I) School Name (1) School Name Difference Lower Upper 
(I-J) Bound Bound 

Continuous Menqorer Debre Markos 4.125(*) .96 7.29 

professional Gozamine 5.512(*) 1.75 9.27 
development 

Debre Markos Menqorer -4.125(*) -7.29 -.96 

Gozamine 1.387 -2.64 5.42 

Gozamine Menqorer -5.512(*) -9.27 -1.75 

Debre Markos -1.387 -5.42 2.64 

*p < .0 I; values are significant 

Thus, as the means in Table 6 indicate, it seems that teachers in Debre Markos and Gozamine 

secondary schools participate more in planning and implementation of activities in the 

continuous professional development than teachers in Menkorer secondary school. 

Surprisingly, it is in Gozamine secondary school that 6.5 % of the teachers who participated 

in the study are not up to the standard to teaching in the level (Diploma holders). 
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Table 11. Comparing schools' CPD using descriptive statistics 

Variables School Name N 

Continuous professional development Menkorer 32 

Debre Markos 49 

Gozamine 31 

Mean 

30.13 

26.00 

24.61 

Standard 
Deviation 

3.661 

5.741 

5.772 

Though every teacher prepared an annual CPD plan, it seems that many teachers lose interest 

in it and consider it as an 'ad-on' activity designed to make them busy without adding any 

value. Moreover, their understanding of the planning and implementation of the new CPD is 

poor because of lack of trainings that clarify its essence. The themes that appear to have 

greater counts (100% N = 15) include the development of CPD plans by every teacher and 

lack of training, which followed 'cascade approach' to effectively implement the program. 

The views of teachers could be expressed as: 

... the training is insufficient. The process involved first training those trainers at 

wereda level who will further train teachers; which resulted in many unclear 

concepts because it distorted information. This affected implementation of the 

program. "CPD is broad and ambiguous; even those trained trainers do not 

actually understand it. Implementation without good understanding will be 

adversely affected ... " 

The program output will be worse in Menkorer secondary school because teachers respond 

that they lose interest in it. A teacher's reply goes: 

... every teacher is made to prepare his/her annual CPD plan but with no interest, the 

whole process is vague. This is the new CPD program. The previous CPD took too 

much time and resources and we are told that it is useless. So seem be the fate of this 

one ... 

On the other hand, though Debre Markos and Gozamine secondary schools seem to appear 

statistically significantly different in teachers' participation in continuous professional 

development activities, teachers' voices present that the program's effective implementation 
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is a doubt. Thus, the program's implementation effectiveness in Menkorer secondary school 

can be worse than others. 

Villegas-Reimers (2003) argues that continuous professional development improves teachers 

working conditions increase the quality of education for the students and offer teachers and 

administrators opportunities for development. However, teachers participation in CPD 

activities seem to be too low, thus supporting the explanation that quality of education in 

these schools is low. 

4.1.2 Process variables 

Following is a comparison of the process variables across schools namely teaching learning, 

assessment, and school planning and management. 

4.1.1.4 Teaching learning process 

The next variable that show statistically significant differences among schools is the teaching 

learning process (F(2, 445) = 14.542, P < .01). Dunnett T3 post hoc comparison reveals 

statistically significant difference between Menkorer and Gozarnine secondary schools (p 

< .001), between Menkorer and Debre Markos secondary schools (p < .001); and no 

statistically significant difference between Debre Markos and Gozamine secondary schools 

(p = .099). 

Table 12. Post hoc comparison on teaching learning process among schools 

(1) School (1) School Mean 99% Confidence Interval 

Variable Name Name Difference Lower Upper 
(I-J) Bound Bound 

Teaching learning Menqorer Debre Markos 4.3 13(*) .75 7.87 

Gozamine 6.568(*) 2.82 10.31 

Debre Markos Menqorer -4.313(*) -7.87 -.75 

Gozamine 2.254 -.88 5.39 

Gozamine Menqorer -6.568(*) -10.31 -2.82 

Debre Markos -2.254 -5.39 .88 

.p < .0 I; values are significant 
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Inspection of the descriptive statistics in Table 6 indicate that teachers and students in Debre 

Markos and Gozamie secondary schools appear to rate aspects of the teaching learning 

process better compared to their counterparts in Menkorer secondary school. 

Table 13. Comparing schools' teaching learning process using descriptive statistics 

Variables School Name N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Teaching Learning Process Menkorer 143 38.78 11..726 

Debre Markos 190 34 . .46 9.593 

Gozamine 115 32.21 8.566 

A common theme supported by all participants (100%) is that poor student participation, 

motivation and language skill is evident. Teachers' poor motivation was supported by 46% (7 

counts) of participants, expressed as the employment of traditional approaches to teaching, 

poor classroom management practices and inadequate preparation before starting class. A 

teacher spoke on poor student motivation as: 

I tried to make students participate in class and clubs to nurture their creativity and 

talents by developing activities that are directly linked to the classroom and appear to be 

helpful learning experiences. However, they are not active participants because they lose 

interest in learning ... 

A supervisor described the situation with teachers' poor motivation as: 

. . . poor classroom management practices evident, and teacher preparation before 

coming to class is poor and inadequate including lesson planning practices even under 

continuous supervisory support .. 

Two teachers expressed the condition of poor motivation in teachers as: 

... teachers are less interested to stay in the school rather do other activities that might 

more support their lives than teaching. Likewise, students interest to learn is 

low ...... teachers are rather interested in search of income alternatives to support their 
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lives than teaching alone though CPD and other attempts are made to maximize teacher 

stay in the school... 

Here we note that both the mean scores on the variable and the themes emerged from the 

qualitative analysis indicate that teachers' ratings fall right at disagree and strongly disagree 

scales. Thus the suspicion that teaching learning process is not in the right track to reach 

quality education increases. The teaching learning process where both parties, teachers and 

students, are not motivated would be rather far from quality teaching learning. 

4.1.2.2 School planning and management 

Similar results are also found observed on other variables in the comparison. For instance, 

there were statistically significant differences in schools' capacity to effective planning and 

management activities across schools (F(2, 109) = 12.474, P < .01). Further analysis using 

Dunnett s T3 method found statistically significant differences between Menkorer and Debre 

Markos secondary schools (p < .001), between Menkorer and Gozamine secondary schools 

(p < .001) and no statistically significant difference between Gozamine and Debre Markos 

secondary schools (p = .459) on their rating of school planning and management. 

Table 14. Post hoc comparison on school planning and management among schools 

(I) School (J) School Mean 99% Confidence Interval 

Variable Name Name Difference Lower Upper 
(1-J) Bound Bound 

School planning and Menqorer Debre Markos 3.986(*) 1.70 6.27 
management Gozamine 5.893(*) 1.31 10.47 

Debre Markos Menqorer -3.986(*) -6.27 -1.70 

Gozamine 1.907 -2.55 6.37 

Gozamine Menqorer -5.893(*) -10.47 -1.31 

Debre Markos -1.907 -6.37 2.55 

.p < .0 I; values are significant 
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The means in Table 6 conforms that teachers in Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary 

school rate better than those in Menkorer secondary school in school's capacity in planning 

and management activities. 

Table 15. Comparing schools' planning and management using descriptive statistics 

Variables School Name N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

School planning and management Menkorer 32 32.31 3.355 

Debre Markos 49 28.33 3.211 

Gozamine 31 26.42 7.500 

Two themes recur each suppOlied by 53% (around half counts) of the participants regarding 

school planning and management: that decisions are not participatory and that coordination 

among the staff is poor. Regarding poor coordination, a teacher spoke as "the school 

management tendency to work with teachers is low." Other teachers expressed the 

undemocratic decision making process they note in the schools as: 

. .. no participatory decision making is in exercise, especially selection decisions to a 

training or appointment. Issues like budget planning or school and block grants are not 

communicated to the staff. I heard about GEQIP and its budget informally. Only the 

management knows such details as how much, when to use it and what for, etc . .. 

Obviously, such a style of management will bear consequences on every activity in the 

school. The implication is that directors are not acquainted with basic management and/or 

leadership styles to apply. Antonio (2008) argues that factors that either elicit or inhibit 

active participation from the stakeholders in collaborative decision making in a school need 

to be identified. He suggests that establishing participatory groups in schools as an approach 

to create better quality schools. 

However, the situation in these schools might also imply that the plans in Management and 

Administrative Planning (one of the pillars in GEQIP framework) aimed to improving 

capacity development to plan and manage at school level are not effectively implemented at 

woreda and school level. 
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4.1.2.3 Assessment 

Responses of teachers and students toward the appropriateness of assessment practices across 

the three schools yield statistically significant differences (F(2.445) = 12.797, p < .01). A 

similar to the above post hoc analysis showed statistically significant difference between 

Menkorer and Gozamine secondary schools (p < .001) and between Debre Markos and 

Menkorer secondary schools (p < .01) whereas no statistically significant difference was 

found between Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary schools (p = .075) in assessment 

practices. 

