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Abstract
School principals play key role in mobilizing resources to run teaching and learning. However, their
preparation as related to their work place duties and responsibilities is questionable. The theoretical
assumption for this study is then, school leadership preparation need to be situated to the actual school
context linking campus training to field-based experiences.
The main purpose of the study was to explore the link between leadership preparation and work demands
of school principals in secondary schools of Ethiopia and identify challenges associated with principal
preparation that could hinder principals from providing effective leadership and provide the necessary
recommendations.
The schools are found in majorcities of Amhara, Oromia, Afar, and Benishangul-Gumuz national
regional states and in Addis Ababa City Administration. The respondents include six categories-‘woreda’
education office responsible person, relevant person from Ministry of Education and department heads of
principal preparation universities as well as principals, middle level managers and teachers in the
respective schools. Documents such as Education and Training Policy, Education Sector Development
Programs, National Principals Professional Standard, curriculum frameworks and staff minutes were the
secondary data. The method employed was QUAL-quan model which can best be described as
predominantly qualitative augmented by quantitative methodology. And the sampling techniques used
were combination of purposive sampling, cluster-sampling, availability sampling, stratified sampling and
simple random sampling.
The main findings of the study were that while principals welcomed instructional leadership as a stand-
alone course in the MScL program, time of delivery (being summer), richness of the content in terms of
relevance, commitment of the trainers and changing nomenclature of the degree to MScL (as they
believed it limits job opportunity) were among the challenges affecting delivery of the courses.  It was
also found out that there were frequent program change, three times in less than half a decade, in
principal preparation program.From the multifactor ANOVA model, region of the respondents were
found to have statistically significant effect on the composite scores at 5% level of significance. It was
also found out that there was no job description specifically set for principals consolidated in a single
document.

The main conclusions of the study were that the preparation of school principals is both inadequate
and in part, unrelated to the increasing work demands of principals in Ethiopia. The system also
lacks a clear framework and leadership successive planning to bring the best applicants to the
office and to remove those who are incompetent. The complex and multi-faceted role of school
principals is not clearly defined.
Finally, the major recommendations provided are the need to re-center the profession to focus on student
learning and situate leadership development in work settings. It is also recommended to establish
National Council/ Forum which may be called Ethiopian Education leadership Council/Forum (EELC/F)
constituted from university preparation programs, MoE, local education office, principal and
professional organizations such as Teachers Association which facilitates nesting of university
preparation programs in the local context.The duties and responsibilities of principals scattered in
various documents should be pooled together in a single document and an independent course is
recommended to be designed and provided in the university preparation program. Since involvement of
principals in out of school activities is inevitable, it is recommended that such activities should be part of
their duties considering as community service with not more than 20% of the 40 working hours per week
as civil servants.
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Chapter One

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the study by presenting about school leadership

briefly going through country context to statement of the problem thereby proposing research

questions to seek responses guided by conceptual framework. Hence, this chapter deals with the

introduction of the study. It begins with a brief background which deals with an overview of

school leadership, brief socio-economic status of the country and statement of the

problemfollowed by discussions on basic questions, conceptual framework, significance, scope

and limitation of the study. Finally, definition of key terms and organization of the study are

presented.

1.1 Background

1.1.1 Overview of school leadership

The topic of leadership has been an object of extensive study. Because of their individual

perspectives and aspects that areof interest to them, different scholars have defined leadership in

different ways. For example, Drath and Pauls (1994) defined leadership as the process of making

sense of what people are doing together so as to understand and be committed to their cause.

Whereas, House et al. (2004) defined it as the ability of an individual to influence, motivate and

enable others to contribute towards effectiveness of the organization. Hence definitions of

leadership reflect the assumption that it involves a process whereby intentional influence is

exerted over other people to guide, structure and facilitate activities (Yukl, 2010). From the

above definitions, therefore, it can be inferred that leadership is the ability of an individual to
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influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the effectiveness and success of the

organizations of which they are members.

Educational institutions, which need properly trained and effective leaders, are primarily

responsible for the production and provision of qualified human resources. They are in charge of

achieving educational objectives expected to shape learners in accordance with the needs and

interests of beneficiaries. Hence, it is generally believed that the society’s future depends on the

success of educational institutions such as schools in effectively meeting educational objectives.

Trained leaders are thus required to provide effective educational leadership which is a result of

professionalizing leadership in the hierarchy of educational structure. This is because adequate

theoretical and practical knowledge in the field empowers the leaders to provide informed

leadership and move in the right direction.

The term educational leadership is used to describe leadership in institutions beyond

schools such as education offices, ministerial or state education bureaus, agencies or university

facultiesconcerned with operations of educational activities. Leaders in the higher hierarchy of

the education sector need to have a full understanding of the purpose of school level leadership

expected to bring quality learning outcomes (Joshi & Verspoor, 2013).

In order to accomplish their purpose, schools which are one of the most popular agencies

of education (Mohanty, 2008) need to deliver quality learning through effective teaching. The

success of effective teaching is reflected by the school outcomes-the quality and quantity of

graduates. However, this cannot be possible without adequate and proper provision of the

curriculum and instruction at all levels and gradesand the implementation responsibility of which

rests on school leadership, notably on the principal. The principal or school head is commonly

thought to be the school leader while school leadership may include other personnel, such as
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members of formal leadership team which may include deputy principals, unit leaders,

department heads and others like PTSA who contribute to the aims of the school (Dinham,

2005).

Contemporary schools are becoming complex due to the growing demands of teachers,

students, parents and the wider community. The impacts of technology and consequently online

access to information and frequently changing situations in the global economies require

effective and efficient provision of leadership in schools. For example, Joshi & Verspoor (2013)

argue that there are significant limitations at present in information sharing and communication

between different levels of the education system and between schools. Consequently, the

complex socio-cultural abstraction in which school principals now work and the challenges

posed by changing governance arrangements require the school principals to be equipped with

new sets of skills and competencies including use of technology in education (Yan and Ehrich,

2009). In line with this, different scholars have suggested the need for thorough preparation of

school leaders to adjust themselves to the changing demandand get equipped with ICT. For

example, Leithwood and Riehl (2003) explain the reason for renewed emphasis on educational

leadership as follows:

Firstly, outcomes are becoming crucial. Evidently requirements to be met by parents,

regionalstate and the federal government toachieve the ambitious quality learning for all

students/ learners have changed the landscape of educational accountability. The Ministry of

Education (2013) of Ethiopia stipulates that the principal is responsible and accountable for the

development of children and young people so that they become successful learners, confident

creative individuals and active informed citizens. Therefore, pressure is on all actors at all levels

starting from students, teachers, principals and education office leaders.
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Secondly, as mentioned above, the environment is complex. Hence, educational leaders

and more specifically, school leaders must guide their schools through the challenges posed by

an increasing complex environment. Curriculum standards, achievement benchmarks,

programmatic requirements, completion rates and other policy directives from many sources

generate complicated and unpredictable requirement for schools.

Principals must also respond to increasing diversity in student characteristics, such as

cultural backgrounds, language diversities, income disparities, physical and mental disabilities

and learning capacities. Teacher demands for adjustment to living standards are also becoming

challenges to school leaders. Hence, principals must manage new collaborations with other social

agencies that serve children (MoE, 2013b). Rapid developments in technologies for teaching and

communication require adjustments in the internal workings of schools.

All these make schooling more challenging and leadership more essential than ever

before. For this, Reeves (2006) contends that principals need to master several dimensions of

school leadership characteristics and skills in order to successfully lead schools.

Bringing school leadership in to the 21st century requiresthat preparation programs enable

principals to make hard choices relating to staffing, program effectiveness, and budgeting while

also cultivating knowledge of skills that make them effective team-and bridge-builders.

However, although contemporary school leaders need to be equipped with knowledge and skills

that the century requires, Farkas, Johnson and Duffet (2003) released a findings of their study

that 67 percent of principals claim leadership programs in graduate schools of education in the

United States were out of touch with the reality of what it would take to successfully lead a

school.
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Therefore, aspiring principals need training that prepares them to lead improved

instruction and school change, not just manage buildings. In addition, soft skills of building

relationships with parents and communities and harnessing those relationships to support the

teachers and pupils better as well as the school as a whole are also very important for the success

of school objectives. Hence, preparation curricula need to be tightly focused on improving

instruction, changing school culture community engagement so that teaching and learning at high

standards are everyone’s top priority.

The principal remains the central source of leadership influence for shaping a vision of

academic success for all students. For this purpose there is an established system of collaboration

between university principal preparation programs and a team established to overlook whether

these programs align with perceived needs of schools. Such team could be termed board,

consortium or Council. For example on May 7th of 2013, the Illinois State Board of Education

approved Chicago State University’s new program to prepare transformational urban school

leaders (CSU, 2016). Likewise, the principal preparation program in the United States is

nationally recognized by the Education Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) which was a

premier accreditation organization for Educational Administration programs in Ohio University

(OSU, 2016).

Improving leadership program through collaborative action is, therefore, very important

to equip principals with timely and necessary knowledge and skills although changes seem to be

slow due to the conservative nature of universities(WF, 2013).

In terms of school leadership training,the Ministry of Education of the Federal

Democratic Republic of Ethiopia has come up withNational Professional Standard for school

principal, (MoE, 2013b) which is supposed to be used as a base by university principal



6

preparation programs. This seems to be in line with the provision in Education and Training

Policy regarding professionalizing the leadership (TGE, 1994). In fact, the policy envisages that

educational leadership will be democratic, professional, coordinated, efficient and effective.

Critical of the past modalities such as EdAd and EdPM (MoE, 2013a), the Ministry has

designed a training program known as Post Graduate Diploma in School Leadership (PGDSL) to

be completed in two summer seasons (MoE, 2013a). The shift in strategy envisions practice-

oriented training package for school leadership in order to improve work practices which

waslater changed for secondary level principalship to Master in School Leadership due to the

request by the trainees. In the curriculum framework, the Ministry has also put admission criteria

as to who should be eligible for principal post (MoE,2014).

1.1.2 Ethiopia: Country Context

Ethiopia is a big, diverse country with population of over 100 million. The country’s total land

area is about 1.1 million square kilometers, with a population density of 86 people per square

kilometers. Ethiopia is one of the least urbanized countries in the world, with only an estimated

19% of its population living in urban areas (MoE, 2015a). A rapidly growing population, swift

urbanization and an age structure in which 44% of the population is between 0 and 14 years

old,provides an insight into the country's potential for social, political and economic change and

development and hence requesting huge investment in education. Ethiopia has a federal structure

(FDRE, 1995)with nine regional states (Afar, Amhara, Benishangul-Gumuz, Gambella, Harari,

Oromia, Somali, Southern Nations, Nationalities and Peoples' Region and Tigray) andAddis

Ababa city administration.
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Figure 1.Map of Ethiopia

Source: Official website, CSA, Ethiopia, 2016

Ethiopia is driven by its vision to become a middle-income country by 2025 (MoE, 2015a)for

which secondary education completion is a necessity (Joshi & Verspoor, 2013). Agricultural

production remains dominant in economic composition and is the source of livelihood for a great

majority of the Ethiopian population despite the aimto shift to industry-led economic growth in

the years to come.

A large majority of the Ethiopian population lives in rural areas and in fairly dispersed

communities which pose specific problems for the education sector in terms of equitable access

in such a geographic context. For example, the GER in grades 9-10 has changed little, starting

from 39.1% in 2009/10 and reaching 39.3% in 2014/15 against theset target of 62% at the end of

ESPD IV (MoE, 2015a). At the end of the fifth Education Sector Development Program,i.e., in
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2019/20, the overall GER of second cycle primary school is planned to reach 95% (MoE, 2015a)

requiring huge investment in secondary schools to accommodate the incoming students. This

also calls for a corresponding well prepared school principals focusing on work place activities.

1.2 Statement of the problem

Research evidence demonstrates that quality school leadership is one of the most significant

factors in improving educational quality (Verspoor, 2008). School leaders make all become more

responsible for learning outcomes. For this purpose, the role of school principals is of paramount

importance for effective school performance by creating quality school culture.

Instructional leadership-focusing on the teaching and learning that take place in school-is

the most important of all principals’ tasks (Scheleicher, 2015)and learning is supposed to bring

about an all-round students’ development in terms of knowledge, skills and attitude. Principal’s

effect on students’ learning and teachers’ practices mainly comes from his/her instructional

leadership behaviors (O’Donnell and White, 2005). The instructional leadership skills needed by

principals for effective school administration include but are not limited to cooperation with

teachers in selecting learning experiences, methods and procedures to achieve school objectives,

assigning subjects and classes according to qualification and competence, allocating time to

subjects, making facilities accessible to all teachers according to need, encouragingstaff to work

cooperatively, supervising lesson plans, supervising teaching and learning activities, evaluating

the plans, and assisting teachers to try new findings (Ogundele, Sambo & Bwol, 2015).

However, how principal’s influence on those issues happen remains a focus of educational

leadership research and debate. But the role of school principals cannot be over emphasized. This

is because the quality of the principal alone accounts for about 25% of school’s impact on
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student achievement (Shaked, 2014). However, principals’ quality is highly dependent on the

quality of their preparation(Hernandez et al.,2012).

There is compelling evidence that principal leadership is second only to teachersamong

school level factors that contribute to student achievement and learning (Kelly and Shaw, 2009;

Leithwood, Harris and Hopkins, 2008). Other researchers such as Leithword and Riehl (2003)

believe thatleadership effects appear to be mostly indirectly influencing student learning by

helping to promote vision and goals, and by ensuring that resources and processes are in place to

enable teachers to teach well. But others believe that teachers have a direct impact on only those

students in their classroom while differences in principal quality affect all students in a given

school (Branchet al., 2013). Hence, improving the quality of school leadership is more important

than improving the quality of a single teacher’s practice since school leaders have an impact on

the achievement of the students in a school.

Although debates on whether the effects of school leaders is direct or indirect and the

type of school leadership programs that contribute to better student learning is still ongoing, a

synthesis of studies on school leadership mainly indicates that principals’ contribution to

students’ learning may come through the direct and indirect effects that school leaders have on

communicating the school vision, instructional time utilization and curriculum management to

and improvement of school condition (Witziers, Bosker and Krüger, 2003).

Over a decade and half in Ethiopia, both the federal government and regional states

practice focused on improving access to education. This contributed a lot to improving quantity

and qualification of teachers along with other inputs. At secondary level, the total number of

schools (9-12) went up from 369 in 1996/97 to 3,156 in 2015/16; the number of students at this

level increased from 426,495 to 2,421,163 in 2015/16in the same period which is more than a
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five-fold increase while the percentage of qualifiedteachers (as per the standard) increased from

40.1% in 1996/97 to 92% (about two-fold) in 2015/16 (MoE, 2002; 2017b; 2015b). This huge

increment requires in parallel well-trained principals although it is difficult to tracknumbers of

qualified principals since the official annual abstract published by the Ministry of Education does

not report qualification of school principals. In terms of improving educational leadership

quality, the Ethiopian Government provided a clear provision to professionalize the field since it

took power in 1991 although translation of the policy into action remains questionable. For

example, the Ethiopian Education and Training Policy has clearly indicated that educational

management will be democratic, professional, coordinated, efficient and effective (TGE, 1994).

This means that there is good will to professionalize educational leadership.The TESO document

(MoE, 2013) also mentions the need to improve instructional leadership qualities. Moreover, a

study commissioned by MoE and conducted by Livingstone et al. (2002) has indicated the

essentiality of stability that principals, under normalcircumstance, should remain in post for

sufficiently long periods, at least five years, to enable them to function in a settled environment

which by contra-positive thinking shows that turnover is the challenge for experience, stability

and continuity. Furthermore, the directive entitled “Education Management, Organization, and

Community Participation & Finance Directive” defines the major functions and responsibilities

of supervisor, principal, vice-principal (one), teachers and students (MoE, 2002)

With regard to assignment, right after the introduction of Education and Training Policy

in 1994, the practice has been that teachers elect principals of their own with majority voting

(MoE, 1994). Later on, even in the availability of EdPM graduates (both BA &MA levels)

subject teachers have come to be assigned as school principals. In 2013, the Ministry launched
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a program called Postgraduate Diploma in School Leadership (MoE, 2013a). This program limits

professional preparation of principals to a diploma level (a two-year training as opposed to a

four-year one). The program is argued to be less than optimal in providing the professional

capacity candidates need to carry out duties effectively as principals.The way candidates were

recruited, status of PGDSL (undergraduate vs postgraduate- the postgraduate diploma holders

were subject area graduates without background training in education leadership such as EdPM),

issues of ownership (Universities, MoE, EducationBureaus, Schools-since the program was

alleged to be prepared by MoE), and shortage of training time were among the arguments against

the program.The PGDSL program followed another program known asEducation leadership, but

was shortly changed to Master’sProgram in School Leadership. ThisMasterlevel training is also

being provided during shorter summer season along with distance courses awarding second

degree.

Accordingly, principal preparation programs have been changed significantly and quickly

but have not been investigated so far in terms of program relevance to school situation.

School principals are expected to mobilize the abilities and efforts of the teaching staff to

provide effective educational program. For this purpose, they should devote time to coordinate

and manage the teaching and learning process; in other words, they are required to stay close to

the instructional process (Lockheed and Verspoor, 1991). Contrary to this view, principals

devote much of their time to non-instructional activities. For example, Lunenburg & Ornstein

(1991) state that principals spend little time,about 15 to 20 per cent, coordinating activities in

curriculum and instruction although they often consider curriculum and instruction aspects of the

job as one of the top priority work areas. Two decades after the above reports,school principals
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who participated in the TALIS 2013 survey reported that they distribute 21% of their time to

curriculum and teaching related tasks and meetings (Schleicher, 2015).

Studies done in Ethiopia (Matebe, 2015; Mehreteab, 2015) also reveal that principals

devote their time on activities other than instructional matters. Mehreteab (2015), based on his

findings, recommended that principals should act as instructional leaders and learners; revealing

that they have limited capacity in acting as instructional leaders.Hence, the central job of the

school principals has to be redirected from routine administration duties to instructional

leadership which would come from training programs.

There are also unique work relatedchallenges to secondary schools that originate from the

complexities of their size and functions. In Ethiopia, Secondary schools receive almost all

primary school leavers who are not only teenagers but also who have been receiving education in

vernaculars (in regions such as Oromia, Tigray and Somali for example). The complexity of

secondary schools is vivid in that they are expected to prepare children who are not ready for

further education and/or for the world of work. Further, although principals are expected to lead

instruction as part of their school improvement role, this is not often the case in Ethiopia where

their boundary spanning duties including working with woreda leadership, parents and

community members consume most of their time and work days. Stated differently, over

commitment to external relation and community engagement activities pull principals away from

the classroom, limiting their ability to impact learning by supporting teachers on matters of

instruction. As a result, it is possible that the essential functions of their [principals’] work-

teaching and learning-may be pushed at the back burner. Therefore, schools of developing

countries including Ethiopia which manifest limited concern for instructional leadership

activities(Matebe, 2015) have as a result been criticized for wastage of instructional time.
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Schools in Ethiopia are characterized byclass repetition and drop out( MoE, 2015a)

which could be a reflection of low quality of education in addition to lack of efficiency of the

education system. Reports also reveal that national learning assessment at grade 10 is below

expectation. In fact, the share of students who achieved anaverage score of 50% across five core

subjects (Mathematics, English, Physics, Chemistry, and Biology) in grade 10 stood at 23% in

the 2014 NLA (MoE, 2015a). However, the Education and Training policy provides that students

are expected to score 50% and above in all subjects (MoE, 1994). Although there are no

empirical studies that explored the link between school performance and the declining quality of

secondary education in Ethiopia, research in another contexts (Oyewole, 2013; Olaiwola, 2015)

attribute low student performance to low quality of school leadership. Poor educational outcomes

in Ethiopian education are, therefore,in part ascribed to educational leadership. Principals cannot

escape from being accountable for such poor performance though they are not the only ones to

blame.

While studies (Matebe, 2015; Mehreteab, 2015) conducted in Ethiopia have found that

there is problem of focus on instructional leadership by the school principals, they did not

attempt to see whether this emanated from principal preparation programs, i.e., the way

principals are prepared to impact teaching and learning. In addition, previous studies did not

explore whether the preparation programs prepare principals for an increasingly challenging and

complex work demands in Ethiopia, a gap which this study aims to fill in. Moreover the study

attempts to see succession strategy (recruitment and removal procedures). Succession planning is

very important for there is a possibility of principals to leave their position due to various reasons

which was justified by a number of studies. For example, a study conducted by Livingston et al.

(2002) reported that principals have left principalship while the same study recommended that
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principals should stay at least five years in their position. Hence, in as much as taking care of

assignment of would-be-principals is useful for schools to operate effectively, objectively set

removal procedure is necessary. Furthermore this study also differs from the two previous

studies (Matebe, 2015; Mihreteab, 2015) in its scope and coverage. While Matebe’s study

focused on Amhara region, Mihreteab’s study focused only on Addis Ababa. In terms of

coverage, both studies limit themselves more to the effect than to the cause, i.e., the reason why

principals lacked instructional leadership in terms of preparation is not addressed.

Hence, based on the belief that school principals have a positive effect on instructional

process, their preparation will be examined in light of their job they are expected to perform in

bringing quality learning outcomes and enable them carry out their huge duties and

responsibilities. The purpose of this study is, therefore, to explore the link between leadership

preparation and work demands of school principals as well as how principals are recruited and

removed in secondary schools of Ethiopia and identify challenges associated with these issues

that could hinder the principal from providing effective leadership for quality teaching-learning

process and provide necessary recommendation.

1.3 Research Questions

The study attempts to provideanswers to the following basic questions.

1. How does university level leadership preparation program mirror the work demands of

secondary schools of Ethiopia, given federal and state performance standards for student

outcomes?

1.1 How do principals assess university level preparation program as it relates to their own

work demands?
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1.2 How is the training received by principals assessed in terms of effectively implementing

their job description set by education leadership authorities (MoE, region, zone,

woreda)?

1.3 To what extent is the program design and core curriculum content based on the national

principal’s standard set by the Ministry of Education?

1.4 To what extent do profiles of graduates indicated match with the job description of the

principals?

1.5 To what extent are the practitioners aware of and the trainers made use of the principals'

competence frameworks/professional standard?

1.6 How is the program for principal preparation designed/changed?

This basic question, which subsumes six sub-questions,is intended to get reflection from

respondents on whether the university-based preparation programs match with the course

demands of secondary school principals. Principals were requested to evaluate whether

university level preparation program (courses) relate to their work demands. These courses

provided base line information the researcher needed to understand the courses that school

leaders took to cultivate principals’ leadership capacity. Here, woreda education officers,

relevant MoE person, principals and department heads of principal preparing institutions in the

sample cities were interviewed on whether leader profile they know matched with contemporary

school needs. Middle level managers and teachers have provided responses by filling in

questionnaire. In so doing, suggestions by the respondents as key challenges of the system that

related to the way in which principals were preparedwas recorded.
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2 To what extent does the principal influence the school environment?

2.1 To what extent does the principal support teacher collaboration and shared problem

solving to optimize teaching and learning?

2.2 To what extent does the principal provide support/supervision to create conducive

teaching and learning conditions?

2.3 To what extent does the principal promote supportive learning environment?

2.4 To what extent does the principal communicates with the community so as to secure

support for teaching and learning?

Influencing and creating suitable school environment lies mainly on the principal. Therefore, the

intention of this basic question was to assess the activities of the principals interms of how they

influence the work practices /culture of teachers in providing the necessary support and in

closely following students’ engagement. Here principals made self-evaluation of their

performance in terms of the leadership they provided to the key school members. In other words,

principals’ own assessment of their performance was made. Evaluation was alsomade to see

whether theypromote supportive atmosphere of caring for teachers and creating trust among the

staff in the school which implies relevance of the training principals received in creating

conducive school environment through teacher collaboration and shared problem solving.

Moreover, the extent to which the principal communicates to engage, beyond participation, the

community in school affairs was also evaluated.

3 How effectively do principals carry out the roles that their position requires?

3.1 How do the relevant personnel assess the effectiveness of the principals’ leadership?

3.2 How effective are the principals in their role as perceived by teachers?

3.3 How effective are principals in their roles as perceived by middle level managers?
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Null hypothesis (H0): There is nostatistically significant difference in effectiveness scores of the

principals between the two groups (teachers and middle level managers)

Alternative hypothesis (H1): There is a statistically significant difference in effectiveness scores

of the principalsbetween the two groups (teachers and middle level managers).

The purpose of this basic question was to see the effectiveness of the principals when they carry

out their activities that their position requires. Data on the perception of teachers and middle

level managers regarding principal’s effectiveness were collected using questionnaires. Then

differences between the two were computed using statistical packagesSPSS-20 and SAS Version

9.3 as well as ANOVA Model. The purpose of the hypotheses is, therefore, to compare whether

middle level managers differ from teachers in terms of their opinion regarding principals'

effectiveness in providing leadership.

4 What leadership succession strategies are used to match leader profile with school needs and

characteristics?

This basic question was meant to assess whether there was a practice of checking profiles of

graduates against school needs/ characteristics. At the same time it was intended to track how

principals wereassigned to take up leadership positions and what mechanismswere used to fill in

the vacancy in case removal wasrequired. The assumption was that how they were assigned to

and removed from the position had an impact on their commitment to receive and implement the

training the institutions provided.

1.4 Conceptual Framework

In relation to the tasks expected of the school leaders to discharge their roles effectively,

different authors and researchers have developed different conceptual frameworks based on the

characteristics of effective schools and effective principals. For example,Pounder (2012)
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developed a conceptual model for principal preparation consisting of preparation program

experiences, antecedent participant characteristics such as prior professional experience;

graduates’ leadership learning outcomes, leadership behaviors and practices as well as teaching

and learning conditions in school and student outcomes influenced by mediating factors such

asschool context, student demographics and location (urban ). RLA (2010) also developed

another model called a new approach to principal preparation which begins from developing

principal competence framework to training according to the framework and ends in supporting

the principal for placement in schools. It can be inferred that both models didn't take school

situation into consideration at least in clear terms.

Based on the above discussion and the theoretical frameworks to be discussed in the

following chapter, the following triangular model is developed focusing on the situated cognitive

theory and problem based learning (Prestine and LeGrand, 1991) as a framework to guide this

research undertaking.
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework

The model is convenient for this study as it helps to pay attention to context of practice in the

workplace. In fact, the model focuses mainlyon whether or not university-based preparation

programs helped the principals apply the skills and knowledge gained and is related to the work

demands of the principals.

After empirically examining the interdependence and links between these different

elements through data collection in the selected secondary schools, this study tried to develop a

comprehensive principal preparation model showing the interdependence and links between

situated cognition, context of practice and principal preparation.

1.5 Significances of the study

School principals are responsible for student achievement in their schools. Consequently,

university preparation programs are expected to address the level of preparedness of the
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principals that are responsible for student achievement based on contemporary school practices

together with the concerted efforts of Ministry of Education and Education Bureaus. Hence, the

study is believed to be very important since it is expected to benefit the following bodies.

1.5.1 Principals

Increasingly, principals are working in a climate of uncertainty and unpredictable change as the

system re-adjusts and re-aligns itself to the demands of 21st century teaching and learning

(Harris, 2011) requiring him/her of the abandonment of previous ways of working and the

adaption of new practices in a much shorter time of innovation than before. Therefore, principals

need to be aware and critical of the contemporary learning problems, organizational challenges

and demographic complexities of the school community members and partners to create better

working conditions at school level and to fix the challenges in diverse learning needs of students

to enhance quality learning in this era of accountability. Hence, principals may have some ideas

on how to become effective leaders by implementing jobs assigned to them(MoE, 2002) and fit

up into the standard (MoE, 2013b).

1.5.2 Training Institutions /University preparation programs

Training institutions are expected to equip future principals with the necessary leadership

knowledge and skills required to be able to lead schools of the present and beyond. Opinions

expressed and views reflected by practicing principals and level of satisfaction of the teachers

under the leadership of those principals on principalship could be useful. Principal preparation

programs may rely on that information to help the principals meet the daily challenges of the

principalship and their feedback may be useful to those involved with the design of principal

ship preparation programs (leadership training programs) based on principals’ work demands.



21

1.5.3 Policy makers and/or Ministry of Education.

Schools are very important institutions/organizations where beneficiaries of education (students)

and school community of diverse needs work together. Schools are extreme end in the structure

of Ministry of Education and school principals are the front line leaderswho play key role in

changing into practical actions of the objective of education in the schools. They [principals] are

the ones who communicate the vision and mission of schools to the school community and to the

wider stakeholders. Therefore as key players in the leadership position, school principals need to

be well trained to effectively lead the 21st century complex schools. Therefore, from this study

policy makers,personnel in Ministry of Education and Education Bureaus may have clear insight

into the existing pitfalls in principal preparation as related to school practices and characteristics

and therefore support university principal preparation programs focus towards addressing the

pitfalls by training principals effectively based on contemporary issues as required by the

education system.

1.6 Scope of the Study

General education includes schools from pre-primary up to lower secondary education (MoE,

2015). Therefore, preparation programs at all levels worth study. This study, however, is

delimited to secondary school principal preparation programs. This is because,the training of

secondary school leaders is managed by MoE and is more uniform interms of training materials,

courses for work demands of school leaders and is provided by university-based preparation

programs (ት/ሚ/ር: 1999).In addition, focus on secondary education is a strategic point since this

level of education prepares the young to further education and training and the world of work.

Principals are the second most important next to teachers in influencing teaching-learning.

Therefore, this study is delimited to principal preparation/principal trainingin terms of school



22

leaders’ work demands at secondary school level. Out of the secondary schools in the sample

areas, the study is delimited to secondary schools in the major cities due to their proximity to

regional education Bureaus as well as due to accessibility in terms of logistics.

1.7 Limitation

The secondary schools in this study were supposed to be from grades 9-10. However, in some

regions, the schools were structured from 9-12 which could bring about discrepancy in

evaluating effectiveness of the principals serving in the different schools. In addition, some of

the subsumed questions relay on the opinion of the respondents which may subjectively be

influenced. Moreover, in terms of relevance, the courses provided in the training institutions

require deeper content analysis. Therefore, the study has limitations in those respects.

1.8Definition of Key Terms

Competency Framework- the set of skills, knowledge, and dispositions that a principal must

have, in his or her context, in order to lead a school effectively to drive high levels of

student achievement for all children (RLA, 2010).

Community- is a group of people (adults and children) living in a geographical territory

(Mohanty,2008).

Culture- patterns of shared values, beliefs, and norms held by a particular group and or society

that combine in various ways to influence behavior and action (Lumby et al., 2009).

Educational Leadership-in this study means leadership in the hierarchy of the education sector

other than schools.

Learning Outcomes – In this study refers to the attainment of learning (MoE, 2015) leading to

some qualification.
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Middle level managers are those people who have formal responsibilities and duties of

leadership and management and sit between senior leadership and teachers (Gurr &

Drysdale, 2012); and in this study focuses on unit leaders and department heads.

Principal is the person on whose shoulders rest the entire leadership, success or failure of the

school (Ogundele, Sambo & Bwol, 2015).

Principal Preparation – For this study, is defined as the customary method of training leadership

including successful completion of sequenced courses found within university

program (Styron and Lenire, 2009).

School leaders-include deputy principals, department heads and teachers themselves in addition

to principals (Dinham, 2005).

Secondary school- is defined as the level of education beyond the primary level (1-8) and below

the preparatory (11-12) level (MoE, 2015).

Woreda education office- is the immediate higher office next to school in the education structure

hierarchy.

Work demands-in this study means principal's job requirements gleaned from the policy

documents and the courses in the training institutions.

1.9Organization of the Study

This dissertation is organized in to five chapters. The first chapter deals with introduction of the

study, while the second chapter focuses on review of related literature. Chapter three deals with

the research approach followed to conduct the study and discussthe research design and

methodology in detail. Chapter four presentscharacteristics of respondents, data and findings,

analysis and interpretationof the study followed by the last chapter which presents summary of

the study, conclusion and recommendations of the study.
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Chapter Two

Review of Related Literature

The purpose of this chapter is mainly to explore relevant literatureand how other contexts dealt

with principal preparation programs so as to draw on resource from different researchers.

In terms of the topics included in the review, it first starts with theoretical framework as

an entry followed by quality secondary education and its benefits, school leadership reformsand

principal preparation experiences in other contexts. Then principal influence on teacher

effectiveness in bringing about students' learning outcomes is reviewed followed by discussion

on principal’s role in promoting participatory school culture. At the end of the chapter, school

leadership preparation in Ethiopia is discussed followed by job description of secondary school

principals in the country.

2.1 Theoretical Framework

Principal preparation in Ethiopia is criticized due to various reasons. For example, school

principals are criticized for lack of providing effective instructional leadership (Matebe, 2015;

Mihreteab, 2015). The national professional standard for school principals prepared by Ministry

of Education (MoE, 2013b) also calls for a new approach in school leadership preparation for

Ethiopian schools. Relevance of the school leadership preparation to the actual school context is

as well questionable. Therefore, the two theories explained as follows are found to be relevant

and used as guiding principles for this study.

2.1.1 Situated Cognitive Theory

The 21st century schools require leadership preparation programs that focus on dynamic

environment, which is continuously changing. One of the serious criticisms in leadership

preparation focuses on the belief that the content of the program does not reflect the realities of
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the workplace (Hess and Kelly, 2005; Young et al., 2002). This calls for a contextualized view of

the thinking and learning process so that knowledge is created and made meaningful by the

context and activities through which it is acquired and this contextualized view has been termed

"situated knowledge or situated cognition" (Prestine and LeGrand, 1991,P.62).

Proponents of situated cognition argue that learning advances through collaborative social

interaction and the social construction of knowledge (Brown et al., 1989), not the rather isolated

and decontextualized processes emphasized in most educational settings including educational

leadership. According to Prestine and LeGrand (1991), little effort is evident in linking the

potentially powerful percepts of situated cognition to the professional principal preparation

program. The authors believed that the cognitive theory orientation supports the incorporation of

related areas that suggest new metaphors about how we think and about what we do such as

about reflective practice.

The key assumptions of the situated cognitive theory is that a systematic knowledge base

exists that can be used with efficiency and effectiveness (Prestine and LeGrand, 1991). From the

situated cognitive learning perspective, the educator creates and structures the learning

environment so that students (the-would be principals) can meaningfully incorporate new

knowledge into existing knowledge structures. In this manner, the theoretical concepts need to be

geared towards implementing actual problems existing in the school situations. Situated

cognition postulates that culture and cognition are explicitly linked that thinking cannot be

isolated and understood as separate and distinct from the context and culture in which it takes

place (Brown et al., 1989). Yet professional preparation programs and views of professional

knowledge creation and acquisition have either ignored or detested such concepts (Prestine and

LeGrand, 1991).
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2.1.2 Problem-Based Learning (PBL)

It is argued that educational leadership preparation programs have been not effective in

connecting linkages between on-campus experiences and field-based experiences or more

specifically school contexts (Milstein, 1990).It is also argued that many leadership preparation

programs have resulted in significant gaps in the prevailing knowledge such as performance

based-program components and a lack of attention to practical problem-solving skills

(Murphy et al., 2009).The situated cognitive learning model also assumes thoughtfully designed

learning experiences that emphasize problem-solving processes rather than more mastery of

content (Prestine and LeGrand, 1991).

Originally, a systematic problem-solving model is rooted in sciences (Prestine and LeGrand,

1986 b) especially in the field of medical education as a method of instruction whereby medical

schools organized a substantial portion of their curricula around problems and rely on PBL as the

mode of instruction (Bridges and Hallinger, 1997).

According to Bridges and Hallinger (1997), PBL generally has the following characteristics

regardless of the field of application:

a) Problems that future professionals predictably will encounter in the world of practice

serve as the stimulus for acquiring new knowledge.

b) The content of the curriculum is organized around these problems rather than around the

disciplines.

c) Students work in small groups and take responsibility for their own learning. They reach

agreement on how the problem should be defined; examine the content from the relevant

disciplines for its relevance to the problem they have identified, and wrestle with how to

apply this newly acquired knowledge to resolving the problem they face. In a way it is a
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cooperative learning strategy which is inherent in cooperative apprenticeship model

(Prestine and LeGrand, 1991). In this scheme, one person takes greater responsibility

than the other for successful accomplishment of a task by compensating for the other

weakness. In its traditional form, cooperative learning involves forming of student group

for discussion and planned activities which allow students to assist each other (Prestine

and LeGrand 1991) which may also relate to the one to five student grouping in the

current modality in Ethiopia.

d) The instructor creates or selects the problems that are the focal point for learning but does

not take an active role in presenting the content. Presentation is ‘student-centered’ as

opposed to the traditional ‘teacher-centered’ instruction.

The centerpiece of problem-Based Learning is a problematic situation that the students/learners

are likely to encounter when they become school principals. These problematic situations

provide the impetus fromthe-would be principals (students) to learn new knowledge and to apply

it in solving the problem. In such cooperative and collaborative exercise, students are encouraged

for risk taking, independence and self-directing as well as separate the students from a direct

reliance on expert/instructor.

2.2 Quality Secondary Education and its Benefits

In view of universalization of primary education to achieve EFA goals, and increase in tertiary

level education during the last two decades in Ethiopia, secondary school provides educational

opportunities for children beyond the primary school years. According to Reed and Verna

(1995), secondary education is a half way station between primary school and higher learning,

which concentrates on preparing for college and various vocations. This is also true as majority

of general secondary school completers go for world of work without or after receiving technical
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and vocational education and training which plays great role in the countries’ development. In

addition, secondary education furthers the development of general intellectual competencies

learned at primary schools that are relevant to many occupations as well as provides the

foundation for further education and training. World Bank (1993) also high lights that a strong

secondary education is a pre-requisite for effective higher education and skill training.

Investment in secondary education is, therefore, crucial as it is the base for economic

growth and poverty reduction. In this regard,Mulkeen etal. (2007) forwarded that secondary

education and training is one of the key factors for increased economic growth and social

development. Joshi and Verspoor (2013, P.42) also concluded "the experience of middle-

incomecountries suggests that sustained economic progress is associated with a rapidly evolving

skill profile of the labor force",forwhich at least secondary schooling is necessary.

Therefore, the education and skills of the age group beyond primary education is critical

in shaping national development. Further, education and training for youth is not only an

economic imperative but also it is useful for social cohesion and stability. Moreover, secondary

education is useful to raise awareness of civic rights and responsibility. In agreement with this

view, Devi (2002) stipulates that secondary education is a social agency for the preservation and

improvement of democratic institutions and mode of living, and for reviving in each generation

the democratic spirit and faith. However, considering access to secondary education, Ethiopia is

behind its plan. In fact, although gross enrolment ratio for secondary education was planned to

increase from 39.1% in 2009/10 to 62.0% in 2014/15 (MoE, 2010), it reached only 39.3% (MoE,

2015a). The same document envisages 74% of gross enrolment ratio of access to secondary

education by 2019/20 which is a bit less than double the present enrolment requiring large

resource and trained principals.
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Due to the huge importance of secondary education, this level deserves quality leadership

so as to bring about quality school and student achievement through proper mix of the human

and material as well as financial resources committed by the government and stakeholders.

2.3School Leadership Reforms

Demands for improving leadership programs in education is almost as old as the programs

themselves (Achilles, 1994). Hence, principal preparation programs need to be revised based on

the changing situation of a given country. In highly decentralized systems such as in the USA,

some districts adopt state standards. For example, the University of Illinois at Chicago used the

Chicago school district’s leadership competencies, derived from the Interstate School Leaders

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards and the recommendations of a district task force, to

admit and assess its standards (WF, 2013). The ISLLC standards, which is intended to shift

preparation and practice away from management towards leadership and to re-center the field to

focus on improving student learning, provided a research-based template for improving content,

instruction and clinical experiences of principal preparation programs that aligned with the new

realities of practice (Lumby et al., 2009). According to Donald et al. (2009), the ISLLC standards

attained nearly completed dominance since 46 states in USA are using some version of the

ISLLC standards. Hence, with widespread adoption of the standards, ISLLC holds sway over

preparation programs and couples them to problems of field-based practice in powerful new

ways (Murphy, 2003).

Murphy (2001) argues that the 21st century school leaders require preparation programs

that connect the training, education theory and the practical work demands of the job. Similarly,

Murphy and Shipman (1999) characterize school principals of the 21st century as community

servant, organizational architect, moral educator and social architect as this requires future
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school leaders to reorient their functions towards leadership rather than traditional management,

focus on change rather than on stability, design more responsive schools, and focus on teaching

and learning. Moreover, Schleicher (2015) says there are three key ingredients needed to create a

responsible 21st century schools-confident teachers, willingness to innovate, and strong school

leaders who establish conditions in their schools that enable the ingredients to flourish.

In an attempt to program change, the Wallace Foundation (2013) report reveals that

Prince George’s county was developing a standards driven training program with National

Institute for School leadership (NISL), a for-profit arm of the non-profit National center on

Education and the Economy in Washington D C, to prepare leaders for its most challenging

schools. However, because of the conservative nature of university programs, districts were not

pinning all their hopes on universities e.g. New York City, Boston and Prince George’s county

have established their own training programs-sometimes in partnership with non-profit training

providers (WF, 2013).