Table 16. Post hoc comparison on assessment practices among schools 

(I) School (1) School Mean 99% Confidence Interval 

Variable Name Name Difference (1-J) Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

Assessment Menqorer Debre Markos 2.028(*) .19 3.87 

Gozamine 3.623(*) 1.38 5.86 

Debre Markos Menqorer -2.028(*) -3 .87 -.19 

Gozamine 1.596 -.51 3.71 

Gozamine Menqorer -3.623(*) -5.86 -1.38 

Debre Markos -1.596 -3.71 .51 

*p < .01 ; values are significant 

An eyeballing of the descriptive statistics in Table 6 clarifies that teachers and students 

ratings to assessment practices are better in Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary schools. 

Table 17. Comparing schools' assessment practices using descriptive statistics 

Variables School Name N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

Assessment Menkorer 143 22.15 5.681 

Debre Markos 190 20.13 5.526 

Gozamine 115 18.53 6.297 

58 



• 

Regarding assessment and examinations, two themes emerged each with strong support (over 

80%) by the participants. One is that there is poor assessment practice in schools. Teachers 

echoed similar tone as: 

... poor assessment practice because the procedure includes such trivial measures as 

attendance, celebrating flag ceremony, exercise books, etc with considerable weight 

which leads to promotion to grades without demonstrating the required knowledge. 

Students' score is lower even with the inclusion of such trivial measures like the above. 

Had assessments were appropriate, scores would have probably been worse ... 

The other important theme emerged was difficulty teachers attribute to implementation of 

continuous assessment. A teacher holds that continuous assessment is difficult because 

"teachers are overloaded with high number of periods per week and reaching large class size, 

and therefore run short of time to adequately assess group works and home works." It can be 

understood that assessment results are not used to inform selection of methods and testing 

which will make it more effective. 

4.1.3 Output Variable 

4.1.3.1 Level of satisfaction 

These schools did not only differ in terms of the above variables but also in terms of teacher 

and student satisfaction with the overall services rendered in the school. The schools appear 

to be statistically significantly different with regard to teachers' and students' levels of 

satisfaction (F(2,445) = 9.562, p < .01). Further Dunnett's T3 post hoc analysis confirms that 

there is statistically significant difference between Menkorer and Gozamine secondary 

schools (p < .001) and between Debre Markos and Menkorer secondary schools (p < .05) 

whereas no statistical significant difference was found between Debre Markos and Gozamine 

secondary schools (p = .075). 
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Table 18. Post hoc comparison level of satisfaction among schools 

(I) School (1) School Mean 99% Confidence Interval 

Variable Name Name Difference (1-1) Lower Upper 
Bound Bound 

Level of Menqorer Debre Markos 2.561 -.45 5.57 
satisfaction Gozamine 5.325(*) 1.64 9.01 

Debre Markos Menqorer -2.561 -5.57 .45 

Gozamine 2.764 -.88 6.41 

Gozamine Menqorer -5.325(*) -9.01 -1.64 

Debre Markos -2.764 -6.41 .88 

*p < .01' values are significant 

The mean scores on the variable in Table 6 could further indicate that teachers' and students' 

satisfaction on overall schooling look better for Debre Markos and Gozamine secondary 

schools than those in Menkorer secondary school. However, the means tell us that teachers 

and students are dissatisfied with the overall school services rendered in respective schools. 

Table 19. Comparing schools' level of satisfaction using descriptive statistics 

Variables 

Level of Satisfaction 

School Name 

Menkorer 

Debre Markos 

Gozamine 

N 

143 

190 

115 

Mean 

42.04 

39.75 

62.68 

Standard 
Deviation 

20.743 

20.914 

9.181 

However, qualitative data shows that all the participants (100%) rated their level of 

satisfaction as generally low. To them, this emanates from varied sources. One is lack of 

resources that make the school a better place. Secondly, teachers are not relatively 

autonomous to decide on issues that fall on them. A teacher put this as: 

... teachers should be autonomous to decide on student promotion after assessment, but 

are imposed; hence students promote without demonstrating the required knowledge. 

Moreover, contributions from salaries and salary cuts are not communicated 

beforehand ... 
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For some, dissatisfaction emanates from school administration. One of the participants 

expressed this as: 

... selection decisions for trainings are not based on the training requirements such as 

knowledge of the field or experience, rather are based on affiliation to a party or 

~omething, and hence are biased .... 

According to writers on quality education (such as Sallis, 2002), customers (in this case 

teachers & students) satisfaction is a meaningful indicator of quality education. If teachers 

and students are found to be dissatisfied, then this is another word for poor quality of 

education in these schools. 

4.2 Level of satisfaction predicted from input and process variables 

As mentioned earlier, the present study employed a systems approach to understand the 

status of education quality by building variables into the model. The variables can be broadly 

fall into three groups: input variables, process variables and output variables. Thus, input 

variables (students' entry behavior, textbook and teacher guide ratio, school improvement 

program, teacher qualification, continuous professional development and material resources) 

and process variables (assessments and examinations, school planning and management, and 

teaching learning process) were used to predict the outcome variable level of satisfaction. 

Table 20. Stepwise Multiple Regression analysis in predicting teachers' and students' level 

of satisfaction 

Model 
R R2 Adj . R2 

R2 Change 

.520(a) .270 .591 

2 .590(b) .336 .683 
a) Predictors: Assessment 

b) Predictors: Assessment, material resources 

c) Dependent Variable: Level of satisfaction 

.270 

.078 
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Change Statistics 

F Change dfl df2 Sig. F Change 

40.775 110 .000 

13.037 109 .000 



Using the stepwise method, a significant model emerged (F(2, I09) = 29.137,p < .001). Table 8 

shows that the two variables in the model jointly explained about 33.6% of the variance 

(Adjusted R2 = .336) in the level of satisfaction of teachers and students with overall 

schooling. The model showed that assessment practices and examinations in schools was a 

significant predictor of both teacher and student satisfaction (27%) followed by the 

acquisition, organization and efficient utilization of material resources in schools (7.8%). 

This implies that school services related to assessment practices and the availability and 

utilization of material resources have relatively brought about teacher and student satisfaction. 

The prediction power of each of the predictor variables is indicated in Table 21. Accordingly, 

assessment practices and material resources and facilities were found to be significant 

predictors of student and teacher level of satisfaction; whereas other components from the 

GEQIP framework and literature held little explanatory power in the model. 

Table 21. The unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients for the variables 
entered into the model 

Variables b SEB ~ 
School improvement program -.037 .120 -.017 

School planning and management .199 .127 .096 

Continuous professional development -.068 .111 -.037 

Teaching learning process .099 .075 .120 

Assessment .633 .107 .480* 

Material resources .423 .110 .332* 

Zscore: Entry Behavior .378 .663 .035 

*p < .0 I; values are significant 

In other words, such school variables that entered into the model as school improvement 

program including school grant, school planning and management, teachers' participation in 

continuous professional development, the teaching learning process and students' entry 

behavior were rejected by the model. For example, Rumberger and Palardy (2005) 

investigate that student background and student composition explained a sizeable amount of 

the variance in educational outcomes among schools, specifically, 36% of the variance in 

student learning. Thus, student background was a significant predictor of their academic 
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achievement. However, this finding is inconsistent with the present study which shows that 

student entry behavior/background is not significantly explaining teacher and student 

satisfaction thereby quality of education in these schools. 

It can be noted that the two significant predictors are variables supported by GEQIP, 

explaining 33.6% of the variance on the outcome measure though it is difficult to establish 

linear regressions among such complex variables of the school setting. 

In terms of input-output relationships, the process variable assessment explained most (27%) 

of the variance in the student and teacher satisfaction whereas 7.8% of the variance in the 

model is explained by the input variable - material resources. Thus, it implies that process 

variables are more important to quality education than just availability of inputs. 

In summary, many of the variables from the GEQIP framework are taken to be poor in their 

contribution to the quality of education provided in the three schools. Quantitatively, school 

improvement program, school planning and management, continuous professional 

development, are not able to significantly predict the outcome variable -teacher and student 

satisfaction- customer view of quality education; nor do other variables from the literature 

such as teaching learning process and student entry behavior. On the qualitative part, all the 

results suggest that poor quality of education is a reality. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Drawing on both qualitative and quantitative strands of data collected and analyzed in this 

study, the following conclusions could be reached about general secondary schools in Debre 

Markos town. Subsequently, recommendations are given. 

5.1 Summary 

The overall intent of this study is the assessment of status of quality education in three 

government general secondary schools situated at Debre Markos town. To this end, the 

research set the following specific objectives: 

1. Assess the availability and utilization of enabling inputs 111 general secondary 

government schools in Debre Markos town. 

2. Assess how selected process variables operate 111 general secondary government 

schools in Debre Markos town to improve quality of education. 

3. Determine the relationship between input and process variables with that of teacher 

and student satisfaction to explain quality of education in general secondary 

government schools Debre Markos town. 

To achieve these objectives, the following research questions are formulated: 

1. What is the status of quality of education in general secondary government schools in 

Debre Markos town? 

2. To what extent do input and process variables selected from GEQIP framework and 

literature significantly predict quality of education in general secondary government 

schools in Debre Markos town? 

3. Are there statistically significant differences in quality of education among the three 

general secondary government schools in Debre Markos town? 
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Building its theoretical framework by 'filling in' variables from GEQIP and literature into 

the basic system model, the research sought for explanations emerging from input, process 

and output variables in the study setting. The input variables include teaching learning 

materials (textbooks and teacher guides), material resources and facilities, school 

improvement program, and teacher quality (qualification and participation in CPD). The 

process variables include teaching learning process, school planning and management, and 

assessment while the output variable or outcome measure is students' and teachers' level of 

satisfaction on overall schooling. 

The study employs parallel mixed methods design where qualitative and quantitative data are 

collected independently. Data was collected from teachers and students through 

questionnaires; directors, wereda education office experts and PTA members through 

interview and other qualitative data through documents analysis. 336 students and 112 

teachers who filled questionnaire were selected using stratified random sampling. 15 teachers, 

supervisors, directors, 4 PTA members, and 2 wereda education office representatives who 

are selected purposefully participated in this study. Mixing the two strands of data at the 

analysis level, the study used percentages, descriptive statistics, chi-square, One-way 

ANOV A and multiple regression for statistical analysis and building themes and categories 

for analysis of qualitative data. The findings are the following: 

1. Menkorer and Debre Markos secondary schools have achieved a 100% Degree 

qualification of the staff up to the standard to teach in secondary schools whereas 

Gozamine secondary school is about to achieve the standard (93.5%). Statistically, 

however, the three schools do not significantly differ in terms of teaching staff 

qualifications (X2
(2,lI2)= 5.32,p = .07). 

2. In terms of teacher guide ratio, while all teachers who participate in the study from Debre 

Markos secondary school assert that the ratio is 1: 1, as Table 4 shows, those from 

Menkorer and Gozamine secondary schools is found to be 1:3 in some and even there are 

teachers (1.8%) who did not receive teacher guides at all. 

3. There is no systematic distribution of textbook to pupil ratio across subjects and schools. 

Whereas 1: 1 textbook ratio in all subjects ranges from 87.7% to 99.1 %, there are 
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considerable number of students with ratio of 1:2 and 1:3 in some cases and those who 

receive no textbook at all range from 0 to 6.3% in different subjects. 

4. While school improvement program implementation does not statistically significantly 

differ among the three schools (F(2, 109) = 0.204, P = .816), qualitative data shows that all 

schools have prepared school improvement plans. However, the plans were too much 

determined by predetermined standards of the guideline than inputs from school 

contextual analysis. Moreover, participants reflected that ambiguity and low awareness 

on the program by teachers, directors and parents worsened by lack of training deterred 

its expected effectiveness hampered program implementation. 

5. School grant program implementation also is far from the procedures indicated in the 

guidelines. There seem to be gaps in the allocation and provision of school grants by the 

wereda gaps between wereda allocations and school receivables, there are no additional 

funds considered, the documents, school grant cash books are not kept by PT As, and 

school grant notice board are not in place in all schools. 

6. Gozamine secondary school seems to be statistically significantly different in terms of 

material resources and facilities from those of Menkorer and Debre Markos secondary 

schools. However, participants in all schools expressed that lack of materials and 

facilities such as such as lounge, meeting hall, recreation center, inadequate water supply, 
:;;. 

hand wash facilities near latrines, laboratories (are ill-equipped), lack of offices for 

departments including chairs, tables, classrooms, internet services at all and books for 

teachers are evident. 

7. It appears that teachers in Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary schools statistically 

significant differences in planning and implementation of activities in continuous 

professional development from teachers in Menkorer secondary school. However, 

participants from all the schools articulated that many teachers lose interest in it and 

consider it as an 'ad-on' activity designed to make them busy, and adds no value. 

Moreover, their understanding of the planning and implementation of the new CPD is 

poor because of lack of trainings that clarify its essence. The development of CPD plans 
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by every teacher and lack of training, which followed 'cascade approach' to effectively 

implement the program are the themes emerged from their voices. 

8. Debre Markos and Gozamie secondary schools appear to be statistically significantly 

different in temlS of the teaching learning process from Menkorer secondary school. But, 

all interviewees indicate that poor participation, motivation and language skill of students 

and poor motivation expressed as the employment of traditional approaches to teaching, 

poor classroom management practices and inadequate preparation before starting class in 

teachers are apparent. Descriptive statistics revealed that teachers' ratings fall right at 

disagree and strongly disagree scales which indicates that it is of poor quality. 

9. Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary school appear to have statistically significant 

differences from Menkorer secondary school in school's capacity in planning and 

management activities. Teachers assert that decisions are not participatory and that 

coordination among the staff is poor and this because the schools' management tendency 

to work with teachers is low. 

10. Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary schools seem statistically significantly different 

from Menkorer secondary school in assessment practices though in all schools teachers 

frequently mention the presence of poor assessment practices and the difficulty of 

implementing continuous assessment especially during overload and large class size. 

11. Teachers' and students' satisfaction on overall schooling look better for Debre Markos 

and Gozamine secondary schools than those in Menkorer secondary school. However, the 

means tell us that teachers and students are dissatisfied with the overall school services 

rendered in respective schools. Qualitative data also supported that teachers' satisfaction 

is generally low. This emanates from lack of resources, absence of autonomy and school 

administration. 

12. A significant model of regression explained that 33.6% of the variance in the level of 

satisfaction of teachers and students is explained jointly by the variables assessment 

practices and material resources. Other variables that entered into the model as school 
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improvement program including school grant, school planning and management, teachers ' 

participation in continuous professional development, the teaching learning process and 

students' entry behavior held insignificant or little explanatory power. 

13. Both variables that strongly predicted 33.6% of the variance are supported by GEQIP. 

These are assessment and material resources acquired by utilizing the school grants. In 

other words, other components of the framework seem to have no effect. 

14. Process variable assessment explained most (27%) of the variance in the student and 

teacher satisfaction whereas 7.8% of the variance in the model is explained by the input 

variable - material resources. Thus, it implies that process variables are more important to 

quality education than just availability of inputs. 

5.2 Conclusions 

1. Menkorer and Debre Markos secondary schools have achieved a 100% of first degree 

holders who are up to the standard to teach at the level whereas Gozarnine secondary 

school is about to achieve the standard (93.5%). Statistically, however, the three schools 

do not significantly differ in terms of teaching staff qualifications (X2
(2, 112) = 5.32, P 

= .07). 

2. The ratio of textbooks and teacher guides is not 1: 1 yet. There are teachers and students 

with teacher guides and textbooks with 1:2 and 1:3 ratios. Moreover, there are students 

and teachers with no textbooks and teacher guides at all. 

3. The three schools' mean scores on all variables were not more than the median on the 

scale, which means teachers and students averagely, disagree and strongly disagree. 

Statistically, the three schools seem to have significant differences on all variables except 

school improvement program. 

1.1. There was no statistically significant difference on school improvement program 

means among the three schools (F (2, 109) = 0.204, P = .816). 
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1.2. These general secondary schools show statistically significant difference in terms of 

the availability and utilization of material resources (F(2. 445) = 4.706, p < .01). Means 

and post hoc test show that Gozamine secondary schools rate better than Debre 

Markos and Menkore secondary school in terms of material resources. 

1.3. The three schools also show statistically significant differences in their participation 

in continuous professional development (F(2. 109) = 9.701,p < .01). Means and further 

post hoc test show that Debre Markos and Gozamine secondary schools participate 

more in planning and implementation of activities in the continuous professional 

development than teachers in Menkorer secondary school. 

1.4. There is statistically significant differences among schools is the teaching learning 

process (F(2.445) = 14.542, P < .01). Means and post hoc test reveals that Debre 

Markos and Gozamine secondary schools appear to exercise better teaching learning 

processes compared to Menkorer secondary school. 

1.5. There were statistically significant differences in school planning and management 

capacities across schools (F(2. 109) = 12.474, P < .01). Means and post hoc test show 

that Gozarnine and Debre Markos secondary schools have developed better planning 

and management capacities than Menkorer secondary school. 

1.6. Assessment practices across the three schools show statistically significant 

differences (F(2 ,445) = 12.797,p < .01). Means and post hoc comparison clarifies that 

assessment practices are better in Gozamine and Debre Markos secondary schools 

than Menkorer secondary school. 

1.7. The three schools appear to be statistically significantly different in terms of teachers' 

and students' levels of satisfaction (F(2 , 445) = 9.562, P < .01). Means and post hoc 

analysis reveal that Debre Markos and Gozamine secondary schools are better 

satisfied than those in Menkorer secondary school. 

4. U sing the stepwise method, there emerged significant regression model (F(2 , 1 09) = 29.137, 

P < .001). The variables assessment, material resources and teaching learning process 
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jointly explained about 33.6% of the variance (Adjusted R2 = .683) in the level of 

satisfaction of teachers and students with school services. 

4.1. The model showed that assessment practices and examinations in schools was a 

significant predictor of both teacher and student satisfaction (27%). 

4.2. The second most significant predictor emerged in the model is material resources in 

schools, which explained 7.8% of the variance in teachers' and students' level of 

satisfaction. 

4.3. Of variables supported in GEQIP framework, assessment and (provision of) material 

resources explained 33.6% of the variance in teachers' and students' level of 

satisfaction. Thus, it can be concluded that only few components/sub-components in 

GEQIP framework are significant contributors to the 'existing' quality of education 

in schools. 