The fact that there is minimal meaningful program change is also documented by Murphy

and Colleagues (2008). Based on a review of program changes in 54 universities across six states

in the United States, they concluded that new content requirements did not necessarily result in

coherent and readily implemented theories of action for principal performance, nor in many

institutions, did they lead to substantive change in the pre-existing curriculum. Similarly, Hess

and Kelley(2005) asserted that Graduate Schools of Education lacked the capacity necessary to

make anything more than superficial change to their existing programs and were in no hurry to

change their programs. This has resulted in "opening up the market in educator preparation

programs so that universities would no longer have a monopoly" (Pounder, 2012,P.255). It is

then argued that training programs designed by those other than universities have a powerful
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incentive to change university preparation programs when a district declares it will hire only

graduates of programs that meets its needs (WF, 2013). This is being reflected in the Ethiopian

situation in which considerable lack of recruiting EdPM graduates is being reported due to the

claim that they are not specifically prepared to lead schools.

2.4 School Leadership Preparation in other Contexts

On a global scale, education reform focused on school improvement has been a key political

agenda over the last few decades. Within these broad discourses the preparation and

development of school leaders has gained importance primarily because of the perceived links

between school leadership and school outcomes (Gladyset al., 2015). Consequently leadership

preparation courses have been constructed as one of the major leverage points for policy makers

and leadership scholars.

First of all, globalization has greater implications for educational leaders and systems. As

a result, education and educators stand at the heart of the boundary-less (global) world and the

rapidly evolving whirlpool of engagement with the problems of society and the proposed

solutions (Lumby et al., 2009). Accordingly, school-based management, outcomes-based

curricula, and target-driven assessment are examples of practices that assume a place on a global

stage irrespective of culture, political, and economic difference in context. Hence school

leadership development has become a global enterprise (Hallinger, 1995).The concept of

globalization, therefore, provides a powerful argument for the need for those who prepare and

develop educational leaders to look across the world. The key driving forces such as diverse

student population, financial constraints in many countries, the growing achievement gap and the

requirements of the information age all require professionalization of the field.
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However education leadership and education might be global in its nature, the influence

of culture is still strong since principals make a difference in schools, which emphasizes that the

context within which they [principals] lead makes a difference to how they lead, and that culture

forms an important part (Lumby et al., 2009). Also, analysis of the differences in the cross-

national comparisons on successful school principalship among USA, Norway and China in the

international successful school principalship project showed that successful school leaders must

be highly sensitive to their own local and national contexts(Johnson et al., 2008). This is because

each nation, state or subunit within it may have multiple cultures relating to the intensifying

heterogeneity of societies and the multiple identities of each individual. Consequently, culture

fit is an issue within as much as across nations. In fact, Dorfman, Hanges and Brodbeck (2004)

argue that cultural differences among societies may be exacerbated as they adapt to

modernization while simultaneously striving to preserve their culture heritage. This shows that

while global communication, technical innovation and industrialization can create a milieu for

cultural change, a convergence among cultural values cannot be assured. This calls not just for

differentiated content, but also for multiple delivery modes that allow for differing learning

purposes and styles which means that preparation programs should cover not only the necessary

basics, but also variable situations where culturally aware learning takes place (Lumby et al.,

2009). This means that leadership preparation and performance cannot be separated from

cultures within which they are constructed. Hence, the following is leadership preparation

programs in different contexts from selected countries to describe important advances in

leadership preparation worldwide.
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2.4.1 The Americas

In the United States of America, those wanting to be school administrators can select themselves

aspirants (Lumby et al., 2009). Schleicher (2012) also reported thata team of social

entrepreneursfounded in 2000 trained almost 800 leaders in 12 urban areas through aspiring

principals program, the idea of which was to create a pathway to school leadership for effective

teachers and other top instructors. Accordingly, the aspiring principals program provides future

leaders with course work combined with a full-time residency year in a high-need school where

by a local staff create an individualized learning plan for each resident. Consequently, in 2011,

schools which were beneficiaries of the program were among the top ten highest gaining schools

in eight US cities. In the United States, it is a requirement to complete mandated programs of

university study (masters in educational Administration) before they are entitled to take up the

role of school principal (Levin, 2005). Hence, qualification as a principal often requires pre-

service leadership training on top of teacher education and educational experience (Tiapale,

2012).

Actually, most of the extant literature on leadership preparation in education in the

United States deals with masters or doctoral degree programs designed to prepare principals

(Grogan et al., 2009). In fact, Styron & Lemire (2009) documented that approximately 450-500

university programs offer principal leadership preparation programs including master’s (472

learning institutions), specialist’s (162 institutions) and doctoral (472 institutions) degrees. There

are also other contexts which provide training specific to school principals. For example, the

Universityof Jyväskylä in Finland provides principal training from basic studies to a doctoral

degree (Tiapale, 2012). Youth & Brewer (2008) complement that university graduate schools are

the primary means for preparing principals and administrators for school and district leadership
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positions around the United States. In general, aspiring principals are selected for training based

on indicators of competence captured in standardized assessments such as the School Leaders

Licensure Assessment as it is so in England termed the National Professional Qualification for

Headship process (Lumby et al., 2009).

In 2004, the Ontario (Canada) government has developed a coherent leadership strategy,

adequate contextual support frameworks and concerted actions to include key actors such as

school boards, teachers’ unions, academics and practitioners (Schleicher, 2012). In the training,

potential candidates for school leadership need to have an undergraduate degree; five years of

teaching experience or a master’s degree and completion of principal’s qualification program

offered by Ontario universities.

Grogan etal. (2009) forwards that school leadership preparation and development

programs have four stages:

a) Orientation – here aspiring leaders consider whether or not continued studies and formal

preparation and career movement are appropriate to them which is done through

workshops. The United States provide best examples.

b) Pre-service preparation- is well established in North America, Europe, and Australia.

According to Grogan et al. (2009), pre-service preparation programs continue to become

more available internationally as policy makers and practitioners understand the

importance of school leadership to school improvement and success in achieving national

goals.

c) Induction- predictable phases of important stages that school leaders pass through for

professional socialization. Here, mentoring, coaching, and internships are common



35

features of induction-based leadership development programs in the United States and

Ontario (Whitaker, 2003).

d) Ongoing Professional Development- New research findings on leadership and school

improvement, new demands on school leaders, and rising expectations for schools have

reinforced the idea that school leadership requires more than an acquired set of formal

knowledge and skills received during pre-service training (Grogan et al., 2009). Ongoing

professional development is a commitment over time to continuous learning,

development, and improved practice. Bredeson (2003), cited in Grogan et al. (2009),

explained that professional development is a work on progress or a journey; it is an

opportunity for professional learning in order to improve practice.

The concept of ongoing professional development goes with the view of life-long

learning.Life-long learning never ends as argued by Mohanty (2008) that learning, living and

working should go together. This also goes with the principle of adult learning that adults learn

more effectively when learning involves collaboration with peers, and when they can apply their

knowledge and receive feedback on their behavior and learning (Jensen et al., 2015).

To summarize, a persistent challenge in the preparation and development of school

leaders is how to integrate the various stages into a coherent curriculum for school leader

development (Grogan et al., 2009).

2.4.2 The European Experience

Many countries offer pre-service leadership preparation programs that often lead to university

degree or specialized qualification. For example, in 2009, Norway’s Central Authorities

introduced a new two-year program to develop instructional leadership skills for school

principals which covers student learning outcomes and environment; management and
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administration; collaboration and organization; guidance for teachers; development and change;

and leadership identity (Schleicher, 2012).

In the Netherlands, training institutes offer orientation courses to allow teachers

interested in leadership functions to discover whether they have the required capabilities (Yan

and Ehrich, 2009). In England, those wanting to be school leaders can earn their positions

through demonstrated merit (Lumby et al., 2009). According to Schleicher (2012) England,

Northern Ireland and Scotland have relative training that include pre-service qualification

programs-induction programs to support the initial phase as leader and in-service training

programs for established school leaders.

In Sweden, principals are required to have pedagogical knowledge acquired through

education and experience; in Denmark, Germany, France and NewZealand aspiring principals

are required to be qualified as teachers at least holding a Bachelor degree usually with 3-5 years

of work experience in the educational field (Tiapale, 2012).

Despite the availability of training, school leaders across OECD (majority of which

European countries) have often reported that they felt they had not been adequately trained to

assume their posts (Schleicher, 2012). This was because, although most candidates for school

leadership position have a teaching background, they are not necessarily competent in

pedagogical innovation or in managing financial or human resources. In agreement with this

view, the principal quality practice guideline of Alberta’s Ministry of Education (2008), cited in

Olayiwola (2015), and argues that teaching qualifications and successful teaching experience

alone were insufficient to prepare individuals to serve as school principals.
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2.4.3 The Asian Countries

Trainers of programs for principals in China are generally research fellows and professors from

three main university faculties including Management, Psychology and Education (Yu and

Ehrich, 2009). These authors note that there are three kinds of basic training programs provided

for school principals. These arequalification training for new principals (minimum of 300 hours)

that provides basic knowledge and skills development with award of professional certificate,

improving training for principals who have already obtained the certified qualification of

principal position (minimum of 240 hours) within five years, and advanced training seminar for

selected principals.

Grogan et al. (2009) complements other researchers that although formal training was

non-existent few years ago, the National Ministry of Education of China requires all the

principals obtain certificates of pre-service training before they take leadership positions.

This involvement of universities in principal training demonstrates the professionalization of

principalship (Feng, 2003).

In Singapore future school leaders are chosen from successful teachers already in the

education system based on interview and leadership situation exercises for four months executive

leadership training and six months leaders’ training in education program being paid during the

training (Schleicher, 2015).In South Korea, principals assume their administrative assignments

during the last four to five years of their careers after a long apprenticeship in teaching (Grogan

et al., 2009). In India, principals of secondary schools should possess a postgraduate academic

degree in a teaching subject from a recognized university (British Council, 2014). In Saudi

Arabia, successful leadership is driven by individual and collective value systems because there

is no official preparation program for the position of principal ship (Alkarni, 2014). In
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Japan,80% of the principals had strong leadership preparation as part of the formal education

(Schleicher, 2015).The Institute of principalship at the university of Malaya (Malaysia) offers a

graduateprogram in principalship to provideprospective educational leaders with the knowledge

and skills necessary in leading &managing educational institutions (Amakyi, 2013) .In Israel,

principal preparation is largely related to instructional leadership-topic of which covers

improving education, teaching and learning, taking up more than half of the hours of the entire

program; teaching methods based on involvement and implementation, emphasizing field based

experiences or experiential learning such as problem-based learning, case studies, project based

learning, and simulations where by the aspiring principal must have earned master degree before

joining the program (Shaked, 2014). Accordingly, instructional leadership is center of the

principal preparation program. However, Shaked (2014) criticizedthe frequent program change

without assessing performance of graduates of the former preparation program. According to the

author, the program is also criticized for shortening duration arguing that learning requires time

and patience.

2.4.4 African Perspective

Assignment of principals without the necessary skills has been a problem in much of African

countries where by they are hired based on their expertise and experience as excellent teachers

and thus, the lack of pre-service preparation in most countries resulted in a greater reliance on in-

service and ongoing professional development (Groganet al., 2009). But still some African

countries do provide pre-service training. For example, aspiring principals in South Africa need

to acquire an Advanced Certificate of Education (Management) before appointment (Bush and

Oduro, 2006) as a way to moving towards a universal process. In universalism, the selection

process is objective where by individuals are selected after they have responded successfully to a



39

set of demands grounded in what the system proponents claims are indicators of competence

(Lumby et al., 2009).

Similarly, in Kenya provision of school leadership preparation is standardized, whereby

principals are offered a diploma qualification in management although it is criticized for minimal

attention to identified dimensions of leadership leading to higher student outcomes (Asugu,

Eacott, & Scevak, 2015).

School principals in Ghana are not required to complete a professional standardized

preparatory programs in educational administration but be a professional graduate teacher with

satisfactory work history; while in Tanzania formal academic preparation in educational

administration (or principalship) is a pre-requisite for appointment as school head (Amaki,

2013). Malawi does not have a formal way to prepare its principals but appointment is based on a

successful record of teaching; prior experience of leadership in school or outside; religion

affiliation; political affiliation (Wamba, 2015).

In Nigeria, the popular belief is that any experienced teacher who has been teaching in

the school for about ten years or more is competent to administer the school (Arikewuyo, 2009).

Similarly, Oluremi (2013) reports that recruitment of school principals in Nigeria is largely based

on possession of Bachelor’s degrees and seniority.Furthermore in Ekiti state (Nigeria) senior

school principals are assigned based on prior teaching experience and level of performance

(Oyewole, 2013). Consequently, Oluremi (2013) recommends a master degree in educational

management for the-would be principal of secondary school in Nigeriafor an improved quality of

secondary education in this 21st century.

Nigeria is the most populous country in Africa who has got independence in 1960 and

since then has published National Policy on education first in 1977 and then revised in 1981,
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1998 and 2014 (Olayiwola, 2015). And yet Olayiwola (2015) has called for policy model as

school administrators are appointed into principalship without a well-regulated procedure or plan

since either grade 14 or 15 teachers or senior teachers are assigned in to principalship without

specialized in pre-service training.

As can be observed from the above discussions, initial principal preparation and training

of school principals tends to vary considerably across countries throughout the world.

Accordingly, in terms of timing for example, there are two distinct periods each of which has

significant implications. The common approach in the United States, England, France, South

Africa and Tanzania is to provide pre-service training which means that educators go through a

program of learning and induction prior to obtaining position, while in Norway, Sweden, New

Zealand and much African countries, the timing of the development activities occur after an

individual has been appointed as the leader i.e., the training is in-service (Lumby et al., 2009).

Both pre-service and in-service provisions of training school leadership have supporters.

Advocates of pre-service believe that it has elevated the quality of schooling as it fosters

professionalism in the field while supporters of in-service claim that only when the new leader is

in a position does s/he begin to understand the type of knowledge needed. Proponents of in-

service training mention the principle of adult learning to support their argument. Accordingly,

adult learners are self-directed, they bring a wealth of prior experience to education, are ready to

learn, problem-centered in their learning and best motivated by internal factors (Jensen et al.,

2015). According to Lumby et al. (2009), in-service training may offer benefit in countries that

lack a well-developed tertiary system that can provide pre-service training since in such a

situation, trainers from out of education sectors or education office personnel can be drown or

invited to provide the training.
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In as much as providing pre-service training for professionalization, the intensification of

principals’ work related new in-service programs and delivery strategies that serve school

leaders’ learning needs within the constraints of their demanding daily work is quite necessary

(Grogan et al.,2009).

To summarize, principal assignment in many systems require teaching experience as a

precondition. For example, in Australia the teaching experience required before becoming a

principal is four years especially in the government school systems (Gurr & Drydale, 2015). In

Canada (Ontario), potential candidates for school leadership need to have undergraduate degree,

five years of teaching experiences or a master degree and completion of principal’s qualification

program and in Singapore, future school leaders are chosen from successful schools (Schleicher

2012). In Anglo-American countries (e.g. United States, Scotland) qualification as a principal

requires pre-service training after teacher education and educational experience, and in Denmark,

Germany, France and New Zealand aspiring principals are required to be qualified as teachers

with a minimum of three to five years of work experience in the education field (Tiapale, 2012).

In India, a recognized teacher-education degree from a recognized university before becoming

principal after post graduate academic degree in a teaching subject and five years teaching

experience  is required (British Council, 2014). In South Korea, principal assignment requires

four to five years of prior teaching experience (Groganet al., 2009). In Israel, holders of Master’s

degree having actually worked asa teacher qualifies for principalship position (Sharked, 2014).

In Nigeria, Bachelor’s degree and seniority in teaching is required (Oluremi, 2013) while in

Kenya, appointment is based on merit whereby they have to be interviewed while graduation

from colleges with Diploma or Degrees in education is a pre-requisite (Ibrahim,2011). Similarly,

in Ethiopia, teaching experience is a pre-requisite to become school principal, i.e., minimum of
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five years (MoE, 2013a).Therefore, most principals in many nations typically begin their careers

as teachers (Schleicher, 2015).

Several authors supported the importance of teaching experience before joining

leadership training programs. For example, Browne-Ferrigno & Muth (2004) concluded that too

young teachers who enter educational administration and leadership programs do not commit to

an administrative career after they finish the training program. Hence, greater experience in

teaching might bring greater maturity and insight into effective leadership practice. But this does

not mean that there may not be few potential ‘stars’ without experience. However, this may not

be bold enough to allow wholescale entry to anyone to the profession without limit in the view of

not to miss those few ‘stars’. Therefore, it must be recognized that more experienced educational

professionals are more likely to pursue administrative and leadership jobs and stay the course in

them.

Principal demands of contemporary school leadership relates to the opportunities that

emerging leaders have to develop needed expertise- expert knowledge of instruction and high-

level ability to influence instructional quality through interactions with other school community

members and parents (Bellamy et al., 2009). These authors believe that, like other areas of

expertise, instructional and interpersonal leadership skills take a generous amount of time to

develop-far more, the research suggests, than what is available in a typical leadership preparation

and therefore preparation programs should more closely link formal preparation to extended, on

the-job opportunities for developing these critical skills. In relation to this, Murphy (1990)

argued that preparation programs largely have ignored matters of teaching and learning,

pedagogy, and curriculum. Some other authors forwarded rather strong critic. For example,
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Murphyet al.(2008) argued that the typical graduate of a school administration training program

can act only as a mere spectator in relation to educational program.

In conclusion, an important international trend across many countries has been the design

and implementation of standards, frameworks, or competence statements that explicitly state the

role, expectations, behaviors, skills and work practices required of principals which also help as

a control or accountability mechanism for leaders’ performance (Yan & Ehrich, 2009). Hence

there are many reasons to believe that what comes to us from elsewhere can help us see our own

practices with greater clarity.

2.5 Principal Influence in Teacher Effectiveness in bringing Student Learning

Outcomes

Though scholars in the field of educational administration and leadership long have understood

the importance of leaders in educational organizations, historically the focus of educational

researchers and policy makers who investigated policy implementation, successful school change

processes, and school improvement has been on teachers (Grogan et al., 2009). However,

persistent findings in various large scale studies conducted revealed the important role that

school principals played in effective policy implementation, successful change and school

improvement (Halinger, 2003). In fact Shaked (2014) found out that the quality of the principal

alone accounts for about a quarter of schools impact on student achievement. Ogundle, Sambo &

Bwol (2015) also forward that, the principal stands out as the chief executive of the school. This

shows that school principals play a critical role in shaping school effectiveness and hence school

performance.

Over the past 15 years in the United States, Great Britain, and Australia, accountability

demands have been changed from mere compliance with policy and administrative roles to
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quality assurance and inspection demands based on system outputs or student learning outcomes

(Grogan et al.,2009) than on inputs and processes. According to these authors, holding principals

and teachers more accountable improves educational outcomes.

Principalship is the first-level line responsibility in school systems. Accordingly,

effective principal leadership advances student learning using the vehicle of its daily work (Kelly

and Shaw, 2009). To do so, principals need to have a significant understanding of the context,

the ability to communicate with, motivate and develop stakeholders. This requires involving staff

in leadership process, improving learning and teaching quality, raising achievement and

improving students’ attitudes and behaviors, engaging the community in order to obtain external

support to advance student-learning (Kelly & Shaw, 2009). Hence, the staff, and typically

teachers join with principals in leading learning at school level basically through consensus

based on free choice and mutual influencing.

Although school leaders do exert significant influence on student-learning outcomes,

these effects are mediated by a variety of societal factors, teachers’ capabilities, structures, and

social conditions in schools (Heck, 2010; Heck & Hallinger, 2009). This shows that successful

school leadership depends more on leadership practices that affect the social context in which

teachers and students work (Bellamy et al., 2014). In this regard, Styron & Lemire (2009)

forward that today’s instructional leaders must be able to coach, teach, and develop the teachers

in their schools. Accordingly, the principals must be steeped in curriculum, instruction, and

assessment in order to supervise continuous improvement process that measures progress in

raising student performance. In this respect, Berry and Colleagues (2016) argue that effective

school leadership is not about command and control from administrators but motivating students’
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high performance involves a complex, collective effort of leadership at many levels to establish

trust among teachers, students and parents.

To help students succeed, teachers assume more diversified roles directly connected to

the comprehensive services that parents need. Quite close to this view is that a recent

organization for Economic Co-operation and Development report, following on from its reviews

of policies in top-performing nations, concluded that the most effective form of school leadership

may very well be self-sustained through teacher collaboration (OECD, 2011). According to

Schleicher (2015), teacher collaborative practices include observing other teachers’ classes and

providing feedback, or teaching as a team in the same class.