4.4. School improvement program, school planning and management, and continuous 

professional development were not found to be significant predictors of student and 

teacher satisfaction. Hence, it can be concluded that these variables of the GEQIP 

model do not significantly contribute to the status of quality education in these 

schools. 

4.5. Only one process variable - assessment explained most (27%) of the variance in the 

student and teacher satisfaction whereas input variable, which is material resources 

explained 7.8% of the variance in level of satisfaction. Thus, processes are more 

important for quality education than available material resources. 

5. Teacher qualification is nearly up to the standard set by the policy: about 98.2% of the 

teachers in these schools had first degree, while the rest 1.8% had diploma. Teachers' 

participation in continuous professional development is poor despite every teacher 

completes individual CPD plans. Lack of teachers' interest and ownership of the program, 

insufficiency of trainings, and ambiguity are the causes for poor performance. Teacher 

quality, drawn from academic qualification and participation in CPD does not seem to be 

promising for quality teaching. 
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6. Learning materials like text books and teacher guides do not yet reach to a ratio of 1: 1. 

The proportion of teachers and students with 1: 1 ratio of teacher guides and textbooks is 

about 95.5% and 94.5% respectively. The rest had other ratio or not at all. 

7. All schools have developed school improvement plans based on standards of practice 

specified in the guideline. The school improvement plan seems to be dictated by top­

down approach than bottom-up because the standards of planning are predetermined. 

While schools differ in context, this approach to planning place schools on similar 

grounds for assessment. There are no chances to include school contextual realities in to 

the plan. Thus, the school improvement plan does not include prioritized school problems 

but estimates of standards. 

8. School improvement program appears to be affected by insufficiency of training and low 

awareness on the part of implementing stakeholders. Thus, its effects are hampered. 

Teachers and directors seem to confuse GEQIP school grant with block grants. 

9. There are observable gaps between school grant amounts wereda education offices claim 

(50 br per student) and amounts schools or their representatives actually received (20 br 

per student) for the level grade 9-10. In other words, while the wereda education office 

argues that it had considered additional funds to school grants, schools did not receive ... 
that yet. Besides, the offices did not include PTA members in the training on school grant / 

program implementation. This made impossible the PTA's role to plan and organize 

community awareness meetings. 

10. Among the documents expected to be in place, PTA and KETB had minutes. Otherwise, 

school grant cash book, school grant file in PTA and school grant notice board in schools 

to publicize information are missing. 

11. Input material resources are scarce. Lack is evident in terms of offices with chairs and 

tables for departments, internet facilities, books in libraries and (segregated) latrines with 

hand washing facilities. 
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12. Teachers lose interest and lack sense of ownership of continuous professional 

development program. Reasons include low understanding of the program as it is new, 

absence of trainings for clarification and office or administration imposition on teachers. 

13. Teachers characterize teaching learning process by poor student participation, low 

motivation, and language deficits on the part of students. Likewise, teachers have no 

motivation as indicated by employment of traditional approaches, poor classroom 

management, inadequate preparation before class and poor lesson planning practices. 

14. School management mostly exercises decision making approaches which are not 

participatory and its coordination to work as a team the staff is found to be weak. 

15 . Some assessment practices are found to be 'trivial' which do not measure and improve 

student achievement. Continuous assessment is hardly possible at times of large class size 

and greater number of sections a teacher has to cover. 

16. Finally, teachers' satisfaction with schooling seems to be generally low. This emanates 

mainly from lack of relevant resources, absence of teacher autonomy and undemocratic 

school administration. 

5.2. Recommendations 

Based on the findings of the study, the following recommendations are made. 

1. Regional education bureaus, in collaboration with wereda education offices could 

facilitate the availability of textbooks and teacher guides to a ratio of 1: 1. 

2. Schools could emphasize process-oriented variables to improve their provision of quality 

education. 

3. School administration in all schools would work to acqUlre material reiources that 

enhance provision of quality education and keep the staff satisfied. 

4. MoE would improve the school improvement program guidelines to let schools prepare 

plans grounded in context. This would maximize the number of routes to quality 

education than a fixed set of standards devolved from the center down to schools. 
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5. Regional education bureau or wereda education offices could arrange trainings for 

clarification on program implementation processes based on teacher demands to get most 

out of the school improvement program, including school grants. 

6. Schools would improve implementation processes of school planning and management, 

continuous professional development, teaching learning process, assessment practices, 

acquisition and utilization of resources so as to improve quality education by meeting the 

voices and interests of stakeholders. 

7. Wereda education offices and schools would need to be transparent to each other on the 

amounts of school grants allocated to schools and grants schools actually receive. 

8. Schools shall prepare GEQIP school grant notice board to publicize fmancial overview to 

customers and stakeholders. 

9 . PTA would establish school grant cash book and school grant files to keep records of 

expenditures and other related files. 

10. School administration would create motivation mechanisms to trigger teachers' 

participation in continuous professional development and teaching learning process 

activities. 

11. School administrations could employ participatory decision making procedures to make 

teachers feel recognition and grant teachers autonomy to exercise within their limits of 

activities. 

12. Further research on school grant allocations and actual receivables is needed to identify 

mechanisms which enable WEOs to consider additional funds to meet the blue book 

recommendations. These mechanisms would also enable schools ensure the amounts 

received and allocated are identical. They might also suggest better use of school grants. 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 

Questionnaire to be filled by Teachers and Principals 

General Direction: This questionnaire is designed to study the status of the quality of 

education being provided in your school. All the questions included ask your perception and 

they do not have "right" or "wrong" answers. Your response will not be used for any other 

purposes. You are, thus kindly requested to be honest with your responses as this will have 

direct bearing on the success of the research. 

Thank You in advance 

Introduction: This questionnaire has two sections. Each section has its own direction. Before 

you answer the questions, please read the instruction, which will inform you how to respond 

to the questions in each section. 

I. Part One: Background Data 

Direction: Here are some items about your personal information. In some of the items you 

are requested to write the necessary information in the blank space provided. When the 

questions are in the form of choices, you are required to indicate your response by putting 

"-V" mark in the appropriate box of your choice. 

1. Name of School: 

2. Qualification: 
------------~~------------

Diploma 

Bachelor Degree LI _----l 

Masters Degree IL-_--' 

3. Teachers Guide distribution: please put "-V" mark in the 'Response' row with the 

corresponding ratio of Teacher Guide distribution. 

Teachers Guide/ratio 1 to 1 1 to 2 1 to 3 1 to 4 1 to ::::5 Not at all 

Response 
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ll. Part Two: Items 

Direction: Below are items related to the quality of service delivery in your school. You are 

kindly requested to respond based on your perception about the School improvement 

program, your level of participation in Continuous professional development, School 

planning and management and Level of satisfaction about the school service. Indicate your 

response by circling one of the choices provided. The items are to be rated as follows: 

1 = Strongly Agree 2 = Agree 3 = Not Sure 4 = Disagree 5 = Strongly 

Example: If you disagree with the statement, circle4; 

No. Item Responses 

1 Most teachers leave the school at the first opportunity. 1 12 13 Ie 4)1 5 

No Items Responses 

School Improvement Program 

1* The school ignores school-community participation. 1 2 3 4 

2 The school has regular meetings with the outside community. 1 2 3 4 

3 The school ensures community participation in resource 1 2 3 4 
utilization decisions. 

4 The school encourages community participation in resource 1 2 3 4 
generation. 

5 The school improves the learning environment by acquiring 1 2 3 4 
basic resources. 

6* The school failed to use school grants to fmance elements of 1 2 
,., 

4 j 

improvement. 

7 Parents are involved in mobilizing resources for the school. 1 2 3 4 

8 The school engages parents in decision making. 1 2 3 4 

9 The parent teacher association is involved in reviewing the 1 2 3 4 

10* The school has no clear plan of quality improvement. 1 2 3 4 

School Planning and Management 

1 There is improved planning capacity at the school level. 1 2 3 4 

2* The school lacks improved management capacity. 1 2 3 4 
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3 Trainings (by education bureaus) are offered to capacitate 1 2 3 4 5 

4 The school leadership has a clear view on how the school has 1 2 3 4 5 
to be managed. 

5 Decisions are taken on the basis of well-grounded 1 2 3 4 5 

6* Decisions are made without the participation of the staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

• 7 The school leadership ensures that decisions made are carried 1 2 3 4 5 
through. 

8 The school leadership encourages counseling of pupils with 1 2 3 4 5 
learning and behavioral problems throughout the school year. 

9 The school leadership requires that teachers keep records on 1 2 3 4 5 
pupils progress. 

10* The school leadership ignores the problems of the staff. 1 2 3 4 5 

Continuous Professional Development 

1 We participate in CPD as helpers to each other and as 1 2 3 4 5 
planners of in-service activities. 

2 Teachers emphasize on differentiated training opportunities. 1 2 3 4 5 

3* Goals and activities in CPD are determined by the school. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 Teachers' teaching methodology is strengthened. 1 2 3 4 5 

5 CPD enabled teachers ' understanding and responding to the 1 2 3 4 5 
learning needs of all students. 

6 Teachers have sense of ownership of their CPD. 1 2 3 4 5 

7 There is adequate supply of national manuals and CPD 1 2 3 4 5 

8 There are clear guidelines on the purpose, content and format 1 2 3 4 5 
of portfolios. 

9 We share good practice with our colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I engage myself in conducting action research. 1 2 3 4 5 

Teaching learning process (for plasma classes) 

1 I use active learning methods when giving highlights. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I usually check whether students are ready for the day' s 1 2 3 4 5 
lesson. 

3 I move throughout the class to check whether students are 1 2 3 4 5 
actively engaged in the activity. 

4* I usually do not ask questions during plasma lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 
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5 I often support students to go on with activities as per the 1 2 3 4 5 
instructions ofthe plasma teacher. 

6* I mostly answer questions raised from students while the 1 2 3 4 5 
plasma teacher talks. 

7* I go out from the class immediately as plasma lesson ends. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I usually check students ' attainment of the lessons objectives 1 2 3 4 5 

9 I call the students for tutorial classes to help them. 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I mostly give time for the students to ask questions. 1 2 3 4 5 

Teaching learning process (for Non-plasma classes) 

1* No one inspects my lesson plans. 1 2 3 4 5 

2 I often communicate lesson objectives with my students. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 I often facilitate students' discussions in the classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 

4 I often use audio-visual aids to promote effective teaching 1 2 3 4 5 
and learning. 

5 I keep logical sequencing of topics in my teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 

6* Students rarely participate in the learning process. 1 2 3 4 5 

7* Students fright to ask for questions. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I rarely link-up of main points at the end of the lesson 1 2 3 4 5 
properly. 

9* I teach mostly by dictating notes or reading from texts. 1 2 3 4 5 

10* My teaching techniques do not consider students' interest. 1 2 3 4 5 

Assessment 

1 My assessment of student attainment is appropriate to the 1 2 3 4 5 

2 My examinations involve the use of various test item types. 1 2 3 4 5 

3* It is impossible to apply continuous assessment. 1 2 3 4 5 

4* I found it difficult to effectively assess the learning progress 1 2 3 4 5 
of my students. 

5 I prepare remedial lessons for those students with scores 1 2 3 4 5 

6 I do use test results for improving teaching or learning. 1 2 3 4 5 

7* I do not use examination results for improving further testing. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 I provide students with opportunities to discuss on exam 1 2 3 4 5 
results. 

Material resources 
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1* The laboratories in the school are not adequately equipped 1 2 3 4 5 

2 The library in the school has adequate reference materials. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 The books in the library are highly related with the 1 2 3 4 5 

4* The books in the library are not arranged nicely for use. 1 2 3 4 5 

5 Books in the library that help teachers improve their 1 2 3 4 5 

6 The school has pedagogical center. 1 2 3 4 5 

7 The pedagogical center is suitable for the production of 1 2 3 4 5 
teaching aids. 

8 Audio-visual materials are available to facilitate teaching 1 2 3 4 5 
learning by teachers. 

9* There is little effort by teachers to prepare teaching aids. 1 2 3 4 5 

LeveL of Satisfaction 

1* Office services take a lot of time to respond. 1 2 3 4 5 

2* Many students stay away from classes. 1 2 3 4 5 

3 There is considerable acquisition of material resources these 1 2 3 4 5 
days. 

4* Most teachers complain about lack of facilities or materials. 1 2 3 4 5 

5* There is unfair allocation of duties within the school. 1 2 3 4 5 

6 The school's service delivery satisfies my needs. 1 2 3 4 5 

7 Many of the students have pleasant behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 

8 The school management shows appreciation if teachers do a 1 2 3 4 5 
particularly good job. 

9 The school is secured environment to work. 1 2 3 4 5 

10 I often enjoy the classroom teaching climate. 1 2 3 4 5 

11* I often feel my abilities haven't been recognized in the 1 2 3 4 5 
school. 

12* I am offended with evaluation activities of my efficiency. 1 2 3 4 5 

13 Work at school is interesting. 1 2 3 4 5 

*Reversed items 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 

Questionnaire to be filled by Students 

General Direction: This questionnaire is prepared to conduct a study on the 

appropriateness of assessment, teaching learning, textbook distribution and overall level of 

satisfaction about the quality of services being rendered by your school. All the questions 

included ask your perception and they do not have "right" or "wrong" answers. Your 

response will not be used for any other purposes. So, you are kindly requested to respond 

the questions honestly and frankly. 

Thank you in advance 

Introduction: The questionnaire has two major parts. The first part is about background 

information and the second part consists of items to measure quality of school services 

received. 

Part One: Background Data 

Direction: Below are some items about your background information. Please, answer the 

questions after you have clearly understood each of them by filling in the spaces provided. 

a) Name of School: ------------------------------------------
b) Textbook Distribution: please put "....J" mark corresponding to the textbook subject 

and its ratio given to you. 

Subject/ratio English Math Physics Chemistry Biology Geography History 
1 to 1 
1 to 2 
1 to 3 
1 to 4 
1 to ~ 5 
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No 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6* 
7 
8* 
9* 
10 
11 * 
12 

14 

15 

1* 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 
7 

1 

Part Two 

Direction: The following items are formulated to investigate students' perception of school 

service delivery. Therefore, please read each item carefully and then rate your response by 

circling the level that corresponds to the response that closer to your opinion as follows. 

1 = Strongly Agree 2 = Agree 3 = Not Sure 4 = Disagree 5 = Strongly Disagree 

Items Responses 

Teaching learning process 
I often start lesson knowing what I am expected to know after the 1 2 3 4 
lesson. 
Most teachers' presentation caught my attention throughout the lesson. 1 2 3 4 

Mostly, contents are broken in to small bits to enable us learn in steps. 1 2 3 4 

Mostly teachers use verbal or concrete examples to help us learn 1 2 3 4 

I actively participate in learning in the classroom. 1 2 3 4 

Most teachers use blackboards carelessly. 1 2 3 4 

Most teachers encourage students during classroom participation. 1 2 3 4 

I am not able to identify the main points of most of the lessons. 1 2 3 4 

I get bored in class as most teachers are teaching. 1 2 3 4 

Most teachers summarize main points at the end of the lesson. 1 2 3 4 

What most teachers try to teach is beyond my ability to learn. 1 2 3 4 

Mostly, teachers are not absent from class. 1 2 3 4 

Most of the teachers ask our knowledge of the topic before they 1 2 3 4 
actually teach. 

Most teachers have good knowledge of their subjects. 1 2 3 4 

Assessment 

Most of the tests contain items that are not related to what I learn in 1 2 3 4 
class. 

Most of the items in tests are clear to understand. 1 2 3 4 

Most of the teachers use various test types. 1 2 3 4 

Most teachers discuss exam questions in classroom after showing 1 2 3 4 
exam results. 

Items in most tests effectively measure my performances. 1 2 3 4 

The majority of the teachers assess our learning progress continuously. 1 2 3 4 

When students score below average, most teachers re-teach. 1 2 3 4 

Materials and resources 

I often get books that I need in the library. 1 2 3 4 
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2* The library lacks adequate space to accommodate large number of 1 2 3 4 5 
students. 

3 Laboratory equipments are adequate in the school. 1 2 3 4 5 
4 All students have no easy access to all resources. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Teachers use aids to help us learn better. 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Our classrooms contain appropriate visual learning aids. 1 2 3 4 5 
7 The school arranges us internet services to use. 1 2 3 4 5 

Level of Satisfaction 
1* There are partialities in awarding marks in examinations. 1 2 3 4 5 
2 I am happy with assessment techniques. 1 2 3 4 5 
3 I am proud of learning in this school. 1 2 3 4 5 
4* Our school's facilities are of poor standard. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 The materials in the school are comfortable to use. 1 2 3 4 5 

6* Most teachers are irresponsive to all my needs in the classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 
7 The school's service delivery satisfies my needs. 1 2 3 4 5 
8 I feel happy during class hours. 1 2 3 4 5 

9 The school appreciates good behavior. 1 2 3 4 5 
10 It is encouraging to learn in this school. 1 2 3 4 5 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 

Interview to be made with Teachers and Principals 

Introduction: I am Beklau Tadesse, from Addis Ababa University, a student under the 

Institute of educational research and development. Nice to meet you. 

General Direction: This interview is designed to study the status of the quality of education 

being provided in your school. The questions below are general and meant to initiate 

discussions of your views and what you know about the quality of education in the school. 

Hence you are expected to freely discuss about the quality of education in your school. 

Therefore, my interest in this interview originates from knowing the status of quality 

education in your school in general. If you volunteer to participate in the interview on this 

issue, I need you to confmn me to record the information that you provide and use it only 

for the purpose of this research. In turn, I will assure you that you are anonymous and your 

ideas will be kept confidential. 

Thank You in advance! 

Discussion Guiding Questions 

1. What can you say generally about yourself and specifically the particular role you have in 

enhancing the quality of education in this school? 

2. How is the school managing the school improvement program? 

3. How is the school trying to improve the quality of education? 

4. How is GEQIP supporting the enhancement of quality of education in your school? 

5. How can you explain the status of quality of education in the school in general? 

6. To what extent is the school satisfying your needs and expectations? 

87 



ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 

Interview to be made with Parent Teacher Associations (PTAs) 

General Direction: This interview is designed to study the flow and utilization of School 

Grants in the schools in this woreda. The questions below call for your knowledge of flow, 

allocation and implementation of school grants for and in each school. If you volunteer to 

participate in the interview on this issue, I need you to confirm me to record the information 

that you provide and use it only for the purpose of this research. In turn, I will assure you 

that you are anonymous and your ideas will be kept confidential. 