In countries with high accountability measures such as United States of America, United

Kingdom, Australia and China,student performance on external tests of literacy and numeracy

has become a key measure of school success (Johnson et al., 2008). However, judging effective

schools should not be narrowed dawn to student outcomes (Lunenburg and Ornstein, 1991) since

this tends to reduce good education to highest test scores pressing teaching-to-the test, usually

standardized on just few subjects and hence exclusive not only in terms of subjects but also in

learning or student achievement in an all-round manner (Wasteren & Amerein-Beardsley, 2016).

Different in some way from the OECD countries, in Norway and other Scandinavian countries,

the accountability issues did not involve high-stakes exams but education for citizenship was put

to the forefront to a great extent (Johnson et al., 2008). While test scores could indicate academic

success when considered from outcome perspective but most importantly schools must prepare

students to live and work in a world in which people will need to collaborate with people whose

ideas, perspectives, values, religions or cultures are different from their own.
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Anyways, what seems to be paramount in the affective schools literature is the need to

put emphasis on the strong principal’s leadership on the areas of curriculum and instruction and

on the process of teaching and learning. This in turn requires not only principal preparation

programs to emphasize on instructional leadership role of the principals but also sufficient expert

knowledge in the teaching field.

2.6 Principal’s Role in Promoting Participatory School Culture

Leadership has increasingly been seen as a group function; it occurs only when two or more

people interact (Dinham, 2005).Therefore leadersneedsoundunderstandingof humannature if they

are to lead effectively.

In the school system, principal is a key person to organize and mobilize the school’s human

and material resources for the successful realization of the educational objectives so as to bring

about quality of education. This means that leadership plays a key role in school effectiveness.

To carry out this responsibility, principals should be well qualified and experienced in related

area. A good principal has multiplier effects on the teaching staff (Schiefelbein, 1990). Effective

leadership in educational activities is important to achieve success in school objectives. For this

reason appointments, whether external or internal, are crucial and yet people get very little

practice or opportunity to consider the technicalities or skills. Therefore, appointment of school

principal is one of the most effective ways that they can influence the quality of education in the

pupils relieved.

The promotion and subsequent career development of the staff is dependent up on the

principal and hence principalship is a responsibility which carries great power (Phipson, 1986).

Using their power, principals can motivate teachers for the successful accomplishment of school

programs. Thus principals can boost morale and motivate teachers to excel by means of
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participatory governance in-service education, and supportive evaluation. Teachers perceive their

needs and measure their job satisfaction by factors such as participation in decision-making, use

of valued skills, freedom and independence, expression of creativity, and opportunity for

learning.This brings about the critical role that teacher leadership can play in supporting students'

learning in schools (Lieberman & Miller, 2008).

Empirical studies confirm that distributing a larger proportion of leadership activity to

teachers has a positive influence on teacher effectiveness and student engagement so as to bring

improved student learning outcomes (Harris, 2009; Leithwood et al., 2009). Similarly, Berryet al.

(2016) forward that if schools are to succeed in meeting all students’ needs, then teachers’ roles

must shift dramatically so they can lead with their own ideas in spreading more effective

pedagogical expertise. Hence, university preparation programs should directly address leadership

approaches that are respectful and supportive of teachers (Daniel et al., 2011).Emphasizing the

roles teachers play, EFA Global Monitoring Report Published by UNESCO (2014) says that over

250 million children are unable to read, write or do basic mathematics even though they were

actually in schools. So in calling up on governments to take action, the report highlights the

pivotal role of teachers which reads “an education system is only as good as its teachers

(UNESCO, 2014, P.233). The same report stipulates that unlocking teachers' potential is

essential to improving the quality of teaching and learning. Hence, education quality improves

when teachers are supported.

Although teacher support is obviously not limited to their participation in leadership or

decision-making, non-positional teacher leadership can energize and inspire them to become

agents for effective learning outcomes. Teacher leadership could be realized through distributed

leadership. Distributed leadership fosters collaborative professional cultures within schools,
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which can unlock untapped potential in teachers and enhance educational achievement (Bangs &

Frost, 2016).

Leadership in schools should widely be shared (Leithwood and Mascallm, 2008). This is

mainly because members of school communities affect school conditions which lead to better

student-learning. This calls for strong emphasis on shared or collective leadership in schools. In

this regard, Bellamy et al. (2014) highlight that the success of an organization, in this case,

school, depends on shared leadership. Shared leadership would help in understanding the

collective mission and goals of the school. This is because the process of establishing a school’s

mission and vision became prominent in standards/competence setting which help as a basis for

principal preparation programs. Empirical analyses of successful practice (e.g. Glodring et al.,

2009) also support this view. Further, according to Schleicher (2015) analysis of data from

TALIS and the OECD program for PISA finds that successful education systems are those that

promote leadership at all levels-to lead innovation in the class room, the school and the system as

a whole.

Shared leadership develops when the principal involves other staff in the school

leadership. This begs for empowering school community members shoulder some

responsibilities. Hence, distributed leadership is encouraged rather than individual leadership.

Distributed leadership or the expansion of leadership roles in schools, beyond those in formal

leadership, represents one of the most influential ideas to emerge in the field of educational

leadership in the past decade (Heck and Hallinger, 2009). According to Haris (2011), distributed

leadership is the dominant leadership idea of the moment. Principals play decisive role or

otherwise distributive leadership is unlikely to flourish or be sustained. Principals are critical

component in building leadership capacity throughout the school. They are in a key position to
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move initiatives forward or to kill them off, quickly through actions or slowly through neglect

(Murphy et al.,2009).Hence, principals occupy at the apex in the school system in involving

teachers in school leadership and are expected to redesign as required to bring distributed

leadership to life in schools. This is because, contemporary evidence tends to support a positive

relationship between distributed leadership, organizational improvement and student

achievement (Leithwood & Mascallm, 2008; Harris, 2009; Hallinger & Heck, 2010).

Owing to the benefit of distributed leadership to improve school performance, different

countries have already adopted distributed leadership as part of educational reforms. For

example, in England, a recent study of school transformation has shown that distributed

leadership is a key component of success associated with high performance and gains in learning

achievement where the principals in those schools had deliberately share leadership

responsibilities (Harris, 2011). According to the same author, in the Netherlands and

Scandinavian countries, distributed leadership is associated with more democratic and equitable

forms of schooling. But it must be noted that distributing leadership alone cannot bring about a

good result but depends upon the purpose of the distribution and therefore most importantly

requires deliberate strategy from the principal. This is to mean that, if for example, the principal

gives away his own role in the name of sharing/distributing leadership, then that could be

dangerous. Because distributive leadership carries with it the hazard of being interpreted as a

strategy where by principals simply distribute management responsibilities within schools rather

than engineer changes in culture that expend the capacity of teachers as leaders (Bangs & Frost,

2016). In other words, school principals play a pivotal role in orchestrating the conditions of

success (Haris, 2011) for distributive leadership to be productive.
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2.6.1 Cohesive School Culture

Cohesion has been found to be an important indicator of the bond among school members, which

influences the execution of subsequent teamwork processes (Tung & Chang, 2011).

Cohesiveness is an attractive feature of teams. An important aspect of empowering school

principal is, therefore, to enable him/her build cohesion. By cohesion, the principal brings the

school community to stand together and remain united in the pursuit of attaining instructional

objectives through sharing school vision, mission and goal.

With regard to this,Hallinger & Heck (1996) reported that shared vision and school goal-

setting processes initiated by school leaders have significant effects on teachers’ personal goals

and motivation to teach. Those processes allow for authentic engagement by teachers in

deliberating about the most appropriate directions for themselves & their school.  Understanding

issues influencing staff’s well-being will help school leaders to effectively motivate their staff to

be more productive. Thus, principals of effective schools know how to motivate their staff by

using various school factors such as including staff members in decision-making, setting shared

vision among teachers and creating trust among school community (Fullan, 2001).

Herzberg in his motivation-Hygiene theory, cited in Lunenburg and Ornstein (1991), also

called two factor theories, elaborated that job satisfiers such as achievement, recognition, work

itself, responsibility, advancement and growth are motivators, while physical factors are

dissatisfiers which included salary among others. Unfortunately, wage and salary increases are

not large enough to motivate the receiver. This means that money can motivate only when the

prospective payment is large enough related to a person’s income. However, money is a valuable

indicator of status although it is not the only one, indeed, may not be the most important one

(Mosha, 1988). Therefore, among the role of the school principal as a leader, s/he must be able to



51

create intrinsic commitment in the teachers which has great impact in the achievement of

students.

Although producing the commitment of teachers may not be an easy job for principals,

doing so should be a key among the priorities. Securing commitment is not easy since there are

competing commitments among professionals, families and community members (Bellamy et al.,

2009). According to the authors, professional identification with disciplines, subject areas, or

population groups often results in commitments that compete with school’s vision and strategy

because individuals set their personal and professional priorities. However, once commitment is

produced, staffs (teachers) allow others to make demands on their time and energy (Drath et al.,

2008). Consequently, researches confirm that increase in teachers’ motivation accounted for a

significant portion of the variance in student achievement (Bellamy et al., 2009). This is because

teachers’ intrinsic commitment to students fuels their will to modify and calibrate their [teachers]

instructional and classroom practices according to the diverse learning needs of students.

As more emphasis is placed on effective schools, the role of school principals will become

even more critical (Smith, 1990). Gortan (1983) cited in Smith (1990) states that principals are

responsible for activities that occur within their school building. They are expected to perform

many varied roles including being manager, instructional leader, disciplinarian, human relations

facilitator, evaluator, and conflict manager. This would result in excellence. It is clear that

excellence is the most appropriate goal for a progressive democratic society and its schools.

When schools become places of excellence they bring about development of excellent students.

Excellent students must have excellent teachers and school leaders (Nelson et al., 1993). For this

purpose, education systems must invent leadership development systems (Schlechty, 1990).



52

With the growing complexity of educational systems, the increase in the number of students,

the broadening of curricula and the diversity of teaching materials has all increased managerial

challenges (Baum and Tolbert, 1985). To cope up with these challenges, countries should be able

to provide up to date training for principals and/or they must receive proper qualification in the

field (Browne-Ferrigno, 2003). In other words, making of the principal must continue beyond

completion of a preparation program through placement as a school leader and support during

novice years which calls for continuous professional development.

A school culture which is conducive to student learning and to managing operations and

resources to support a safe and effective school environment (Bellamy et al., 2009) should be

created in schools. In this manner, school leaders help develop a sense of community in their

schools by establishing a communal cultures and structures. Lessons from successful school

leadership reveal that a strong sense of affiliation and caring among all students and adults in a

school is crucial to engaging and motivating students to learn (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). This

means, creating strong professional learning communities in school benefits both students and

teachers. Students benefit when teachers and others form suchlearning community since teacher

community enhance teachers’ ability to learn how to teach challenging students more effectively.

With respect to teachers, such a learning community creates a climate of openness to innovation,

trust and caring among the professionals and opportunities for professional development.

The importance of creating learning communities is supported by many scholars. For

example, Styron and Lemire (2009) reviewed that principals must build learning communities

within their schools and engage the broader school community in creating and achieving a

compelling vision for their schools. Similarly Gurr and Drysdale (2015) expressed that principals

use professional learning communities as the way to organize and describe the collective work of
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school staff. Moreover, Berry et al. (2016) noted that top-performing nations like Finland and

Singapore have built their success on teacher development and leadership so that classroom

practitioners can learn from each other and spread their expertise in teaching. Hence, principals

are now seen as a key change agent in a school reform bridging cohesiveness in schools for

quality learning outcomes.

2.6.2 Community Engagement in School Affairs

There must be a vital connection between the school, which is the corporate life of pupils and

teachers and the community which the pupils come from.

When community participation comes into one’s mind, the dominating role seems just to

solicit fund (finance). While community financing is required for providing quality and up to the

standard education for effective pupils’ learning (Baum and Tolbert, 1985), the role of

community should not be narrowed down to financing. There are vast resources of community

which can be utilized for improvement of the school, e.g., local artisans, artists, carpenters,

painters, blacksmiths, ironsmiths, retired teachers, doctors, engineers, etc. as well as unemployed

but graduate youths,elders (who may build peace in schools or advocate for safe school

environment for students, specifically for girls),etc. Those human resources can,therefore,be

invited to schools for talking or as guest speakers demonstrating various skills to children; even

to teachers. The teachers should then recognize these assets for their utilization in organizing

both curricular and co-curricular programs.

Community engagement is a two way avenue where the schools and the community

actively work together, creating network of shared responsibility for student achievement (Berg,

et al., 2006). Such network may pave way for supporting each other. The school is for the
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community and the community is for the school. Hence, there should be a two way traffic

between these two in utilizing resources for mutual improvement.

As the community is required to support school in its various sources, the school is also

supposed to support the community. Both the physical and human resources of the school belong

to the community. The students, teachers and other staff members come from the community.

All the physical facilities are provided by the community either directly or indirectly through

government. Hence, there should not be any difficulty in utilizing these resources for well-being

of the community. In fact, schools are responsible to transform the society (ት/ሚ/ር፡ 2008).

The school should provide all kinds of experiences by sharing in the community

activities. The services for participation of school in the community's work are, for example,

literacy drives, health campaigns, rural development and housing, crop collection&/ improve

productivity, natural conservation,etc. (ት/ሚ/ር፡ 2008).This will break the barriers between the

school and the community and make the school life lively, realistic and meaningful.

The school halls can be used for organizing village meetings and marriage reception;

school playground can be utilized for village sports and games; school furniture and equipment

can be borrowed for holding meetings and functions. The modern school is a community center

and the teacher is the “friend, philosopher and guide” of the people (Mohanty, 2008,p. 383).

Therefore by organizing the community programs and providing school resources for the

community work, the position of teachers is improved and they gain confidence and respect.

However, care has to be taken as school materials may be mishandled resulting in missing,

breakage or out of order. In addition, utilization of school resources need to be scheduled during

after school sessions so as not to affect academic activities.
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Community engagement has a paramount importance for the healthy teaching-learning

process in educational system. Principals’ leadership role has expanded in recent years and these

expanded responsibilities include working with parents as partners in addressing complex

learning needs (Bellamy et al., 2009). Parents have a key role to play in their children’s

education that good relationship between home and school is essential for quality learning.

Teachers do believe that liaising with parents is an important dimension of their work (Bangs &

Frost, 2016). In terms of learning outcomes, family involvement is more likely to deliver positive

benefits for students if it is focused on educational activities and the interaction between teachers

and families is characterized by relationships of mutual trust (Bryk & Schneider, 2002).

As a result, creating positive educationally focused relationships with parents is

recognized in many leadership standards and leadership development frameworks as a critical

task for school leaders (Robinson & LeFevre, 2011). Hence principals need to meet families

where they are because parents who feel wanted, needed, and appreciated tend to become more

involved.

2.6.3 Communication

Effective communication is central to business success. It is the process of creating shared

understanding. Communication involves conversation and building relationships with someone

or group to which one wishes to convey information. Information will never move anyone to act

but only ideas have the power to influence. Therefore good communication requires good skills

of persuasion, enquiry, finding common ground and structure ones thinking (Barker, 2013).

The bond of cohesion, integration and belongingness in between school and the

community is strengthened by communication. Communication promotes the real meeting of

minds which facilitates social consciousness. According to Lunenburg and Ornstein (1991),
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communication, as a life blood of school organization, is a process that links the individual, the

group, and the organization. Accordingly, communication mediates inputs to the organization

from the environment and outputs from the organization to the environment. School principals

are engaged in multifaceted job such as setting objectives, organizing tasks, motivating staff,

making decisions, monitoring and evaluating results.

Communication is vital to build confidence, gain support and encourage participation in

school affairs. Schools should be able to develop strong connections with community

organizations as part of their program of school, family and community partnerships. Actually,

skillful principals focus attention on key aspects of the school’s vision and mission, and

communicate the vision and mission clearly and convincingly involving multiple stakeholders

through participatory communication strategies (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). Hence the main

responsibility in improving and/or creating school-community relation lies with the school

initiated by the school principal.

Preparation of leaders which enables them create and maintain orderly learning

environments, closely work with parents, and collaborate with community outside the school to

support student learning (Osterman & Hafner, 2009) has a paramount importance. Hence, school

leadership requires, among others, a range of social capabilities which include personal and

relational skills and effective communication and partnership building (AITSL, 2015).

2.7 School Leadership Preparation in Ethiopia

Modern public education in Ethiopia dates back to 1908 with the establishment of the Minilik

School (Tekeste, 1990). According to him [Tekeste], the idea for the school was certainly

inspired by the mission schools that appeared after the middle of the 19th century. Attempts in
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education reforms have been made in the past most of the emphasis of which have been teacher

quality, supply and access to education.

The first attempt in education reform, which was borne out of the dissatisfaction with the

existing educational system, is known as the Education Sector Review, attempted in 1974 with

the then objectives (Seyoum, 1996) which ranged from basic education (1-4) to all, to the

development of scientific outlook, to equality of access to education, to the creation of an

integrated society and to narrowing down the generations gap. The reform was mainly initiated

because of the limited primary education access (only 12% primary school age by then), far from

meeting the target of universal primary education set out by the conference on African Education

(Tekeste, 1990). This was not acceptable for a country which defended its sovereignty from

colonial powers; resulting in review of the education sector. However, the Education Sector

Review was not clear enough in the direction of principal qualification and recruitment. The

school leaders by then were expatriates and consequently, there was an attempt by the Ethiopians

to claim the position. It appears that the review came at a time when the country was ripe for a

revolution which was rather one of the reasons for the down fall of the Imperial government as it

entailed opposition from teachers and their organization as well as the wider community. In fact

since the review was kept confidential, even from the then parliament, the leaders of the then

Ethiopian Teachers Association sarcastically called it "Secret Review" (Ayalew, 2000, p.39).

The second education reform was known as the Evaluative Research of the General

Education System in Ethiopia (ERGESE). It came out due to the fact that by the 1980’s , the

education system was in deep crisis had become quite evident (Seyoum, 1996). A total of 60

Ethiopian individuals were involved in four task forces namely: Curriculum Development and

Teaching-Learning Process, Educational Administration, Structure and planning, Educational
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logistics, Supportive Services and Manpower Training, and Educational Research and Evaluation

(Seyoum, 1996). The ERGESE study seems better placed in mentioning ‘Educational

Administration’ as compared to the former Education Sector Review document.

Although completed by 1986, the ERGESE study was quietly shelved as the then

government has already launched its Ten Year National Perspective Plan (1984 – 1994) by 1984

(Seyoum, 1996). The government has lost its leadership position and removed from its state

power in May 1991.

Immediately after the establishment of the Transitional Government, the 1994 Education

and Training Policy was in the making to address four issues: Quality, Relevance, Accessibility

and Equity (MoE, 1996) and by April 1994 it became official. The document was available to

interested individuals as opposed to the two previous reform documents which were inaccessible

(Tekeste, 1990; Seyoum, 1996).

Although literature in school leadership training in Ethiopia is generally scarce, the fast

growing number of schools necessitated the formal training of school principals in the faculty of

Education at Addis Ababa University in the 1960s (Abebayehu, 2002). During that time,

applicants were selected for the training based on their administrative experience and

performance. The high rate of school expansion in the mid-seventies requested to increase the

number of trained principals which went beyond the capacity of the university providing the

training opportunity (Abebayehu, 2002). Consequently, Ministry of Education had discontinued

part of the university program and replaced it with a six-week short-term training. However, the

training of school principals remained to be the responsibility of Addis Ababa University up to

1994 during which Bachelor’s degree for secondary schools and Diploma for junior secondary

used to be offered in school administration. After 1994, the Ministry has started short-term
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training for the-would be principals being selected from teachers. This was the time when the

idea of ‘democratic leadership’ concept mentioned in article 3.8.4 of the policy was wrongly

translated and consequently teacher colleagues were empowered to elect their principals with

majority voting from among themselves which was practiced until 1999 (MoE, 1999) leading to

deprofessionalization of the profession.

The Education and Training Policy in its article 3.8.3 provides that “Educational

management will be democratic, professional, coordinated, efficient, and effective” (TGE, 1994 ,

p.30). This provision of the policy reveals that school principals need to be ‘professional’ in

leadership, planning and managing resources-human, finances and instructional time as well as

customer related issues requiring communication skills. Therefore, secondary school principals

need to be well prepared and trained with those leadership and management skills for them to

effectively perform their activities. Despite the critical role that principals play in shaping school

effectiveness, insufficient attention has been paid to providing ongoing, meaningful professional

growth opportunities for principals to advance student learning (Kelly and Shaw, 2009).

Preparation programs must include relevant topics that impact on students and teachers to

support high quality instruction. For this purpose, there was a long-standing advocacy for

principals to have skills for instructional leadership (Elmore, 2000; Hallinger, 2005). This

suggests that leadership development in education should centrally focus on building skills for

instruction, learning, assessment, and student motivation, in addition to the general skills needed

for organizational management and community engagement (Bellamy et al., 2014).