Thank You in advance! 

Structured Interview Items 

1. Did the PTA plan Parents and Community Awareness Meeting? Who participated in the 
planning? 

2. Did the PTA organize Parents and Community Awareness Meeting? If yes, 
2.1 Were the School Grant Program introduced? Who assisted the explanations? 
2.2 Were the School Improvement Program introduced? Who were the facilitators? 
2.3 Were the priorities for using the School Grant funds discussed with the 

community? 
3. Did the PTA keep School Grant Management Documents? If Yes, 

3.1 Did the PTA keep School Grants Meetings Minute Book? What for? 
3.2 Did the PTA open School Grants File? What for? 
3.3 Did the PTA establish School Grants Public Notice Board? What for? 
3.4 Did the PTA establish School GEQIP Grant Cash Book? What for? 

4. Did the PTA collect School Grant funds? 
5. Did the PTA implement the School Improvement Plan? How? 
6. Did PTA facilitate Meeting to Discuss School Monitoring? How many unannounced 

visits to the school? Any evidence? 
7. Did the PTA submit Quarterly School GEQIP Grant Cash Book and Documents to 

WOFED? Any evidence? 
8. Did the PTA prepare financial Overview for the Public? Any feedback from the 

community for further improvement? 
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ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES 

INSTITUTE OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 

Interview to be made with Woreda Education Office 

General Direction: This interview is designed to study the flow and utilization of School 

Grants in the schools in this woreda. The questions below call for your knowledge of flow, 

allocation and implementation of school grants for and in each school. The interest in this 

interview originates from knowing the status of quality education in your school in general. 

If you volunteer to participate in the interview on this issue, I need you to confirm me to 

record the information that you provide and use it only for the purpose of this research. In 

turn, I will assure you that you are anonymous and your ideas will be kept confidential. 

Thank You in advance! 

Structured Interview Items 

1. Did WEO and WoFED, on joint meeting, allocate additional School Grant for each 
school? ? 
1.1 Decisions on higher allocations to small schools; considering additional funds 

2. Has the WEO organized the Woreda School Grants Training Workshop? For whom? 
With what purpose? 

3. Did the WEO inform Schools on the School Grants Allocations? How? 

4. Did the WEO provide School Grants Allocations to Schools? How? 
5. Did the WEO provide advice and support to these schools? How? 
6. Did the WEO monitor the School Grants Program? Any practical evidence? 
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4 ,nH· 1.'1, f'?"l'lA'I f' Y:?"X' ooC~ oot'J{,f $P1"} ro'm;J'o,/ (\lf~ ol)t'YC- 1 2 3 4 5 

0'J{) +fl'! C "m <I' fl'! (\ V' :: 
5 (Jfl'!l'l+9°C(J-r 1.U, fC ()(I l' '} :,. f.?" +h"'A "m ,n,4> (\V'l: 1 2 3 4 5 

6 ",a'l{,$P1' (JooOl/C Ol/l'l"'fl'!C '1.1.": ro'l'l1' f'l:rm. +t'J-rl.: h'lt'J ~aJ' II 1 2 3 4 5 

7 +t~{,$P1' 1',('4: (\oomf:" .e&.Ir(\. II 1 2 3 4 5 

8 ()fh~(\-1.'l,ro· ooa:t~i'j' CP'l CP'l ~1'(l1"} hm,4>AI\(\V':: 1 2 3 4 5 

9 -nH·ro·'} 'I.'" (J,4>A (Jo",~ O).£',?" hoox' ch~ (Jt''/'}(J'(J ~,l'l+?" t-.(\Vq: 1 2 3 4 5 

10 h~A ro.l'l1' f 9° me',?" (J -r fU'JI'I+a,/ {,f l'l'1-ItJ' .. r+o ,/ {,?J 1"} ~I\"I-l' 1 2 3 4 5 

f1'1't(J ~,.e1.(\9u:: 

rut; 

1 N·a,/t$P1·'} ro'm;J'U'J~-r (\ 00(\ I")-r f(lY U .:J~:faJ' (mooU~ l' f4:$P1' 1 2 3 4 5 

hf'h(j:(\-'I.U, l}l\uy $P1- .:JC (Je"1';J' f""1'11' '1:froo:: 
2 fU'Ja)('lr~ &'+'1 $P1' f+(\,('r. f1' ,('4: ~,.£', ~·Y.-:"·1 f ,('II· '1:faJ':: 1 2 3 4 5 

3 "'h;J-p-.e ?"U'I'} lH-<1JClC I\.£', "'I'I'A ~,l'l:f;Jt ~1C ~ro,:: 1 2 3 4 5 

4 +t''/{,$P1' ft'J{~-r'} f(TOtryC (\ro'1' (J-rhhA 0001)H'} ~,l'l:f.:J{, ~ro' II 1 2 3 4 5 

5 f i·a,/ {,?J:r: '} f &,+'1 m,m-r 00 (ry C U'J l'l ".II,/ ... '} (\ a'l 'tj 'tj A 1 2 3 4 5 

6 f &,+'1 m,mA'1"} cl>fIJ.e &,+'1 ?)1"} (\ tJ</i'j'i'j' A ~,Am"'9u(J-l'?" II 1 2 3 4 5 

7 +(1'1 {,$1J1' (J&.,,''1 (fit. 4' ,f, l' I\.£', ,,'}It {rya'l", hY: A "{)fIJ(\V':: 1 2 3 4 5 

r,'frvc,'f ooVf 6.r JP:':t; "..r.r1l" '7-0,,,.:': 
1 O-l·?"UC -r 0.,,: fflll:n". 0,"·-OD·ht-.$P1· (lei! ",4> fl\:faJ'?":: 1 2 3 4 5 

2 o,+-ooj)'/et>': Oel! f tl1
/ fl14'i'j' oo~(M:-l"} jI,!L.A:: 1 2 3 4 5 

3 nO,,,·-uoj),/c,:-l. aJ'l'l1' f(\··)· uo:{,.'h~-l' Jl9u'll'l"'9°~aJ' l'lC~+--r9uUC'r 1 2 3 4 5 

(IIth(\?") .:JC O<"1';J· ar}''i-~-l- ,rl\:faJ' '1:r:aJ·:: 
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• 

4 t".IO~"ntt:rl: OO.i'-t".Io~;htt:-l· O)'{)1' ()}vm:f IN.;r }',A. i' ~t.~'i'.9" II 1 2 3 4 5 

5 ft".ll>9"U~T} flD.j>Ce hl:1r} y~r'l.j> .. /tl. (J<I! 00 iJ '/ tf;,} lUl,r,.- r,fI) iJ '/ tt: ....,.. 1 2 3 4 5 

OJ·{)1' }',t\.:: 
6 """'9"UC""'" 0.": (I"""'9u UC""'" OI)CY{ t".II>"ItJ' (1'1'I.~Y{ °'16hA. }',t\OJ'l: 1 2 3 4 5 

7 t11J6ht\· (I"""'9u UC""'" ooCY{ ul>"It,f9'1") t\t11JI1?~-l' }"t".II>:L; ',(1)-:: 1 2 3 4 5 

8 """'9u UC""'" 0.": (It".II>°'1C (III () l ' 0'1 C 'I.~,':'} t\ 1I'l </>" m tt: (l0I1 .. e1t\ OM, 1 2 3 4 5 

,. ,f.' 9" X' 'i" 9" () A. h :P 9' :r, )" t\ • ....,.. II 
9 0'1 () i,(111 t ,C' 01)"It,f9'1"} t\ (If I tI ? ~ -l' rID 9"tJ ~'} yO?, j> ~ C ',-....,.. 'Pt.''''' 1 2 3 4 5 

1\ ,){)i'<;= ')(D-:: 

r}'clJ,'}o uom11J:1I;J-

1 t\1-.qr,1, 9",,'/i t\t".II>{)m""'" """'9u tJC""'" O.r,: t.~9" 1./1, ,eW{).f.'O;J'A. I: 1 2 3 4 5 

2 ·011· i·t11Jt?11· O"""'9"tJC""'" {)~....,.. ht".ll>lI'lt.f hCi:A. OJ·6f.b ,e<f.j>t\. I: 1 2 3 4 5 

3 """'9"tJC""'" 0",: 01\U'~' w:P""'" Ott J't\ (I"""'9"tJC""'" <I!"I<I~{) hj>{)1f1 ')01. I: 1 2 3 4 5 

4 '011· t".II>9ul1~'} ()6:P9'1' w/!,9u 
rIl' "I t.f911· h'l't.""'" }"O.":;J- ,f<"Cflt\· I: 1 2 3 4 5 

5 U"""'9u tJC""'" 0,-': (1)'{)'I' J\.tf;"""''/cp, (ltf') f{)~ .f.'A.1:A. ,e;J·S)A.I: 1 2 3 4 5 

6 Y"""'9"tJC""'" 0,,': 1\'1A."1(\0""'" 1\{)frl'1' Y9"&.A.1OJ·'} ')1C .f~"A.:: 1 2 3 4 5 

7 o(JlI·9':tS i't11Jt9'1' ~() (lt11J.A. fltJC,e 1\"1-OJ':: 1 2 3 4 5 

8 rID9"tJ~'} 'I''i'. ()~ {),{)<;. (I"""'9"tJC""'" 0,-,: 1\t".II>~C 1\1:'i"<f.-I:'} ,e1A. 'I A. I: 1 2 3 4 5 

9 """'9"tJC""'" o,r,: j>(\{)?""'" YD'l,{)~O....,.. (I{)~ (l;J' ')OJ·:: 1 2 3 4 5 

10 hCi:A. OJ'{)'I' "Illi'9"C OOlI.&.mt.OJ· 1:fI-O ~ll h{)~O;J,'\Uq: 1 2 3 4 5 

11 ·on· Vi. -l·9"tJC....,.. o,,/: t\ 1,(\-0 ;J'{~ }',O)'~''i'' h '}.q A{)m~ ,e{)(J'l<;= A. II 1 2 3 4 5 

12 N'9"tJc-l- 0.'1: (I{)&- o(J:P....,.. "19"1 lI'l (I{)w·'} llOZ""'" (lD'l,'').q ')OJ-:::I 1 2 3 4 5 

13 Ulf.tJ ....,..9"tJc-l· 0,""'" (j)'{)'I' t".II>{)t-.""'" j>{)~{);J.A. I: 1 2 3 4 5 
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• 

• 

• 

n i',,'tl'l MIll r.~. n C (VI: 

I' ~u~ 9"~:P :"9"IJC:" .~. C:"J1r9U 

i'Ull:Pi\.e uuun&~:- .eu uum.e:'· l'-rtl;J~OJ. n:"9u UC:" 0.;r1-()· ,film,') I'9"Wi': l'uo(T1/C 

tT<Jl'l-rl"lC y'~:,.. I' un~,.)lli::" hli:Cj:A t;' llm,Pi\.e 1':"9"UC:" 0.',:,) I' il.1A "1\"'''1- 'f'1r:" 

l'l1l(~l'Ifl11-(}' I'hct"f;r uum') 1l(T1/(J):" ~m,:: hJ'')~')~. 'f'~~ 1'il.')-r'UI'i','):f') i',unllt"fh:" tT<Jl'l~C 

I' l"l.m.e<l: C\tf') :"hhA (J)~, ')9" l'lU-r:" I'm/J1A unAl'l i',.eliC9":I rmA(a:r':{'(}< hi\.e h1'111fJm, 

C}i\tT<J m.GLl 119D ')9U i',.e~:" il.1A"JI\":" il..em,Il-9":: l'llltl.ll 1l'f',f~9>:(: ("'f'-r~t;' :"hhll~ unAl'l 

:"l'Im· H').~ fltT<JhflC :"mf,Pi\1-(}':: 

UD'7fl..P:- ,ell r~'(}·ct: unm,e:,. (}'ll:" h ct: 1\" l' 1',Il·:":: l'un~mJ&f(J)' hct:A unl'l~;J'~ 0lJ~~') 

rl"l,unllh:" C\tf') (}'Il-f'~OJ' hct:A ~"Jqu fl:"9"IJC:" 0.,,: rm/,l'Im·:"') r1',1Ao/I\",,,':{' 'f'1r:" r Cl1.11tt. 

'f' ~~9>':{'1 r ~H ~OJ':: 

unuO&,r:- htl.u fl;J'':{' r1·tI~tI.y,:" 'f' ,('4:9>':{' I'r"/i\1'(}'') unl'l~;J-~ OlJa~ ,em,e,Pll·:: l'llltf~9" 

'f' ,r~ 9>:(:') fl'f'qut;' il. 1'0 ll1'(}' h-r~~ 1'(}' O:\i\ -r 1fl. OJ. ') 9u i\ 7i :"l'Im· In ~ O:"ll:"t;' 

:"mr,Pi\ ':{.(}.:: 

1. r:"9D IJC:" 0.'1: l'l9":-______________ _ 

2. fnct:A ~~~:-___ _ 

3. 1','H': uO~'~hct: 1ll'l')"1- h')~(T1l~C .... 1'(}' fl-f'1(LOJ' ~,~ct: f"",," 9u Ah:" (lCl'l~~"J 1', .... r.:: 

.f.' C i'if r :,. . C} ~. ~:,. h ')"'ll. 1'~ 'l .... -o &.lI.hl'l h. (I'l,l'l :" & ll("I\" }{ }{,. "I1r &. ;J'&h C\i"T.hl'l il.(ltlC~ 

1 II 1 

1 II 2 

1 II 3 

1 II 4 

1 II ~ 5 
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• .,..'" 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1 

2 

f,tJ fODm.e.'" h~A f-r9"lIC-r ll.,,:,} f}', '/A 1l\o:'- 1\{Jtrl'r r'r&-:" onm') (I''''nuMH- r..,-{l1lt:;o:r·') 

an tJ ll. l\nr)'19"19" '10NI fll\tf.tJ 1'.rel:Pl1'~} (l1'(tt'e:;' (l°?'}(l'n h:.l'1' (l,"{Jm(D< 9U C6"1. on{J~,} 

h(D<'1""~(J}·'} 9°C66J.1·(}·'} 'l:1'C:1" } llD?h(lfI }"rmAh";:: 

I ..,..4: I l' 'eI: 
1 I 2 I 3 I~ 4 ) I 5 

'1' /11 j» T r1;rT 
ruvDfC Df/J.,.DfC ~~.:r 

1\ ,() tJ ~ OJ' '} 1JL -r9"tJC-r f\~ooC hrhl\": -r9°UC-r (l=\1\ 9"'} 1 2 3 4 

h ,}f.wz.mn<J>·(l~ }',(D''p(\(}':: 

f1lH·Plr. OD9"lI &-'} f-r9"lIC-r 1\ cf' &-~ ,n h-r9"lIc'l: OD~ODt' hflh 1 2 3 4 

ODtXI.~ i'j' Y: ~fI -rt).~ -r ,,0. '1(J}':: 
1\ '(l tJ ~ (J)< ') 1,tt f -r9"lIC": f,n:" hVt1W} "'-f.C'" (lODm') (loom 'I' 1 2 3 4 

OD9"lIt. ') f\,f'fI""9"<r 9""t\, fwz.m4>oo,:" 1\Ab. }',Ab. '1(D':: 1 2 3 4 

nh~t\ OJofl1' 1l9"C; f.C'I(D< -r9"lIC:" (}'},P:" h"..,.,..(\(}':: 1 2 3 4 

ffln· OD9°1l&-') 1'cf~C {Jt\,~ 1\m,P4>9" '?Y:f(\7i'l-r f,:.I'f,(I;rt\:: 1 2 3 4 

fin· OD9"lIt.'} r..,·~ t9)1"} fh~t\ (D'fl1' ",,":"b. ,e(l~:r :.1'(\-:: 1 2 3 4 

(lh~(\-1.tt(D· -(In'(J}'') 1,tt f"'lS1~'''''' ou9°1lt.'} e:;'1-(J}'" 1 2 3 4 

(l1\'(ltJ~(J)· h~(\-1.IL f'r9u llC":'} tpC; tpe:;' '11'(11' OD(\f:" f,:f'?t.A:: 1 2 3 4 

llh~t\ (D'fl1' OD9"UC f\,rfl""9"C 1\,()tJ~(D·'} ttl, h{J(\:r(\(}':: 1 2 3 4 

()fh~(\-1.tt(/)· nr)a;),~if '(In· OD9"lIt.'} tpe:;' q)e:;' '1'r(11"} ,fm.4'AI\(\.:: 1 2 3 4 

fin· OD9"Ut. '} (\~fI"'°'lC fa? quh~,:" '1'IC hh~ fODa'lC 1·l\°:.l' (ll\f, '1(J}<I: 1 2 3 4 

OD9"(}t.') h~t\ fa? .e1(l·(I:" 'ttt 1'~-r '1(D<I: 1 
-

2 3 "4 

'(III· OD9"Ut.'} a?fl..,.a'lC hoo~unt.:fOJ· (l&,')' fI(\ '}9u llC": Cofl 1 2 3 4 

f9"e:;'(D'<"(D") ,emfJ.4'(\.:1 
}',,()tJ","l1 oo9"IJ&-'} fI(\"'l.'{J""9°~':" :"9"tJC;} Clef! }',(D'<":" }',I\:fOJ':: 1 2 3 4 

'J"W; 

'(III· t,..,.e:;' 9'1' hlj:t\ (D'fl1' h..,·i''1C't(D· ,"JC "J'n··'I:'- {'(\,I\:fOJ' 1"<1:9)1") 1 2 3 4 

fJn(D' f,ODr1J(\.:: 
·(lII·Pl1· f t.""C; l' J'el:9J :r, '?AIJ e:;':f(J}'1: 1 2 3 4 
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5 
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3 'ClH· on9"IJt-') 11 ').~ ft.i·" ",e .,:,. (t\ 9" It 1\ Ol,e 9"C6"1. 'O~l OlfJ9u 1 2 3 4 5 