Basically in Ethiopia Addis Ababa university, which is the oldest university in the

country, has opened the department of Educational Administration in 1978which was changed to
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Educational planning and Management in 2000 due to the argument by Ministry of Education

that the training package is not as relevant as wanted to the demands of the education sector.

These educational leadership preparation university based programs-both graduate and

undergraduate-that prepare aspiring leaders in the education system targeted educational

leadership positions at various levels of the education ladders including schools and not actually

focused on school principalship positions. School leadership preparation programs are, therefore,

only a recent phenomenon the program of which was developed under the direct supervision of

Ministry of Education as a consequence of which was that ownership of this program by the

universities is arguable. This program developed by Ministry of Education is termed

‘Postgraduate Diploma in School Leadership’ which requires candidates to have taught for at

least five years in teaching for admission (MoE, 2013a). This program, known as PGDSL, is a

school leadership framework designed based on the national standards developed for school

principals which was further changed to master in school leadership for secondary schools (MoE,

2014)while the PGDSL program remained to be provided for primary school principals.

The National Principals’ Standards identify five standards/competences which is

supposed to serve as a basis in preparation, certification and professional development

(MoE, 2013b). The standards are organized under three domains-school vision and community

leadership, instructional leadership, and administrative leadership. Each domain incorporates

competences or set of skills, knowledge and dispositions required of the principal.

The standard offers the principals the opportunity for career development, comprising four

levels-beginner principal, proficient-I principal, proficient-II principal and lead principal, based

on the attainment of the competence during their principalship. However, the career ladder of

principals has increased to six levels (ት/ሚ/ር፡ 2008) calling for revision of the standard.
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Table 1

Domains and competencies of school principals

Domain No Domains Competences

I School vision and community

leadership

1. Lead and facilitate vision of learning

2. Develop and manage school community

Relations

II Instructional leadership 3. Lead and manage learning and teachings

4. Lead and develop individuals and team

III Administrative leadership 5. Lead and manage school operations and

resources

Source- National Professional Standard for school principals, Ministry of Education, 2013b, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia

(P.13).

It can be understood from Table 1 that the standard attempts to put the role of the school

principals to provide quality leadership for better student learning. In fact, the standard is meant

to assist the country’s agenda to improve the quality of education (MoE, 2013b). Therefore,

preparation programs are expected to be developed in accordance with these standards (MoE,

2013a).

As there is a general move in the field of school leadership to base professional standards

in principal preparation program internationally, the attempt to set principal professional

standard in Ethiopia seem to be timely and appreciated but care has to be taken in retaining

professionalization of the field.

International experience reveal that, commonly in the United States, there is a specialized

body established to oversee (accredit) the match between courses offered in the preparation
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programs and school leadership situations to enable the principals provide contemporary

leadership targeting student learning outcomes and increasing accountability (Murphy, 2003;

Donald et al., 2009; WF, 2013; OSU, 2016). Actually, according to Young  and Petersen (2002),

the National Commission for the Advancement  of Educational Leadership preparation

(NCAELP) in the United States asserts that school principal preparation be a shared responsibly

of university and school districts.

As a whole, pre-service principal preparation prior to occupyingprincipalship position

accompanied by on the job training helps the principals provide informed leadership. In this

regard, the writer of this research wishes to quote the massages of the Australian Institute for

Teaching and School Leadership. It reads:

While the range of skills required to be a principal today is great, there is a general

accord with the profession regarding the priorities and focus areas for principal

preparation, with a strong emphasis on instructional leadership, higher order skills and

interpersonal competencies followed by an intensive focus on managerial skills just

prior to taking up the role(AITSL, 2015,p.21).

Therefore, in the 21st century, every principal should feel supported to undertake the complex

and highly responsible role. Aspiring principals must receive targeted leadership training over

time, matched to their needs and career stage, continuing after take-up of the principal role

/position-continuous professional development.

2.8 Job Description of Secondary School Principals in Ethiopia

Job description is a written statement that outlines the duties and responsibilities expected of a

job incumbent (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 1991). It identifies the behavioral requirements for

effective performance of a particular type of job (Yukl, 2010). In the case of school principals,
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these behavioral requirements are defined in terms of important responsibilities and duties that

must be carried out when they [principals] hold principalship position. As clearly stipulated in

the education policy (TGE, 1994), educational system has changed from the previously

centralized one to the decentralized system of governance.

Table 2

Duties and Responsibilities of Secondary School Principals

Areas of

Responsibility Principals

Lead and

Facilitate Vision

of Learning

 Facilitate the articulation and realization of a shared vision of continuous

school improvement

 Lead the process of setting, monitoring and achieving specific and

challenging goals

 Lead the change process for continuous improvement

 Anticipate, monitor and respond to educational developments that affect

school issues and environment

Develop and

Manage School-

Community

Relations

 Connect the school with the community

 Involve parents and community members in improving student learning

 Use community resources to improve student learning

 Establish expectations for the use of culturally-responsive practices that

acknowledge and value diversity
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Lead and

Manage

Learning and

Teaching

 Ensure that the instructional content that is taught is aligned with rational

academic content standard

 Ensure instructional practices are effective and meet the needs of all students

 Advocate for high levels of learning of all students

 Understand, promote and share relevant research

 Understand, encourage and facilitate the effective use of data by staff

 Monitor and evaluate the quality of teaching and learning programs

Lead and

Develop

Individuals and

Team

 Identify and prioritize professional development needs

 Develop individuals and teams

 Monitor and evaluate workplace learning

 Develop networks to support individuals and teams

 Support staff in planning and implementing research-based professional

development

Lead and

Manage School

Operations and

Resources

 Establish and maintain a safe school environment

 Create a nurturing learning environment

 Mobilize, allocate and utilizes resources

 Institute procedures and practices to support staff and students

 Understand, uphold and model professional ethics, policies

 Promote the values and challenges of the diverse school community

 Report to the community and stakeholders on use and management of

resources

Source: Extracted from National Professional Standard for School Principals, the Ministry of Education of the

Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia 2013; Addis Ababa, Ethiopia (PP. 13-15).
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The decentralized system has shifted some responsibilities of Ministry of Education to Regional

Education Bureaus, the structure next to the Ministry (MoE, 2000). This has empowered the

regions to come up with some additional roles and responsibilities specific to the regions and/or

local education offices which puts work overload upon the principals. However some studies

reveal that principals are busy with duties other than their assigned responsibilities (Matebe,

2015). This erodes confidence of the principals and highly affects leadership roles they are

supposed to play. Hence, principal training so as to empower them to stick to their duties and

responsibilities officially assigned to them is one of the topics of this study.
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Chapter Three

Research Design and Methodology

The purpose of this study is to explore the link between school leadership preparation programs

and work demands of school principals as well as how principals are removed in secondary

schools of Ethiopia and to identify challenges associated with these issues in the country. In

doing so, research questions on how university level leadership preparation programs mirror the

work demands of secondary schools, the extent to which principals influence the school

environments for quality learning outcomes, how effectively the principals carry out the

responsibilities that their position requires, and what succession strategies are being used to

match principal profile with school needswere posed. Attempts were then made to seek answers

and make conclusions and alsopropose workable recommendations. Hence, thischapter presents

the design and method of the study, the data source, research setting, sampling population and

sampling technique, data gathering instruments, method of data analysis,and procedure of the

study and finally ethical consideration of the study.

3.1 Design and Method

To make the purpose of this study successful, the philosophical assumption that guides this study

in knowledge creation is pragmatism. This is because this worldview uses multiple methods of

data collection to best answer the research questions as it does not see the world as absolute unity

(Creswell, 2007). Consequently, mixed method research design was employed.While the

qualitative component focused on interview, survey is utilized for quantitative component.

A mixed method research design helps to build on the synergy and strength that exists

between qualitative and quantitative methods (Gay et al., 2007) which means that combinationof

both helps the use of the most valuable features of both methods (Cohen et al., 2000). The
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method provides data on the practices of school principals and how they provide informed

leadership to the teachers in the respective schools. This study can best be described as

predominantly qualitative augmented by quantitative methodology, i.e., QUAL-quan model (Gay

et al., 2009).The model fits to this study sincethe phenomena explained were the inherent

challenges associated with principal training in Ethiopia. The other characteristic of the study

was descriptive survey, which provides a rich description of the phenomenon understudy. In this

case, a thorough description of principal preparation in the country was provided.

3.2 Data Source

The data sources for this study were both primary and secondary. The primary sources were from

the research informants: the relevant personnel in theMinistry of Education (MoE) and woreda

education officers,department heads of the universities training the principals,middle level

managers and the teachers who receive leadership from those principals.

Relevant person fromMoE was included for the Ministry is responsible in guiding

training of principals. Theworeda education officerswere selected since they arethe closest to

schools in the hierarchies of the education system. The woreda officers are the immediate

education officers to whom the principals are accountable to and are supposed to be responsible

in providing objective information in assigning the principals to and remove them from their

positions. As the woreda education officers arecloser to the principals, they are expected to

monitor principals’ performance in providing school leadership.

Department heads of the training institutionswere included for they are directly involved

inequipping principals with the necessary leadership knowledge and skills required to meet the

work demands in the schools.
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School principals were selected because the preparation programs were meant to train

them with the leadership skills and knowledge to lead schools. Department heads and unit

leaders in the schools were selected since they are members of the management teamclosely

working with the principals and consequently are well aware of the leadership capacity of the

principals. Teachers who receive leadership from the principals were included in the respondents

because of their close work relationship that would enable them provide information on issues

regarding the principals’ leadership skills and their leadership effectiveness in teaching and

learning in the work place.

Sources of secondary data considered for this study were various relevant documents.

Documents are often considered as secondary sources since they are said to be useful resources

for confirming insights gained through interviews (Shaked, 2014). Bogdan and Biklen (2007)

classify existing documents on educational research into three basic categories as personal

documents created by individuals, official documents produced by institutions and

popularculture documents including books. This study focused on official documents which are

public documents. Hence, such data source in part were secured from the archival documents

such as Education and Training Policy (MoE, 1994), documents like Education Sector

Development programs, the National Professional Standard for secondary school

principals(MoE, 2013) and the curriculum of leadership preparation programs/universities (MoE,

2013; MoE, 2014; BDU, 2008) since they provide base line information which is useful to

understand whether the courses that school leaders take helped them cultivate their leadership

capacity. The other archival document was principals’ job description provided by the Ministry

of Education (ት/ሚ/ር: 1994). Further, minutes at school level were checked to see the

principal’s decision-making process.
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3.3 Research Setting

As stated earlier, the research was conducted in Oromia, Amhara, Afar and Benishangul-Gumuz

regions and Addis Ababa City Administration. The following figure depicts the geographical

distribution of the research areas.

Figure 3.Geographical Research Area

Accordingly, the specific setting for this study includedeleven secondary schools in

Ethiopia found in the regional major cities of Oromia (Adama), Amhara(Bahir

Dar),Afar(Semera) and Benishangul-Gumuz(Asossa)as well as in Addis Ababa City

government(Addis ketema sub-city). Owing to the varying number of schools in these cities, four

schools from Oromia,three fromAmhara, two from Addis Ababa, and one each from Afar and

Benishangul-Gimuz regions were included.Details of the schools are shown in Table 3:

Sample

Regions

(Intervention

areas)
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Table 3

Information about sampled schools

N

o

.

Region City/sub

-city

Name of the

school

Year of

establishm

ent (E.C)

Number

of

teachers

Respond

ent

teachers

Number

of

students

1 Oromia Adama Adama No. 3 2007 21 9 603

Goro Secondary 1988 118 51 3046

Dembela

secondary

2000 54 23 1500

Bole secondary

school (9-12)

2008 22 10 425

2 Amhara Bahirdar Fasilo sec. and

preparatory (9-12)

1993 100 43 1879

Tana Hayik sec.

and preparatory

(9-12)

1957 120 52 3501

Ghion sec. and

preparatory (9-12)

1986 129 56 2852

3 Afar Semera Semera sec. 1998 16 7 467

4 Benishang

ul-Gumuz

Asosa Asosa sec. 1972 123 53 3305

5 Addis

Ababa

Addis

Ketema

Sub-

City

Efoyta secondary 2007 74 32 1166

Yekatit 23 sec. 2000 147 64 2425
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3.4 Sample Population and Sampling Technique

There are 57 public secondary schools (9-12) in the major cities of the nine regions, Dire Dawa

and one of the sub-cities considered as a sample in Addis Ababa (MoE, 2015b) and of these, 11

schools (19.3%) were taken as sample schools.

A combination of cluster-sampling, purposive sampling,availability sampling, stratified

sampling and simple random sampling techniques were applied to select the sample regions,

schools and the respondents.

First of all, the regions were selected using cluster sampling technique. Accordingly, the

regions were classified based on their size, urban setting and location where by Oromia and

Amhara (out of the four regions-Oromia, Amhara, SNNPR and Tigray) regions were selected

considering them as regions with bigger sizes.Afar and Benishangul-Gumuz regions (out of the

four regions- Somali, Afar, Gambela and Benishangul-Gumuz) were selected from the emerging

regions considering them as peripherals. While Afar region is located in the east, Benshangul-

Gumuz is located in the west and they were selected due to geographical location. Addis Ababa

was selected as it is urban center from the two city administration (Addis Ababa and DireDawa)

and Harari region. Therefore seven schools from the two bigger regions (Oromia and Amhara),

two schools from Addis Ababa (since the sub-city is the biggest market place in Ethiopia where

principals may face more challenges than in other sub-cities) and one school each from Afar and

Benishangul-Gumuz regions were selected to investigate whether the training principals have

received helped them lead theschools of the time.

The schools were selected randomly from the two bigger regions and from Addis Ababa

since the numbers of schools available in thoseareas exceed the number of schools required to be

included in the study. One school each from the capitals of Afar and Benishangul-Gumuzregions
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were selected using availability sampling since they are the only available secondary schools

receiving students who completed primary schools.

The schools in the major cities of the regionswere selected due to two reasons. Firstly,

because of their proximity to the regional education bureaus, the school leaders have the

opportunity ofquickly adapting to the changing situations due to new developments introduced

by the bureaus and the Ministry. Secondly, accessibility to the schools in terms of logistics was

the other reason for their selection.

The principals included in the study were those whoreceived leadership or education

management/universitytraining since one of the objectives of the researchwas to see whether the

training theyreceived matches with their work demands in schools. Unit leaders and department

heads from natural science, social science and languages were selected purposely from each

school considering them as middle level managers (Gurr & Drysdale, 2011). Responsible

personnelin the Ministry of Education and woreda education offices in the regional major

citieswerealso selected using purposive sampling.As the study is mainly about the link between

preparation and practice, three (37.5%) out of the eight principal training (Addis Ababa, Bahir

Dar and Hawasa) universities(intervieweeE6,20 April 2017) were selected based on year of

establishment of the universities. Hence, sixcategories of respondents namely, relevant

individuals from the Ministry of Education,woredaeducation officers,department heads of the

training institutions,middle level managers,principals and teachers were selected.

Experts from the Ministry of Education and woreda education offices, principals and

middle levelmanagers were selected purposively because this technique helps researchers’ hand-

pick the cases to be included in the sample on the basis of their judgment of the respondents'

typicality (Cohen et al., 2000). Middle level managers (unit leaders and department heads)
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wereselected since they are members of the school who are both subordinate to the executive

(principals) and at the same timesupervisors of line employees (Gurr & Drysdale, 2011). That

makes them important sources of information with regard to the effectiveness of principals.

The schools in the two bigger regionalmajor cities and Addis Ababa, and respondent

teachers from the respective schools were selected using simple random sampling technique

since it gives equal chance of being selected from the sample population or sampling frame

(Cohen et al., 2000). However, before simple random sampling was applied to select the

respondent teachers, they were stratified based on the stream of their discipline (languages,

social science and natural science) so as to ensure proportionality of participantsin the

groups(Gay et al., 2007). Accordingly, a total of 400 teachers and middle level managers were

included as respondents considered proportional to the number of teachers available in the

sample schools.

3.5 Data Gathering Instruments

The data gathering instruments for this study were structured interviews and questionnaires.

The interview guide questions were developed based on the SLPPS school leadership instrument

questionnaire (Pounder, 2012) to collect information on school leaders’ career outcomes and

school context.

Interview was used as a main means of gathering information that has a direct bearing on

the research objectives (Cohen et al., 2000). The interview guide questions were intended to

assess the extent to which principal’s behavior reflect the principles taught in principal

preparation programs and how these behaviors may shape the teaching and learning conditions in

the school.
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A relevant person from MoE was interviewed since MoE closely coaches and even

guidesthepreparation of curriculumframework for the-would be principals. In addition,

department heads of the training institutions were interviewed in order to assess the extent to

which the training principals received relates to work place activities. Furthermore, relevant

education officers were interviewed to find out their views in relation to the effectiveness of the

principals’ leadership as well as the criteria they use of assigning and removing principalsfrom

positions.

Questionnaires were used to gather data from teachers and middle level managers since

they help to collect data from many respondents on variables such as behaviors, experiences or

characteristics (Neuman, 2007; Gay et al., 2007). To collect data from middle level managers

and teachers, theinstrument developed (UCEA, 2011) termed as School Leadership Preparation

Practice Survey (SLPPS) was adapted and pilot-tested in order to improve its validity in the

Ethiopia context. These questionnaires were utilized since using questionnaires from one context

to another is a recommended practice as it enables knowledge to be accumulated and

comparisons to be made (Corbetta, 2003). The SLPPS series includes a preparation program

feature survey to be completed by department chairpersons of the leadershippreparing

institutions, school leader survey to be completed by practicing principals and survey of teachers

working under supervision of school leaders (Pounder, 2012). Pounder (2012) forwards that the

SLPPS Teacher Survey is designed to collect data from teachers in practicing principals’ schools

on leadership effectiveness and influence over teaching and learning conditions in schools.

Worth mentioning about the SLPPS Teacher Survey is that it is new to be applied to

university preparation evaluation system in Ethiopia so long as the knowledge ofwriter of this

research is concerned. The instrument helps to collect data from teachers rather than relying on
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self-report data by school principals. The general purpose of the questionnaires were then

clarified, and specified to the aim (Cohen et al., 2000). Hence, the respondents were asked to

assess how effective the principals were in facilitating a supportive learning environment,

sustaining instructional leadership, shaping effective management practices, and promoting

healthy family and community relations.

The data collected through these instruments provide information on individual

preparation programs so as to assess the leadership effectiveness and its impact on school

conditions by practicing principals. In other words, how relevant the programs are to prepare the

principals for expected activities of effectively leading schools were fixed. These

wereaccompanied by document review and thematic analysis.

3.6 Method of Data Analysis

Document analyses were concluded based on the national Professional Standards and

responsibilities of the principals (MoE, 2013b) against the preparation programs in universities.

To do the analysis,the Education and Training Policy (MoE, 1994), National Professional

Standard for school principals (MoE, 2013b), National Curriculum framework for the

Postgraduate Diploma in School Leadership developed by Federal Ministry of Education (MoE,

2013a), curriculum framework for Master’s degree in school leadership (MoE, 2014) and

curriculum for Educational Planning and Management for undergraduate degree (BahirDar

University, 2008)were consulted.

Since this study utilized the QUAL-quan model which is also known as the exploratory

mixed method, qualitative data collected were more heavily weighted than the quantitative data

(Gay et al., 2007). Hence the qualitative data collected were analyzed thematically. In analyzing

qualitative data, grounded theory was used as a grade deal of analysis done was based on data
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collected in field (Bogdan and Biklen, 2007).Grounded theory is a qualitative design which

involves a process of taking information from data collection and comparing it to emerging

categories (Creswell, 2007). Data triangulation by document analysiswas made to crosscheck the

data collected throughinterviews and questionnaire.

The data collected through questionnaire from teachers and middle level managerswere analyzed

statistically. The perceptions of teachers and middle level managers on the effectiveness of the

school leaders were analyzed using statistical analysis based on located themes that must be

known by school principals. While perceptions of teachers and middle level managers were

considered as dependent on leadership effectiveness (reported as composite scores), principal

preparation was considered as independent variable which affects principal leadership

effectiveness. In this case principals’ leadership effectiveness could predict the extent to which

university leadership preparation was linked to work demands of school leaders.