~ 'liOD'iI 'n~. (JJ,e9" .,~ ,n:FI C1I,e9" 11.19" .f.' ,n:F C1IHi') t.i·" iI,e 

4 1JtI'$P1' frfJ9"Ut-'} to .,." 91 ~ ':(. T} "c 00(1). nooA/'t· n'J' J'<I:?>':(' iI,e 1 2 3 4 5 

"'}eD' ,efl1-~'t\'}11 
5 (I)', '0 '1~:' :(: t. i'" $P ':(. (I)·ll 'J' f.,. tl.,.,,:-l· '1' J''': $1) ':(. f.,.O?CO· -l.') n-l·hhA 1 2 3 4 5 .. f"'l.t\h· 11,e f.t\. 9" :: 

6 l1'n'17,:':(: uu9"ut-'} ,NI;J-;J',e 9"11" ,em",Ot/t\.:: 1 2 3 4 5 

7 ha/oy'li 0;)'':(' J'onm· .,.OYt$P':)'·'} l1'O~~:':(: 009"ut-') f.°/UOO}' J'lli'9"t-t\':1 1 2 3 4 5 

rrrUCr oo1t:fJP:fr; "" f f1l" "I-n'J-F:f 

1 ,nll'(I)'') lIt fl9"t.A.7:f(l)·'} oo~m~-l- O,i'-oo~"')l~:" (I)'ll'r "1~1-~'t\O':: 1 2 3 4 5 

2 o,"'-on~m~": -nil· i-OY t9J':)'·') t\ (1?fl"''''1.~ f(PJ .. fll ':('A nef! (1;.1- f t\())'9U:: 1 2 3 4 5 

3 :"9"UC:" o,i: fo,i·-OD·ht- ":1>$1)1' (J0ef! oom'} ',t\.-l':: 1 2 3 4 5 

• 4 .,."'It $P ':(. n:"9" uc :,. 0.:" ())'ll'1' ,t\.:"'} foo"?C J' " :I> $P ':(- t\ oom '1>9" 1 2 3 4 5 

."a,-l. fil~!())'9U II 

5 ,,~ f.,.ift\ "'}.f.',)OYC on9u Ut-') f:"9"UC:" onci{ onltt,f f,m(I>°?t\.:: 1 2 3 4 5 

6 o(]H·9J':(- fuuOYt,f h~t\°':(' f:"9"UC:" OllCi{ uolt tJ' 911- "'1'l:" l1t\fl1-())':: 1 2 3 4 5 

7 :,. 9" U C :,. 0" l: f 1l. '}'" C ~ :,. 111 A "/ t\ ° :,. " rRJ :f- ,:( • .y. A " A I I 1 2 3 4 5 

rAcfJ:J- oom' 

1 Ot."''' OJ.m:" l1/'ta)'1' iI.e ',.f.'t\0 .e;J" A II 1 2 3 4 5 

2 O:"9"UC:" o,;.I-':("} f'yuH" llC~-l- f.lli·~ .,~:: 1 2 3 4 5 

3 OIl.U :"9"UC:" o,-l. OUllOY&' h-t-:" .e/'t"?~A:: 1 2 3 4 5 

4 O:"9"UC:" O.;J·':(·') OJ.ll'1' J't\. ":1>$1)1' f.li{/'1't-:" 1I~"'~ "(1)':1 1 2 3 4 5 

5 0:"9" U C :,. 0" I; OJ. II 'J' , t\. ,,:1>$1> ':(. t\ 11 m:l> <" 9" 9" :(: " :f (1)'11 1 2 3 4 5 

6 'OH·9J1: on9"Ut-'} h~A ())'ll'1' t\9"t.A1o)· "1C 9"iI'li l1.e/'tm·9":: 1 2 3 4 5 

7 f'-l-9"UC:" 0.": ',1A "/(\0:" l1/'ta)'J' f"~'} ~il1°-l- f' mz. J' "J. iI ., m- I I 1 2 3 4 5 

8 h~A OJ.ll'J' llOYC f..ll "J't\~ .,(1)' f'9"OYl(l)'I: 1 2 3 4 5 

9 :,.yuUC:" 0,": 'J'''- flUC.e J'il1-(I)"} .,.OYt?)1· J'Ol;J';J-AII 1 2 3 4 5 

10 OH.U :"9"UC:" 0,:" uoll?C f'"'l.J'Ol;J·;J· "'IC "0}' I: 1 2 3 4 5 
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• 

... 

OOO/o..f: 0:Pt\· ;J'f.fl hll~t\Vo:: Oh"tll 1',Oll f.~.'iiCI'l.'l: O'r'i'-r'i' rcrc i'*r i''"It. '1~:: OH.U 

:PI\-oom,e:" t\oolt;J·tt: &.:P f. "1' Ouolf,,}U h oofl"I'i't\V'" 

hm:J>~,e oount..f: ,eU UOm,e:,. fi'H;J~m' f-r?,"UC-r (I.;J·~"V·"} f-rrUC-r 'r&--r f./.i{ t\'"Im:" 

'1m':: OUOm.ecfl m·ll'r fi't}i'''I:-r v·l\·r 'I'Y<lW'l' 'r:"A Ult,O f YH· I'l.lf,,} f1·t}1"f:-rr Om • .e.e'h 

1.11, 1lt '0 U"} C; f -rrtJc-r 'r&--r"} 1',llooAh.y, flt\ -r9"tJC -r 0."1: fr ;:I'm. <'>m. "} ',J f:J'I ;J'IC ;J'llOm· 

'1mo:: llt\lf'lr llt\ -r9D tJC:'- (I."': f-rrtJC-r 'I'&--r O'1''1-r h JmY Yt\ J:: ,etJ") :J>t\ uom.e<p 

YH;J~V'-r ll-rrtJC-r (I.-I: Yl\m.") f-rrtJC:'- 'r&--r hJ:"ll:J>fl. t\'"Im:" '1m.:: O:PI\ oom.ecfl 

t\uolti'tt: &.:P f."1' hlf'W Om.,e.e.y.~';fJ uot}hA f'"l.&'A cf! oo/.i{p>:f·J h J f: .e 11 &.:J> ,r.;-tJJ 

h'}f:;J-/.;J<>J'rA ~ h&.A;Jt\Uo:: M,r fll.tJ m • .e.e-r '1,,'(11' t\'r'i"1: ,o;f. f:'}f.t1tJ..m.t\.c; 119"llm.C 

h "} f.'"I.YH· ~/.;J<>J'rAU hm~t\Vo:: 

1. lll\h'H' 1',m:P~.e V'~;J'C; (Ji't\.er f.<>Jtp' (J-rrtJc-r (I."': m.ll'r f-rrtJC-r 1'&--r") 1\°'l7ji'iA 

Yt\U"} Ull. C; -(I-r1A6A~? 

2. -rrtJc-r (I.": f-rrtJC-r '"Ii'ii'iy ooC'/<>J'(I-t·J /TC:°I&-r/ h1.e..-r h,ft}~f. '1m'? 

3. -rruc-r (1,'1: r:,-rtJc-r 1'&--r'} l\'"Ii'i7j A rJ hy f./.1 '1en.? 

4. f'-rrtJc-r (I.;:I'1"V·'} f-rrtJC-r 1'&--r t\ "'lifi'i A f hm:J>~.e -r9D tJC-r 1'&--r "'li'ii'i,f 

TC:<>J&-r 9"'} .ftJA h,f'1tJ1'V' '1m.? 

5. ()1'\m:J>~f, f-rrIJC-r (I,,T1"U'1 f-r9 D IJC:" 1'&--r h 1,e..-r -r1AO<rt\IJ? 

6. -rruc:" (1,>1: {' h 1-r"} tt:~"":', r'} YIJA J'UJ. ~A "1' A 't1t\1J ;.l·llllt\tJ? 
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(J)', -'t () MI CJ f. ". (j C (t. 'I; 

".~Vl. 9°1.:J> -r~VC'r 'fr:"11r9° 

1\CJ)(mV "ny.4'C,O :J>I\- lFUm.e:" 

rm'?O"f>:- (1:J>t\. ;J.~(t ~CJ'It\tJ'l: (J}',,':.{) }',(1CJ f.~.(jC(\,'1: (1'f'lJ-rlJ ~C9°C i'~9° ".ny& ',~:: (1,."V 

:J>t\-O'Om.e,p I\lFOtt;J·tf; &..:J> ~ ~ (1uotf'W i',lFO(t°llJ t\tJ· I: 

i'tm:J>'1.e. lFUUO&J': .eV lFDm,e.:" "r""';J~CU' (>-r9u tJC'::" O,;J·:'j·tJ·') (>'It;:{) OJhr;: '111'1'(1 i'tm:l>4>9" 

1\ 0tJCJ),p 'IOJ':: {)l\tf'l9° ()I\ -r9u tJC -r 0,": f',tf;{) CJ)htf; '1111'0 i'tm:pc"9u (I'I'I',-r ~ ')CJ) J' J' 1\ '):1 (1:l> 1\ 

(FI)m.ecl: I\u"tti'tf; &.:P~~ htf')v (1 O1 • .e.e,f·y::t·') (FI)t)hA (>O?&.Acl: (FI)l.7fflJ :'j·') ~')~.ell 
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