Hence, quantitative data so collected were processed usingthe Statistical Package for

Social Science version 20 which can run all basic descriptive and inferential statistics (Newton

and Rudestam, 1999). Notably, univariate comparison of a single dependent measure using SPSS

was made (Meyers et al., 2006). In addition, statistical analysis software system (SAS) version

9.3 was used which involved a procedure for running frequencies of the individual variables and

attributes which also provides an opportunity to focus on the skills and knowledge the principals’

lack to effectively lead schools. Moreover, univariate procedure of ANOVA model was used to

calculate composite scores of the thematic areas for analysis of variance on the dependent

variable. Here in each ANOVA model, the main effects of the following six factors-respondent

types, region, sex, age, years of experienceand education were entered into the model.
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How the mixed design works in analyzing the data with respect to the questions posed in

obtaining responses to them is annexed.

In this study, the frequency words were presented with numbers as follows: 1= Never, 2=

rarely, 3= sometimes, 4= usually and 5= almost always

The data collected accordingly were analyzed using the statistical packages SPSS version

20 and SAS version 9.3. Multi-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) models were fitted to study

the effect of multiple factors on the dependent variables associated with six sub-themes

presented in Chapter 4. In order to give meanings to the analyzed data, the nominal data, i.e.,

opinion of the two groups of respondents-teachers and middle level managers-extending from

almost never to almost always is valued as:

 Never = < 1.49

 Rarely= 1.50 – 2.49

 Sometimes= 2.50 – 3.49

 Usually= 3.50 – 4.49

 Almost always = > 4.50.

The reliability scale for all the variables is very high as Cronbach’s alpha is equal to 0.97

(>0.70). This means that the data collected were reliable. All statistical tests of hypotheses

were performed at the 5% level of significance.

3.7 Procedure

First of all, identification of the topic and synopsis presentation was made. Having collected

comments from the examiners and fellow students, preparation of proposal was made and

submitted to the internal and external supervisors. Then the proposal was presented to external
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and internal examiners in front of the staff of EdPM and fellow students. Thenfurther comments

to improve the study were collected. After having identified the sample schools selected from the

regions, data collection tools were developed and pilot test of the standardized questions were

made to adapt to the Ethiopian context and to increase validity. Then relevant officials in the

Ministry of Education and Education Offices at the local levelswhere the respective schools were

located, three educational leadership training universities (Addis Ababa, Hawasa and BahirDar)

and secondary school principals in the respective schools were consulted to secure relevant

documents and facilitate gaining access. Then after consultation,the purpose of the study was

introduced to the respondents. Their willingness to participate in the research was secured. This

was followed by collection of the data usingstructured interviews and questionnaires. While

relevant data collection from all the four categories of interviewees was successfully made,

92.5% of the distributed questionnaires out of 400 were collected.

3.8 Ethical consideration

Consistent with ethical guide lines (Patten, 2005; Neuman, 2007; Creswell, 2007;Wiersma &

Jurs, 2009) all participants in the research received verbal or/ and written information about the

study that participation wouldbe voluntary. This was to secure their consent (Cohen et al., 2000;

Patten, 2005) prior to data collection. The participants werefurther told that data collected from

them would be dealt with confidentially. In fact, the interviewees and schools were registered

using codes not to disclose the individuals who participated in the study. Accordingly, principals

were represented by letter ‘P’, education office personnel at Ministerial and woreda levels were

represented by letter ‘E’ and university department heads were represented by letter ‘U’.

Besides, participants were assured that the data collected in the study will be used only for the

purpose they were collected for.
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Chapter 4

Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation

The first part of this chapter presents data of the respondents who were involved in the research,

i.e., back ground information of the respondents such as, age, educational background and work

experience. The respondents included interviewees from four categories and participants

fromtwo categories who filled ina questionnaire. In additionfindings,analysis and interpretation

of the study based on the basic questions and the data collected are presented in relation to

similar researches done by scholars.

4.1 Characteristics of Respondents

Individual level data were gathered from six categories of respondents: interviewees that

included school principals,woreda education offices in the sample areas, department heads of

three universities preparing secondary school principals, and a relevant person from the Ministry

of Education and two other groups of respondents-middle level managers and teachers-who filled

in the questionnaires. Background information regarding these respondents is presented in the

following table:
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Table 4

Personal data of the interviewees

N
o.

Category Partici
pant

Age Marita
l status

S
e
x

Qualifi
cation
at
present

Field of study Work experience
Now Former Pres

ent
Other
school

Oth
er
sect
or

1 Principals P1 40 Ma M MA EdL Biol. 3 15
P2 41 Ma M BSc MScL Maths 3 15
P3 38 Ma M BSc MScL Biol. 5 12
P4 27 Ma M MA EdPM Biol. 1 - 1
P5 32 Ma F MA EdPM 2 5
P6 48 Ma M BSc MScL Maths 4 21
P7 33 S M BA MScL History&

PGDSL
3 7

P8 35 Ma M BEd MScL Chem. 3 12
P9 38 Ma M MA EdL Chem. 6 3
P10 35 S M BSc&

BA
MScL Maths &

EdPM
2 6

P11 32 Ma M BSc MScL Biol. 11 -
2 woredaEd

ucation
officers

E1 40 Ma M BA Amhar
ic

Amharic 4 11

E2 43 Ma M BA EdPM Maths 5 19
E3 46 Ma F MA EdPM English 8 - 5
E4 31 S M BA EdPM Geog. 3 10
E5 38 Ma F BA EdPM TTI 4 13 1 ½

3 MoE E6 41 Ma M MA EdL Biology 5 12
4 University

Departme
nt heads

U1 28 S M MA EdPM EdPM 1 4
U2 42 S M PhD EdPL EdAD 1 17
U3 32 Ma M MA EdPM Pedag. 1 5

Key:- Ma= Married: S= Single, M= Male; F= Female.

EdPM= EducationalPlanning and Management, EdL= Educational Leadership;

MScL= Master in School Leadership,
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Remark: P4= health officer; P7served for seven years as principal in primary school and has

just began studying for MScL

E1: former principal at primary school for four years

E3: was gender officer; servedin Trade, Industry and Transport office at woreda level

E4: holds two first degrees-one in EdPM and the other in Geography

E5: Served as human resource plan expert in the former woreda capacity building office

U2: has served for twoyears as primary school principal and 15 years as instructorin

university

As can be observed from Table 4, three categories of principals in terms of educational

qualification-EdPM, EdL and MScL are leading the schools in the sample areas. Table 4also

shows that eight principals out of eleven (72.2%) had natural sciences backgrounds and only

three of them (27.8%) have served for five years and above. Considering the total service of the

principals, all of them have served for five years and above which is minimum service in the

profession required to qualify as a principal (ት/ሚ/ር፡2008) except one who has served only for

one year in the education sector. Being a principal with only one year service may bring about

difficulty in providing effective leadershipand proper guidance to the experienced teachers.

It can be observed that not only is the age of one of the education office experts is the

lowest than almost all of the ages of the principals but also his level of educational qualification

which is Bachelor of Arts may put difficulty up on him in providing supportive supervision to

the principals,all of whom hold second degrees. By the same token, principals may notseriously

listen to their leaders with lower qualificationbut supposed to provide supervisory support. It can

also be observed from Table4that only one of the interviewees in woreda education offices was

fit for the position-while four of the five hold a degree in EdPM, only one of them hold second
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degree-a requirement to become a principal. The observation that most of the relevant persons

holding EdPM degrees at woreda education offices may reveal the importance of training

education personnel in the future in the field to avail qualified persons in the education

hierarchies.

As university is no exception in terms of service years on the job, experience in the

profession of two of the university department heads leading the principal preparation program is

six and below.

Furthermore, with regard to gender, only one female out of 11 (9.1%) is a principal which

is comparable to the national report indicating the proportion of female school principals and

deputy principals to be only 10.3% (MoE, 2017a). Only three out of the twenty (15%) relevant

leadership positions are occupied by women revealing that the share of women in leading

educational institutions remain to be low. It can also be noted that the women serving in the

education offices have served earlier in offices other than the education sector, which shows that

there is practice of assigning individuals to educational leadership positions/offices including

principals without proper professional background.

Table 5

Personal data ofrespondents who filled in questionnaireby region and category

N
o.

Category Region Sex Years of experience Level of
education

M F A B C D E F G BA/
BSc

MA
/MS
c

O
th
er

1 Responde
nts by
region

Oromia 103 23 38 18 16 4 4 12 34 116 5 5
Amhara 80 37 1 5 10 13 22 26 40 82 33 2
Addis
Ababa

67 6 24 35 6 3 1 4 1 68 2 3

Benishan
gul-
Gumuz

32 6 2 5 12 7 6 0 6 32 5 1
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Afar 15 1 3 6 3 0 2 2 0 11 4 1
2 Middle level

managers
138 29 39 25 22 8 8 20 45 145 18 4

3 Teachers 159 44 28 44 25 19 27 25 35 164 31 8
Note: Years of experience, A=1-5; B=6-10; C=11-15; D=16-20; E=21-25; F=26-30; G=31 &

above.

It can be observed from Table 5that the number of second degree holders in Amhara

region is more than those in the other regions. As the questionnaire was distributed to those

teaching in grades 9-10, students who had the chance to learn from those teachers are benefited.

Such an opportunity was mainly because the preparatory schools (11-12) in the region were not

separated from grades 9-10.

It can also be observed that 66(56.4%) of the respondents in Amhara and 46(36.5%) in

Oromia have served for 26 years and above while there is no teacher who has served for 31 years

and above in Afar. When experiences of the respondents in total is considered, 234 (63.2%) have

served for 11 years and above in the education sector and are, therefore, mature enough to

evaluate effectiveness of the principals. Table 5 depicts that only 73(19.7%) of the 370

respondents were females indicating again the low participation of women in the education

system. Personal data from the interviewees and quantitative data of the respondents both reveal

that women participation in leadership and in the teaching force is low which shows persistent

challenge of the education system of the country.

4.2 Findings, Analyses and Interpretations

This section presents the data collected from respondents and the findings in the form of

emerging themes followed by analysis and interpretation. Key findings are presented in

quotations obtained from the interviews in the form of qualitative data. These quotations are

from the participants-principals, relevant education office personnel, relevant person from the



84

Ministry of Education and department heads of the principal preparing universities-who

participated in the interview guide questions forwarded to them with regard to principal

preparation for secondary schools of Ethiopia.

In this section, the quantitative data obtained from the middle level managers and

teachers through questionnaires were included to mainly accompany some of the qualitative data

obtained through interviews and policy documents such as principal preparation frameworks

(standards), Education and Training Policy, and other relevant archival documents.

Readers should note that some responses obtained from the interviewees may differ from

the original question because of probes used to gain additional insights. Such responses are quite

helpful to have the whole picture of principal preparation, deployment, governance issues and

hence enrich the research findings.

In the data analysis, while basic questions one and four required qualitative data to

answer them, basic question three needed quantitative data. Basic question two serves both

qualitative and quantitative purposes. In fact, majority of the basic and subsumed research

questions address qualitative aspects of the study. The data analysis followed an iterative process

that included moving back and forth between quantitative and qualitative data reflecting on both

common themes and unique features of each case. Analyses were also made in relation to the

context in order to examine possible impacts of policy and other futures of principal preparation

environment.

At this point in time it is reasonable to define the expressions frequently used to convey

percentages of respondents or views collected through interviews on each of the question. These

terms are ones such as overwhelming majority, most, majority, some and few. Therefore, where

such words are used for the purpose of this study, they mean the following:
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Overwhelming majority indicates at least 85%,

Most is to mean at least 75%,

Majority represents more than 50%,

Some stands for more than 25%, and

Fewrepresent less than 25%.

In this chapter, the researcher attempted to analyze the data and interpret the findings

whilst relating them to similar studies. By doing so reflection was made on the themes identified

and related to further discussions that may provide a new perspective in school leadership

preparation in Ethiopia.

Out of the items adopted from the school leadership and practice survey, six sub-themes

that must be known by the school leaders were located for the purpose of quantitative data

presentation, analysis and interpretation. These sub-themes are:

 Instructional leadership (IL)

 Teacher collaboration (TC)

 Teaching and learning conditions (TLC)

 Management (M)

 Supportive learning environment (SLE) and

 Family and community relations (FCR)

In the questionnaire, teachers and middle level managers were asked to rate the extent to

which principals implemented a list of activities (attributes).Accordingly, the data collected and

analyzed located as six sub-themes were presented in tabular form. Also based on deviated

responses of the two groups (teachers and middle level managers) statistical analysis software

was used to interpret individual variables and attributes for specific considerations. In other
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words, those specific considerations were selected based on some knowledge and skills required

from or effectiveness of the principals that are needed to run teaching and learning process

effectively to bring about quality learning out comes. However, this does not mean that each one

of the individual attributes indicated under each of the six sub-themes located to be known by the

principals are not important. Only that some specific attributes were considered for specific

interpretation of this research study.

Six composite scores were then created which were obtained from the sum of items in

each category divided by the maximum possible value expressed in percentage. This is for ease

of comparisons and to satisfy the normality assumption in ANOVA model. The full model

containing the main effects of all the factors/covariates was analyzed using the General Linear

Model procedure (PROC GLM in SAS software).Multi-factor ANOVA models were fitted to

assess the effects of multiple factors against the various dependent variables, namely, the

composite scores. Those factors were respondent type, region, sex, age, years of experience, and

education. Position was one of the factors included in personal data of the respondents but it was

excluded by data cleaning procedure since only nearly half of the observations would be used in

the General Linear Model. Meaning that including POSITION in the ANOVA analysis would

result in discarding the information from more than half of the respondents.

When the main effects were assessed, region effect was observed to be significant and

consequently a follow-up (factor level analysis) analysis was performed to find out the different

pairs of regions with significant difference. Multiple comparisons for all pair-wise comparisons

were made and the adjusted P-values were presented in the tables. In this study, comparison

across regions was made due to the fact that principals were being trained with the same
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curriculum framework in all the training institutions. In addition, the principals were supposed to

make use of the national professional standard.

As a guiding principle, there are five areas of responsibilities to be handled by principals

indicated in the National Professional Standard for school principals (MoE, 2013). These are:

- Leading and facilitating vision of learning

- Developing and managing school community relations

- Leading and managing learning and teaching

- Leading and developing individual and team and

- Leading and managing school operations and resources.

Hence principal preparation programs are required to focus on these five areas since they are

related to the responsibilities expected of principals. With the above guiding principles in mind,

the findings of the study were analyzed and interpreted in relation to the basic questions of the

research and similar research findings in the literature reviews.

To report the qualitative data findings, four main thematic areas were identified based on

the basic questions and responses of the respondents. The themes were put as heading with their

data and findings,analysis and interpretation presentedunder each theme as follows:

4.2.1 Leadership preparation program mirroring school principals' work

demands

This thematic area is identified based on the first basic question which mainly draws assessments

of university preparation programs of the secondary school principals in their [principals]

preparation as it relates to their work demands in the work place or at school level. The

subsumed questions also assess, in some way or another, perceptions of the interviewees in terms

of the program design/changes, preparation program and implementation.
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Now, this thematic area directly relates to the title of the dissertation. To begin with,

school improvement program followed by other issues werespecifically considered to see

whether university preparation programs relate to work place demands of school principals.

Accordingly, respondents were interviewed to collect their view.

4.2.1.1 School Improvement Program

Regarding school improvement program, it seems reasonable to bring together responses

of the principals based on their field of specialization. Accordingly, one of the interviewees (P5)

who was a graduate of EdPM forwarded that there were no link of preparation to the principal's

school improvement demands of the position.

The other EdPM graduate principal (P4) indicated that there was school improvement

program as content but he believed that it was not sufficient. He argued that the course was given

by a foreigner who talked about how schools improved in his country and provide handouts by

downloading them from websites of his own country which, in fact, were not relevant to the

Ethiopian situation. The interviewee wished that the instructor were an Ethiopian, ass/he would

have reviewed the Ethiopian situation which could have made learning real.

For the same interview question, one of the graduates of Educational Leadership

(Interviewee P1) responded that school improvement program and other quality improvement

programs which now are under implementation,were not organized as a course when he was

attending his study. He added that issues of community participation, learning outcomes and, to

some degree, on education policy were touched upon.

The other EdL graduate (Interviewee P9) responded that school improvement program

was highlighted and was not that much deeply dwelt on. He added that he had the chance to read

the course currently provided for students of school leadership and said they were shaped as
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courses on their own right but limited in scope to school improvement contrary to the former

wider 'Strategic Planning' courses accommodating school improvement program in it.

For the same interview question, all the seven principals responded more or less in the

same fashion. For example, one of the respondents (P6) said “it is not about emphasis of the

program but there is even'School Improvement Program' itself as a course”.

However, two other respondents from this group have expressed their dissatisfaction

while they also agreed that there was a full-fledged course on 'School Improvement Program'.

The following quotations illustrate more about their concern which were: “The school

improvement program is wide in scope theoretically but an attempt made to make it relevant to

school level is not optimal” (Interviewee P10, 02 January 2017).

The opinion of Interviewee P11 appears to be similar and is quoted as follows:

What we heard and what we saw was not the same. Increasingly, it is only in the course

background but what is actually done in school is not sufficiently addressed. Instructors

are not committed and on top of that a semester course is planned to be taught in about a

month and half and therefore it would have been good if it were not in the summer.

(Interview P11, 13 April 2017)

The responses from the interviewees indicated that they recognized provision of school

improvement program as a stand-alone course but had disappointment in terms of its

implementation at school level and time of delivery. However, when the curriculum framework

was reviewed, there was no stand-alone course on school improvement. The name of the course

is entitled “School Improvement Planning and Project Design” (MoE, 2014), yet the emphasis on

school improvement is crystal clear. The fact that respondents of MScL reported to have taken
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'School Improvement Program’ as a stand-alone course may indicate that the 'Project Design'

component of the course was little or not dealt with.

4.2.1.2 Continuous Professional Development

The other school-based activity considered to check whether preparation programs closely relate

to work place demand is professional activity. In response to this attribute, two graduates of

EdPM (Interviewees P4 & P5) responded that continuous professional development was

imbedded in the courses and hence it was indirect. An interviewee (P4) responded that on-the-

job training on the matter was needed since his knowledge was minimal implying the importance

of CPD forthe principals themselves. One of the graduates of EdL responded (Interviewee P9)

that he received a course which dealt with coaching, mentoring and professional development,

etc. He understood how to deal with teachers beginning from planning. But the other graduate

from the same category [EdL] replied (Interview P1) that during his university days, there was

no such issue as continuous professional development.

His response was:

There was no continuous professional development issue by then, but I know continuous

professional development is being given now. Therefore, the courses of School

Leadership Program are more focused and I think that it is useful. It is better than what

we received. (Interviewee P1, 02 November 2016)

Six out of the seven principals from the third category (MScL) responded that there is a stand-

alone course being provided on continuous professional development which helped them

understand its importance and how useful it was to encourage teachers to have positive attitude

towards the matter. One of the principals from this category (Interviewee P10), who was himself
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writing his thesis on continuous professional development, offereda quite interesting response.

He said, “The course is designed as general and theoretical but is not made easy to be

implemented on the ground”.He [Interviewee P10], however, believed that it was a useful course

to support teachers fill the gap that current school principals have in understanding the use of

continuous professional development although not deep to the level necessary.

4.2.1.3 Professional Standard/Competence

The third issue for which views of respondents were gathered to understand the relation between

preparation program and work place demands is professional standard or competence of school

leaders. This was considered as a sub-theme to the thematic area above which was identified

based on the subsumed question to the first basic question. Accordingly, the interviewees were

asked to respond whether the courses they were thought provided them with contemporary issues

such as professional competence of school leaders. For this interview question, both of the

interviewees from graduates of EdPM (Interviewees P4 & P5) responded in the same manner

that there was a seminar course on contemporary issues, but this was simply to encourage

students to choose a current issue and work on it and then produce report, otherwise there were

no separate issue identified by instructors and presented in class.

The second category of graduates (EdL) reflected an almost in conflicting view to the

above response. The following quote illustrates this:

The courses are related to current school issues although there is limitation in scope. I

have said it earlier; I have taken 'School Improvement Program' and 'Continuous

Professional Development' although not in a stand-alone. For example, I know how to

provide mentorship. (Interviewee P9, 29 December 2016)
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The other EdL graduate (interviewee P1) responded to the interview question quoted as

follows:

The courses in EdL program were not that strong in including contemporary issues. For

example, courses such as ‘School Improvement Program’ and ‘Continuous Professional

Development’ were not in the training program. Also, when I studied for EdL degree,

there was no issue of Professional Competence of Principals. Therefore, the courses do

not seem relevant to our contemporary work. (Interviewee P1, 02 November 2016)

Respondents in the third category have also aired their views to this interview question. One of

the members of this category (P10) who has a first degree in EdPM felt, that contemporary issues

were adequately addressed in the program [EdPM]. But he added that those who had the chance

to be taught the course ‘Education Policy and Management of Change’ by a lecturer [name

undisclosed for ethical reason], were more benefited since that course contained contemporary

issues and the lecturer himself had better information about the education system as he was a

bureau official. He replied also that he was aware of the principal competence framework.

Another respondent from the third category (P2) said that he joined a Master in School

Leadership program when it began in 2015, and added that its predecessor was PGDSL. The new

program, he believed, was contemporary in that it incorporated current issues including

professional competency of principals. Yet, another member of the category, (P6), expressed his

views as follows:

Yes, the courses incorporated professional competence of teachers and of school

principals. Courses like School Improvement Program and Continuous Professional

Development are also contemporary in the sense that they are two of the six General

Quality Improvement Programs currently under implementation in Ethiopian secondary
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schools. These courses, especially the CPD course, helped me to convince myself on the

importance of learning on the job after university graduation. Accordingly, the two

courses are very much relevant and helpful to guide teachers.(Interviewee P6, 02

December 2016)

Further another respondent (P8) expressedthe same view as above. He said that courses of SIP

and CPD included what was actually happening in schools and, therefore, they were

contemporary.

In terms of addressing contemporary policy issues such as school improvement and

continuous professional development program, all principals agreed that the school leadership

(MScL) program is better relevant than the EdL and EdPM programs. Some (36.4%) have also

mentioned that professional competence of teachers and principals were addressed although to a

limited degree.

4.2.1.4 Instructional Leadership

Program relevance to work place can also be judged in terms of the extent to which it focuses on

instructional leadership. Instructional leadership, which is about focusing on the teaching and

learning that take place in school compound, may be the most important of all principals’ tasks

(Schleicher, 2015). Therefore, principals need to be aware of its importance and that it is offered

intensively during training. Developing principals’ abilities for the purpose of building a shared

vision among the staff for instructional improvement requires careful preparation program design

for principals, which calls for the inclusion of ‘Curriculum Design and Evaluation’ course.

Principals were then asked whether they believed the program content of the courses

emphasized instructional leadership. One of the EdPM graduates (Interviewee P5) mentioned the

availability of 'Instructional Leadership' as a coursewhile the other EdPM graduate (Interviewee
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P4) has never mentioned an 'Instructional Leadership' issue but confidently said he was satisfied

with the courses he received to lead schools.

One of the two graduates in Educational Leadership (Interviewee P1) mentioned that his

instructors, while presenting the courses, talk about the shift from management focused in the

earlier program (EdPM) to 'Instructional Leadership' and, therefore, the interviewee believed that

instructional leadership was emphasized. In a similar manner, another Educational Leadership

graduate (Interviewee P9) mentioned that when he took his training, the courses focused on

classroom issues-‘what happens in the classroom’ in his own words. Interview responses from

both principals show that EdL is more related than EdPM to dealing with instructional

leadership.

All the other seven principals, majority of who completed course work in MScL,

unanimously responded that there is independent course on instructional leadership which was

coded as'ScL 602' and had three credit hours. But the problem these respondents highlighted was

with delivery of the course. The following two quotes illustrate this:

An instructor said once, ‘You are engaged in leadership (you are on the job), the course is

prepared for summer program’.The instructors do not consider it seriously, they

carelessly teach us just to full fill the requirement. I do not believe also that the module is

well prepared. (Interviewee P11, 13 April 2017)

I am a witness to compare EdPM and MScL as I had BA in EdPM and also completed a

course work in MScL. Course contents of EdPM do not relate to contemporary issues and

as such do not empower school leaders but still nearly 50 % of the contents of the present

‘Instructional Leadership’ course does not go beyond theory to connect to the realities in
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school settings. Of course, teaching/delivering the course depends on the commitment of

instructors. Instructors are not teaching from the bottom of their hearts. They do not stick

to the module and even some download relevant topics from the internet because they

believe that the new course is Ministry of Education’s program. So course delivery

depends on the instructors. Even we wished the name of the program be changed to

EdPM since we believed it was decisive in our job opportunity. Therefore, effective

provision of the course was not there since both the instructors and trainees did not

accept. (Interviewee P10, 02 January 2017)

As can be observed from responses of Interviewee P10, the principals were worried of their

future job opportunity out of the school. Similarly, Interviewee P2, with mathematics

background, while acknowledging the relevance of the program to instructional leadership, he

was worried about the nomenclature of the degree. Even more, Interviewee P6 had the same

concern but forwarded detailed response as to how the program was relevant, by mentioning how

some mathematics courses were not related to secondary school subjects. His responses were

quoted as follows:

Myself when I was working for first degree, I took courses like Calculus, Derivative,

Integration, Algorithm, etc which I do not see in grade nine for example. But what we are

learning now is classroom friendly. For example, there is what is known as “workplace

assignment” which we do by integrating the course we took during our study…. but the

problem I see with this program is that it limits job opportunity to schools since graduates
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of EdPM can be hired for up to 15,000.00(fifteen thousand) Ethiopian Birr in non-

governmental organizations. (Interviewee P6, 02 December 2016)

One other principal (Interviewee P7) responded that the courses were relevant but the

nomenclature of the degree was a problem since its scope is limited to schools.

The above data indicate that the principals pursuing for masters in school leadership were

glad that they were receiving a stand-alone 'Instructional Leadership' course. As such the current

school leadership program is morerelevant than the two previous programs (EdPM and EdL) in

terms of emphasizing instructional leadership. However, time of delivery (summer), richness of

the content, commitment of the trainers and nomenclature of the degree were among the

challenges affecting delivery of the course. Hence views of principals in the current program

seem to be negative especially in terms of mode of delivery and nomenclature of the degree.

Closely related to the above thematic area is principals' effectiveness in providing

instructional leadership. This involves quantitative data collected through questionnaires from

teachers and middle level managers which were used mainly to substantiate some of the

qualitative data presented. Table 6 presents a summary of responses secured in relation to this.
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Table 6

Perceptions of middle level managers and teachers towards effectiveness of principals in providing

instructional leadership.

No. A. Instructional Leadership (IL)
Type of
respondents

N Mean Standard
Deviation

P-value
(Two-tailed)

1 Create a coherent educational program
across the school

Teachers 202 3.50 0.85 0.4237

Managers 167 3.58 0.96
2 Evaluate curriculum for its use and

effectiveness
Teachers 202 3.14 1.00 0.3551

Managers 167 3.25 1.12

3 Work with teachers to develop goals for
their practice and professional learning

Teachers 201 3.67 0.93 0.8699

Managers 167 3.68 1.04
4 Plan and implement professional

development activities for teachers
Teachers 201 3.47 0.99 0.5624

Managers 169 3.53 1.02

5 Redesign the school’s organization to
enhance teaching and learning

Teachers 198 3.41 0.96 0.2471

Managers 168 3.53 1.03

6 Establish high expectations for student
learning

Teachers 200 3.55 0.90 0.1428

Managers 165 3.70 1.05

7 Conduct teacher observations and
assessments to improve teaching
effectiveness

Teachers 201 3.51 0.91 0.7206

Managers 166 3.47 1.04

8 Provide constructive criticism and
challenge teachers to become better
teachers

Teachers 202 3.48 0.88 0.6964

Managers 169 3.52 1.08

9 Support differentiated instruction to
enhance student learning

Teachers 202 3.49 0.91 0.2580

Managers 166 3.60 1.00

10 Work with teachers to change
instructional methods if students are not
doing well

Teachers 199 3.37 0.87 0.5954

Managers 167 3.42 1.02
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11 Encourage appropriate technology to
support teaching and learning

Teachers 201 3.20 1.01 0.4463

Managers 169 3.28 1.15

12 Hold teachers accountable to improve
student learning

Teachers 199 3.73 0.96 0.6349

Managers 167 3.66 1.01

13 Use school or woredadata to measure
school progress

Teachers 200 3.51 0.93 0.9839

Managers 166 3.51 1.00

As shown in Table 6 in all the 13 items used to measure the effectiveness of school principals in

instructional leadership, there was statistically no significant mean difference between the two

groups of respondents as the p-values (the significance probabilities) were all greater than the

0.05 level of significance.  Particularly when the mean ratings of each items was examined,

except item 2 which was rated 3.14 for teachers' group and 3.25 for managers' group with no

statistically significant difference, all the items 1,3,6,7,9,12,13 were rated nearly 3.50 by the two

groups of respondents, i.e., the principals usually perform the activities listed. However, both

groups indicated that the principals performed activities in Table 6 of items 2 and 11 only

sometimes. Particularly, teachers rated the lowest (3.14)the capacity principals have to evaluate

the curriculum for its use and effectiveness and also their capacity of encouraging appropriate

technology to support teaching and learning (3.20). This implies that principals may be

ineffective in evaluating curriculum and in using technology in education.

When individual variables and attributes were considered in terms of frequency and

analyzed statistically, effectiveness of the principals to evaluate school curriculum was weak.

Table 7 reveals this situation:

Table 7

Effectiveness of principals in evaluating curriculum

IL2 Frequency Percentage Cumulative
Frequency

CumulativePercentage

Never 27 7.32 27 7.32
Rarely 57 15.45 84 22.76
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Sometimes 143 38.75 227 61.52
Usually 101 27.37 328 88.89
Always 41 11.11 369 100.00

As can be seenfrom Table 7, 84 (22.8%) out of the 369 middle level managers and teachers had

the opinion that the principals, rarely and in a severe case never evaluated curriculum for its use

and effectiveness.

Respondents seem to have similar view in relation to the principal in planning and

implementing professional development activities for teachers in building learning community in

schools. Table 8shows this situation.

Table 8

Effectiveness of principals in planning and implementing professional development activities

IL 4 Frequency Percentage Cumulative Frequency Cumulative Percentage

Never 12 3.24 12 3.24
Rarely 40 10.81 52 14.05
Sometimes 131 35.41 183 49.46
Usually 123 33.24 306 82.70
Always 64 17.30 370 100.00

As seen from the frequency Table 8, in relation to whether or not the principals make plans to

support teachers to improve their profession based on CPD, 131 (35.4%) of the respondents

believed that this is done only sometimes. Yet, 187 (50.54%) of the respondents believed that

principals were effective in the attribute which means, according to the respondents, that half of

the principals do plan and implement professional development activities for teachers.

Moreover, Table 9shows how effectivethe principals were in providing constructive criticism to

teachers.
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Table 9

Effectiveness of principals in providing constructive criticism to teachers

IL8 Frequency Percentage Cumulative  Frequency Cumulative Percentage

Never 10 2.70 10 2.70
Rarely 46 12.40 56 15.09
Sometimes 118 31.81 174 46.90
Usually 143 38.54 317 85.44
Always 54 14.56 371 100.00

Table 9 shows that 197 (53.10%) respondents believed that the principal provided constructive

criticism. However close to half of the respondents,174 (46.9%), had the opinion that the

principals only sometimes, rarely or never provided constructive criticism and challenged

teachers to help them become better professionals.

With regard to effectiveness of the principals in working with teachers to improve students’

achievement, the respondents had the following perception.

Table 10

Effectiveness of principals in working with teachers

IL 10 Frequency Percentage Cumulative Frequency Cumulative Percentage

Never 10 2.73 10 2.73
Rarely 45 12.30 55 15.03
Sometimes 144 39.34 199 54.37
Usually 124 33.88 323 88.25
Always 43 11.75 366 100.00



101

It can be observed from Table 10 that 144 (39.3%) of the respondents said the principals

sometimes worked with teachers to change the instructional methods to help students. On the

other hand 45(12.3%) said the principals did this only rarely while 10(2.7%) said they never did

it. The data indicate that implementation of student-centered method and cooperative learning or

one to five grouping was only better said than done.

Furthermore, respondents were asked if the principals encourage use of appropriate technology

to support teaching and learning. Responses given are presented in Table11.

Table 11

Effectiveness of principals in encouraging appropriate technology

IL 11 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage
Never 27 7.30 27 7.30
Rarely 59 15.95 86 23.24
Sometimes 122 32.97 208 56.22
Usually 121 32.70 329 88.92
Always 41 11.08 370 100.00

Table 11 shows that the use of technology is weak. In fact 122 (33%) of the respondents believed

that principals are effective in encouraging use of appropriate technology to support teaching and

learning only sometimes. In addition,59 (15.95%) said principals encourage use of technology

only rarely while 27 (7.3%) said they never do it.

Table 12

ANOVA for instructional leadership (Dependent variable: Comp_IL)

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F-value P-value

RES. TYPE 1 530.68 530.68 2.85 0.0923

REGION 4 4897.72 1224.43 6.58 < 0.0001

SEX 1 7.08 7.08 0.04 0.8454

AGE 7 432.61 61.80 0.33 0.9390
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EXPERIENCE 6 1119.63 186.61 1.00 0.4233

EDUCATION 2 1765.84 882.92 4.75 0.0093

The multi-factor analysis of variance to assess how multiple factors affect the Instructional

Leadership as a composite score (Comp_IL) is shown in Table 12. For this dependent

variable,there is significant differences between at least one pair of the five regions (p<0.0001) in

terms of their average IL composite score. Similarly, there is at least one significantly different

pair of the three educational levels (p= 0.0093) in terms of their average IL composite score.

Table 13

Factor level analysis for REGION (Dependent variable: Comp_IL)

Pr >t for HO: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)

i/j Addis Ababa Afar Amhara Benishangul
Gumuz

Oromia

Addis Ababa 0.6261 0.0021 0.0001 0.0047
Afar 0.7841 0.3609 0.6738
Amhara 0.7484 0.9982

Benishangul
Gumuz

0.9661

Oromia

Table 13 shows that there is a significant difference between Addis Ababa and Benishangul-

Gumuz (P=0.0001), Addis Ababa and Amhara (P=0.0021) and Addis Ababa and Oromia

(P=0.0047) in terms of their average IL composite scores. The pair-wise comparisons of regions

are also shown graphically in Figure 4 using diffogram (also known as the mean-mean scatter

diagram). In a diffogram, the vertical and horizontal lines are placed at the group means (in our

case, at the average Comp_IL for the five regions).
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Differences for alpha=0.05 (Tukey-Kramer Adjustment)
Not significant                             significant

Figure 4. Comp_IL LSMEAN: Comparisons for Region

As can be seen from Figure 4, Benishangule-Gumuz region has the lowest Comp_IL and Addis

Ababa has the highest. In fact, the average Comp_IL for Addis Ababa is also significantly
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greater than that of Amhara and Oromia regions. Therefore, there is discernible disparity in the

region’s IL composite scores. We have 10 pairs of regions and the significantly different pairs

of regions in the diffogram do not cross the reference line in the middle (a line with slope 1 and

passing through the origin).

4.2.1.5 Program Design

Another aspect of program relevance to work place demand emanates from how the programs

themselves are designed.Principal program design needs to be linked to the real-life demands of

school level practice based on problems and applied tasks. Regarding this issue, interview

questions were prepared to track opinions of relevant person from the Ministry of Education and

heads of university departments that train principals. How principal preparation program was

designed/changed was one of the subsumed questions to the first basic question and therefore,

interview questions were prepared to collect opinion of the research subjects. Views of some of

the principals were also extracted from their interview responses.

Accordingly, an interview was conducted with an expert in the Ministry of Education on

how principal preparation programs were designed and the former ones were changed. As there

were frequent program changes in few years’ time,whether the program shifts were evidence

based and participatory was asked as a probe. For this interview question the person from the

Ministry of Education gave detailed elaborations. The interviewee began from the shifts in the

programs and said that the earlier program, which relatively stayed for many years, was

criticized for focusing on administration though the trainees majored in EdAdhad minor either in

languages or in one of the social science subjects. It was then revised because of the criticism

and changed to EdPM in 2000 which was relatively better since it addressed issues of planning

and leading but still continued training in subjects as minor which the respondent felt consumed
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time that could have been used to prepare specialist professionals. Then the criticisms continued

and consequently minor were done away with in early 2007. He further added that with the

introduction of competence standards, the EdPM program was changed to Educational

Leadership (EdL) which was under implementation from 2010-2012 and was supposed to be for

secondary school principals. At that point in time, EdPM training for primary school principal

preparation was banned. He further added that with the introduction of teachers’ and leaders’

professional licensing and re-licensing scheme, there was a need to have competent principals

both at primary and secondary schools. Therefore,EdL was replaced in the summer of 2013 by

PGDSL which was thought to be fit for primary and secondary principal preparation, the

program of which was designed to make the principals competent in leading schools. However,

he added, when at the same time, a study for second degree was introduced for preparatory

school teachers, trainees in PGDSL from secondary schools complained that they were not given

the same educational opportunity as their fellow friends from earning second degrees. The

Ministry responded to their complaints positively which then resulted in changing the PGDSL,

with some adjustments, to second degree in school leadership (MScL). Accordingly, those

registered for PGDSL were accepted directly for MScL, the program which began in the summer

of 2014. Moreover, the interviewee believed that such a change from EdPM solved not only the

employment problem but also helped in preparing competent principals to lead schools since the

MScL program focuses on instructional leadership. Furthermore, he forwarded that he was still

receiving complaint from the trainees requesting change in the nomenclature of the degree which

he felt it was egocentric since their request was to widen job opportunity. He hoped that this kind

of complaint and question may be given up since salary of principals has become higher.
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These sudden program changes were also criticized by one of the principals and his views are

quoted as follows:

...then EdL was changed and both primary and secondary school principals were

provided with the same PGDSL program but because of the opposition from secondary

school principal trainees, PGDSL was suddenly further changed to Master in School

Leadership program. So, training programs lack clear framework and organization,

consistency, rigor and relevance required for school leadership. (Interview P1, 02

November 2016)

The interviewee from Ministry of Education was asked whether those program shifts

were evidence-based. For this follow up question, he responded that on the one hand, the

changes were policy directed and on the other hand, the changes were evidence-based in that the

earlier TESO study(MoE, 2013) indicated the schools were not properly headed. He further

added that the study commissioned by the World Bank (Joshi & Verspoor, 2013) has also found

out that principals were limited in their instructional leadership capacity and, therefore, both

studies implied the necessity of changes in principal preparation programs.

The interviewee mentioned that MScL was designed with ‘some adjustments’ on PGDSL, which

is currently the program for primary school principals. This is in agreement with the responses of

one of the principals studying for MScL who has completed PGDSL. His response is quoted as

follows:

I have studied PGDSL earlier and started MScL just as a beginner. It is now two years

since I started and I observed that both programsare the same except that the content is a

bit broader and that ‘Research’ course was excluded from the PGDSL program.
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Therefore, adding ‘Research’ course to PGDSL was enough to earn MScL degree;

otherwise it is wastage. (Interviewee P7, 02 December 2016)

The interviewee from MoE was further asked whether those program changes were participatory.

His responses were quoted as follows:

In terms of participation, preparation of the programs goes beyond participatory. This is

because the PGDSL, EdL and MScL programs were all prepared by professionals in the

field drawn from universities. The difference is that there were some courses which were

excluded against the wishes of the university instructors. After a series of dialogue and

discussions, agreement was reached and the university instructors developed the courses.

The role of Ministry of Education was rather to coordinate and facilitate the preparation.

Therefore, it is unfair to consider the programs to be that of the Ministry of Education; at

most it could be said that it is jointly owned by the universities and the Ministry.

(Interviewee E6, 20 April 2017)

Responses from the relevant person from Ministry of Educationcontended that participation of

university instructors was real but under close supervision of the Ministry as the changes were

not only claimed to be based on evidence but also policy directed which also made the university

staff and trainees believe that the programs belonged toMinistry of Education.

University department heads also confirmed their participation but added that it was

highly guided by the Ministry of Education. For example, one of the department heads (U1)

reflected that the curriculum framework was developed by the Ministry to be endorsed by the

universitysenate. Further, one of the principals (P10) reflected that the program was prepared by

MoE, while also the other principals (P2) believed that itwas prepared by MoE with participation

of university teachers.
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Principal preparation programs need to be aligned with the standard, which of course

should itself be designed based on what actually principals are performing in schools. Hence, the

National Principal Professional Standard is an important document that guides principal

preparation program. It means that university preparation programs should be based on the

standard. Therefore, relevant respondents were interviewed whether preparation programs align

with the National Professional Standard. Hence department heads of universities that train

principals were asked the extent to which they believed the program design and core curriculum

content were in line with the National Standards set by the Ministry of Education.

For this interview question, one of the respondents (U1) forwarded that the curriculum

framework was prepared based on the National Principal Professional Standard (MoE, 2013).

The procedure was that the curriculum framework was developed by the Ministry of Education

and that they were asked to get endorsed by the senate which was done accordingly. He added

that the curriculum of EdPM was not based on the Standard as it was designed before the

Standard become effective. He further said that there was a three-person committee established

to participate in the Graduate Council to look after whether course delivery is as per the

curriculum framework designed based on the standard. The other respondent (U3) forwarded that

the courses themselves were prepared by Ministry of Education and, therefore, it is based on the

standard. He added that it is even not flexible, meaning that the department implements MoE's

standards without contextualizing them to the needs of the regions. This reveals that

contextualization at local school level seems lacking. Some instructors (Interviewee U2 for

example), with own good will, tried to associate the school standard document with theory while

training the principals. Interviewee U3 further added that the courses were not designed in a way

that they could be supported by practice/internship. Content analysis of the MScL program also
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reveals similar situation although the curriculum framework provides that the courses should

"allow the candidates to work with schools or school activities for 30% of the time" (MoE, 2014,

p.18).

Interviewee U2 responded to the same interview question that the National Principal

Standard and the Curriculum Framework were both prepared by the Ministry of Education and

that one may not expect that the curriculum was not based on the National Principal Standard.

He added that the problem was not only how the framework was developed but that the selection

of trainees itself seemed not merit-based. Given this situation, he added, it is difficult to talk

about the effectiveness of principal.

Relevant person from the Ministry of Education also confirmed that Principal

Professional Standard was a source document for the curriculum framework for principal

preparation.

The Principal Professional Standard prepared by the Ministry of Education was made

public in 2013. With this understanding, the principals were asked if they were aware of the

principal competence framework or professional standard. In response, one of the graduates of

EdPM (P4) said that he did not see the document while another (P5) mentioned she read it once

when she was in another school, but it was not available in the school she was heading when this

study was conducted since the school was new.

One of the principals in the second category, a graduate of EdL, responded to the question as

follows:

Yes, I am well aware of it. I read it and even took examination for professional license

and I was one of the four who scored over 70% and therefore I am getting prepared to

give examination for others. It is a requirement to pass the exam to examine others. The
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Principal Professional Standard has three domains, five competences and many other sub-

units of competences. So I am very well aware of the Standard. (Interviewee P9, 29

December 2016)

However another graduate of EdL(P1), stationed in a different region responded that he has

heard of its existence but did not read it. He heard that it was sent to the school but it was

misplaced or the former principal might have taken it away with him when he transferred.

The same question was put to the principals in the third category. Then, one of them

(P10) mentioned that he was well aware of it and even has received training of trainers on using

the document. He added that the book that was produced by the Ministry of Education was

distributed to schools and that it was good schools have it. However, he said that the principals

did not read it perhaps because they were busy with campaign activities outside the school or

with non-teaching and learning activities-mostly with administrative activities such as report

writing, committee organizing, coaching, political activities, etc.

Another member of the category (P6) said that he saw the Standard published in 2013 by

Ministry of Education but added that it was not available in his school. He mentioned that they

did not pay attention to it since directives come one after the other without the former being

implemented. Still another member of the category (P7) who had three years of experience in

that school responded that he had no information about Principal Professional Standard while a

member of the category(P8) had seen the document. A member in the category of MScL (P3)

aired he knew the standard and even presented about the issue in a class. P2from the same

category mentioned that they were once asked to sit for exam on the standard and that he

consequently read it.
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Finally, another member of the MScL group (P11) responded to the same question that he

heard about the ‘Standard’ only recently (March 2017-four years after its publication) during a

workshop organized on professional licensing and re-licensing. He added that he then received

its soft copy and has not seen the hardcopy yet.

As presented above responses from the principals fall from those who knew it very well

to the extent of sitting for exam on the standard itself and give training, to others who have seen

but not read the document, to those who do not know its where-about and to those who have

never heard of the standard.

One can understand that the Principal Professional Standard is a key document for the

principal. It is a guiding document for the principals to refer to and check whether they are doing

their jobs up to the Standard. However, the principals who have served in some schools during

the last three years did not get the document. Also it seems that the supervision support may not

have been provided for the principals; if it was so, supervisors might have provided the principal

with the Standard. But it must be noted that there was a supervisor assigned to closely coach or

support each school according to the present structure.

Program relevance to work place demands is confirmed by whether they specifically

focused on job descriptions of the principals which requires checking graduate profiles and

follow up after graduation. Tracking former students practicing school leadership could be an

important tool to revise principal preparation programs; to get knowledge regarding existing gaps

when principals do their jobs. Graduate profiles are prepared based on what is expected of the

principals and accordingly their preparation needs to be fine-tuned to what they are expected to

perform on daily basis in the schools. Job description of principals also need to be clearly

specified in such a way that it could be appropriately provided in the preparation courses.
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Principal follow up and graduate profile checkup was a subsumed question to the first

research question and this subsumed question focused on principal assessment after graduation

and relation between graduate profile and jobs of the principals.

To understand how the principals werefollowed upafter and checked forgraduate profiles

up on graduation, university department heads, Ministry of Education personnel and the

principals themselves wereinterviewed.

Accordingly, respondentswere asked whether there was a way in which departments

evaluate performance of school principals in terms of providing effective leadership. The

responses of one of the department heads are quoted as follows:

There is no structured system in place to learn performance of former students once they

graduate and take the office of the principalship post. But we have exit interview

procedure. This is done by inviting graduates to express their feelings about the courses

they took i.e., to reduce or add contents/issues to the course; what they feel shouldbe

included or excluded. This is just to understand the usefulness of the program. But there

is no follow up on their job after they have graduated. (Interviewee U2, 16 January 2017)

Another university department head (U3) had the same response as U2 above that there was no

follow up after graduation. He also recommended for tracer study but mentioned lack of finance

as a problem. Still other respondent (U1) has also highlighted the importance of following up the

practitioners, for example, by supervising them but aired out that budget is not decentralized. His

response is quoted as follows:

Trainers at universities should go to where the principals are and see if there is practical

change in the principals’ knowledge, skill and attitude after their training. It is good if

supervision is possible as there is practicum or field work for other subjects. By using an
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appropriate checklist, information should be sought on how the principal is solving

problems, and how s/he is creating collaborative conditions. But this is impossible due to

lack of budget. Departments have no budget of their own to decide on. It remains at dean

or college level. There is small money we made use of for PGDSL related workshop.

(Interviewee U1, 10 November 2016)

Relevant person fromthe Ministry of Education was also asked about mechanism of following up

the implementation of principal competence framework /professional standard. The interviewee

responded that the Ministry has been visiting universities to see whether they were training

principals according to the standards. He (Interviewee E6) added that they organized a

supervision team to see how the teaching-learning was being carried out. Furthermore, there

were evaluative meetings to check the implementation of the six quality improvement programs,

the implementation of which largely depends on the capacity of the principals. But, he added

that, the Ministry was not directly asking the principals by preparing competence tools based on

the standard.

When asked whether there was a clear procedure to align a principal's profile with the

school needs or characteristics, all respondents from woreda education offices said that there was

no such an experience or procedure in place. They mentioned that there was no much

competition because of lack of interest in those who wish to assume principal's position.

Responseof one of the interviewees is quoted below whichmay reveal the tradition:

We simply see whether they are degree holders. There is no such trend of checking their

profiles or the fields they studied. Even in majority of the woreda, principals are assigned

not because s/he is a graduate of EdPM but his/her background would be checked-like

attitude, interest, and commitment to lead, etc. So graduating in EdPM is not enough. If
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EdPM or any other graduate does not meet those criteria mentioned above, then s/he will

not be assigned. That is also the general direction given from authorities. Basically, the

main problem is not from the training itself but implementing it. And the problem comes

from selecting who the trainee should be. Majority want to exploit the opportunity and

earn degrees to have salary improved, not commitment from pursuing the profession and

applying it in the workplace. (Interviewee E5, 14 April 2017)

Interviewee E1 also responded in a similar manner that there was no such trend of

matching graduate profile for employment as a consequence, there was a trend of placing

anyone in the sector. His response, quoted as follows, reflects the situation:

Let me give you an instance I know someone who was not trained in education but

served for twenty years in agriculture sector, he was assigned in education office as a

floater. There is one other who has been serving in Finance and Economic Development

office and is assigned as a floater in education office in the training section. Then he was

once in a meeting where school principals were discussing, of course in Amharic, CPD

implementation. Then he asked "ተሙማምንድንነዉ?" [Meaning‘what is CPD?’]which

surprised the principals. (Interviewee E1, 10 November, 2016)

As can be understood from the responses, there was no trend of checking graduate profile. First

of all, assignment of principals is not competitive enough since applicantsare few, if not none

since the position is not attractive. In such a situation, it seems reasonable to lack motivation

from the education office to check graduate profile. Practices in assigning graduates to any

position or role in the country had also great impact on looking into details of graduate profile.

There is weak consideration for professionalism.
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University department heads were also asked whether there was a prescribed procedure in

checking the match between principal profile and school needs/characteristics.

To this question, one of the department heads responded (U2) that the course called ‘School

Improvement Planning and Project Design’ was related to school needs and therefore the course

was sufficient theoretically that they tried to match it with their school experience.

The other respondent (U3) said that there was no such trend of checking whether principal

profile matches with school needs. He added that ideally when the curriculum was prepared by

the Ministry, the assumption was that it matched with school needs. Otherwise he said he was

not sure whether the profiles of graduates relate to what is actually happening on the ground.

Responses of interviewee U1 is quoted as follows:

We give assignments even without knowing the actual problem. This is to say, we don’t

check graduate profile to match with school needs. But in April 2016, making use of the

GEQIP fund, we organized a consultative meeting in which 50 principals, 20 supervisors,

10 participants from zone and woreda education offices, and three relevant personnel

from Education Bureau were gathered together to discuss on the training, challenges,

shortages, etc. on PGDSL. Some of the problems they raised were lack of early

preparation by training universities, selection problems of the trainees, untrained

professionals following up the program at Regional Education Bureau, etc. (Interviewee

U1, 10 November, 2016)

The responses from the university department heads reveal that there was no trend of checking

whether principal profile matches with school needs. However, one of the respondents (U1) said

that he has managed to hold discussions with stakeholders regarding the program and that helped

to collect information on the practices, challenges in schools and on the principals.
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With regard to checking the match between principal profile and school needs/

characteristics, Interviewee E6 (from MoE) responded that the Ministry prepares profile of the

principals based on what the principals were expected to perform in terms of helping the

students, supporting and leading teachers towards effectiveness and mobilizing the community.

He added that these profiles were included in the Principals' Career Structure Directive. He

further commented that those profiles were however not prepared based on assessing schools or

based on work place demand. A follow up question was posed asking him how this local need

consideration could be met. He then forwarded his view that a group of professionals including

principals and woreda education officials could handle the issue. Response from all the

interviewees suggest that making principal profile match with school needs was not the practice.

4.2.1.6 Job Description

The other key component in the above thematic area-which assesses principal preparation

program against work place demands, is about job description of principals.Job description is

defined in terms of important responsibilities and duties that must be carried out by principals.

Yet, the responsibilities expected of principals are not only scattered in various documents but

also extended beyond school compounds. In relation to job description, interview questions were

presented to principals,woreda education officers, relevant person from Ministry of

Educationand department heads from universities providing principal preparation program.

Accordingly, the principals were interviewed whether the course they have received

helped them effectively implement their job description. To this question, one of the graduates

(P5) of the first category (EdPM) responded as follows:

The course entitled ‘Organizational Leadership’ had job description as content. It

contained what school principals should do as principals. This is true especially at first
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degree level. But education office leaders do not understand us since they are not

professionals themselves. For example, when I was recruited and deployed, the leader of

the education office was a professional in agriculture; but now this is changing. Yet

assignment of principals is not based on professional training. For example, when they

advertise positions to assign principals, they equally invite graduates of EdPM and other

disciplines. As Chemistry teachers are not invited to teach Biology, subject matter experts

shouldn’t have been invited to apply for the principalship on equal footing with EdPM

graduates. (Interviewee P5, 02 December 2016)

Another graduate of EdPM (P4) responded that he did not remember a course in which an issue

of job description was addressed. He added that there was job description slightly touched up on

in the directive prepared by the Regional Education Bureau which was endorsed by the Regional

Government although the former directive prepared by the Ministry of Education (MoE, 2002)

addressed about job description of school principals better since it put roles of the principal, the

vice principal, the unit leaders, the department heads, etc. Moreover he felt that the directive

prepared by the Regional Education Bureau was not attractive and he wished if it could be

amended.

A graduate from EdL(P9), mentioned that a job description which concerned selection,

recruitment, etc. was included in the framework of the course ‘Resource in Education’ although

there was no job description specifically meant for school principals. As a follow up question,

the interviewee was asked ‘ how did he do his job?’ then he replied that he made use of the

Directive issued by the Ministry of Education in 2002 and a document produced by the

Education Bureau to implement reform (Business Process Reengineering) which contained what

the role of school principals should be.
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Yet another graduate of EdL had the following to say:

There was a course named ‘supervision’ and it touched up on job description to a limited

degree.The course covered such topics as supervision in the class, supervision out of the

class and this way it highlighted ‘job description’; otherwise it did not directly talk about

‘job description’ of principals. But we use the directive prepared by Education Bureau

and endorsed by the Regional Government which was prepared based on the MoE’s ‘blue

book’. It talks about the responsibilities of record officer, deputy principal and principal.

But mostly, we perform our duties and responsibilities based on written and oral

directives. Sometime in the past, there was a signing of contract like memorandum of

understanding but after a while this practice was terminated since it was considered

directive leadership. It was abandoned believing that it would be good to give direction

and provide supportive supervision. (Interviewee P1, November 2016)

Members of the third category of principals (MScL) were also asked the same question on

whether the courses they took helped them effectively implement job descriptions assigned to

them. Their responses go as follows:

The courses slightly mention about job description. However, let alone job description of

the principals, the trainers do not know the education structure itself. For example, they

do not know the number of vice principals. Therefore, they directly take the theoretical

ideas from abroad but this does not relate to and closely go with the job of principal and

deputy principals in our system. For the principals, job description is prepared by

Education Bureau and in turn, the principals prepare job description for vice principals,

co-curricular and department leaders in the form of contractual agreement as it is put in

balanced stock cards. (Interviewee P10, 02 January 2017)
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In the ‘School policy and Change Management’ course, we learnt that Ethiopian

education system is decentralized; it lists the responsibilities of Ministry of Education,

Regions and ‘Woredas’. Regarding the school principal, there is about top management

and middle management’. To me this describes jobs of the personnel at different levels.

In terms of job description of principals, the 2002 directive published by the Ministry of

Education is available but it is outdated since vice principals are now three (two for

academic affairs and one for administrative affairs) based on number of students. So to

fill the gap, I produced job description for the vice principals after having learned that I

have to delegate duties which I will provide you with a copy. (Interviewee P6, 02

December 2016)

The course entitled ‘School Resources Management’ describes about job description

although there was no job description specifically set for principals. In addition, the

course ‘School Leadership’ presents about school principal. It talks about how a principal

solves problems in case of challenges, like it talks about leadership styles-democratic,

dictatorship and laissez-faire. The instructor mentions the 2002 directive when he talks

about job description. Since the instructor himself was a school principal in the past, he

makes the presentations real. For example, he provides a challenge and says ‘look I

solved it this way; that way, then how did you solve?’. This kind of instructor really

makes the training meaningful. You really get very good lesson. (Interviewee P8, 03

December 2016)



120

As can be understood from the abovethree respondents (interviewees P6, P8 and P10), job

description was touched up on but not specifically detailed for principals (P8).

Closely looking at the curriculum framework (MoE, 2014), the title of the course in

thecourse guide was presented as ‘School Policy and Change Management' while it is mentioned

as ‘Education Policy and Management of Change’ in the course identification section; so which

onethe appropriate title of the course is not clear.

Response of one of theprincipal interviewees (P7) onwhether the courses they took helped them

to effectively implement their job description was rather different from others. For example,

Interviewee P7 responded that there was no job description of principals incorporated in any of

the course he knew but used the MoE's 'blue book' to perform his duties. The other respondent,

Interviewee P2, made use of the career directive of principals. His response was quoted as

follows:

In the course called ‘Instructional Leadership’ there are standards put for teachers and

principals based on their career ladder such as, for example, it explains what a beginner

principal, proficient I, etc. should fulfill. This indirectly shows job description of the

principals. The directive that was published earlier has job descriptions of the principal,

the vice principal and the teachers but not of the support staff. The support staff asks for

job specification. We hear that they are governed by Civil Service Directive but as

teaching personnel, they need job descriptions and should perform accordingly. For the

principals, teachers and supervisors, I suggest that their job description be included in the

relevant training course. (Interviewee P2, 02 November 2016)
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Although there was no evidence from the curriculum framework especially for the MScL

program, responses from all the three categories of principals revealed that ‘job description’ was

touched in different courses and documents but not in terms of what the principals are required to

implement it.

Woreda education personnel were also asked how they assess if the training that

principals took helped them effectively implement the job description set by the education

leadership authorities at different levels. Then one of the interviewees (E4) responded that when

the principals took training, it was all about management and leadership in theory but few were

put into practice when they became principals. She added that practical activities focused on

daily routines. To further probe, the interviewee was asked what the routines were and she

mentioned activities such as filling in statistics or forms and meeting with students both of which

could have been done by unit leaders or home room teachers. She added that the Education

bureau has sent job description for them although the principals didn't conform to it.

The other interviewees (E3& E5) more or less responded in the same way that they

encouraged principals to use the MoE directive of the 2002 although outdated while another

respondent (interviewee E2) aired that he was not sure whether the training helped principals to

implement their job description and further added that, they have a directive produced by the

Education Bureau and endorsed by the Regional Government. He also said that they outlined a

job description for the principals based on the information collected at different times from

education office, students, families, etc. As a former EdPM graduate, he mentioned that what

they learned was mostly theoretical and that there was difficulty in relating it to school situations.

The attempt by then was to pass exams and therefore it is up to the graduate to struggle to relate

to workplace.
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Still another expert from the education office (Interviewee E1) responded that they did

not follow whether the training the principals took has helped them implement their job

description. He added that their [the Woreda] role was simply to select the trainees and send their

list to the Regional Education Bureau. He added that principals use the directive, which

contained job description, prepared by Education Bureau and endorsed by the Regional

Government.

When asked how the Ministry assesses whether the training that the principals received

helped them effectively implement the job description set by education leadership authorities,an

interviewee from the Ministry of Education (E6) believed that the preparation programs help the

principals implement their job description since the source document for job description should

be the principal professional standard and the curriculum framework was prepared based on the

Standard.

One of the university department heads (U1) forwarded his view that there was graduate

profile from which they knew what their job might be and what it was but they lacked the

commitment to become principals. He added that the principals told them that they use the

directive prepared by the Regional Education Bureau and endorsed by the Regional Government.

Another interviewee (U3) said that there was a gap as the graduate profile contained in

the curriculum was not included in the job descriptions at the regional, zonal and Woreda levels.

He added that universities make use of the graduate profile prepared by the Ministry of

Education without any contextualization. Consequently, he suggested that universities and

education offices should be able to share information on the issue of job description.

Another department head (U2) said that the curriculum for the trainees was prepared

based on what activities should be performed at school level and added that there were issues
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they took into consideration when teachingthe courses such as school experience. Trainers

inform the would-be-principals what jobs they perform. He mentioned that he has the document

‘School Standard Directive’ and tried to relate it to the theoretical aspects of the course.

As can be understood from responses of the university department heads, trainers made

use of the graduate profile contained in the curriculum framework prepared by Ministry of

Education to train the would-be-principals.

As far as analysis and interpretation is concerned, it seems important at this juncture to

look in to some main points by way of summary. It was stated by majority of the principals that

the current school leadership program is relevant to the school needs as it provides a stand-alone

course on Instructional Leadership and also includes school related activities such as Continuous

Professional Development and School Improvement Programs. The program seems to have

helped principals a lot but the fact that some courses are offered in a distance mode (not face-to-

face) or a block form (shorter time) are obvious shortcomings because they believe they could

not gain as much as they should from the courses.

Responses from department heads of the universities preparing principals also confirm

that the programs are relevant and could help the principals guide the teaching-learning

activities. Focusing on instructional leadership in order to enable principals effectively lead

schools is also noted in Shaked (2014, p. 81) who quotes from a tender released by the state of

Israel as “a central axis of the preparation program will be instructional leadership”. This

emphasizes the connection between improving education, teaching, learning and student

achievement and the role of the school principal. According to Muijs (2011), instructional rather

than administrative leadership and leadership rather than management have all been posited as

key elements of organizational effectiveness. Hallinger and Heck (1998) also emphasize the
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importance of instructional leadership. For them, instructional leadership is being concerned with

hands-on involvement with teaching and learning process, and with principal acting as the leader

in terms of pedagogy and instruction to promote growth in student learning and instructional

quality as the top priority of the school. This is because, instructional leaders have a pedagogical

vision, pedagogical expertise and focus on teaching and learning.

The attempt to address limitations in leadership capacity of school leaders in Ethiopia and

the wish to change the situation was mentioned in a number of documents. For example,

Livingstone et al. (2002) in their study reported that effective leadership is a key ingredient in the

development of professional attitudes and behavior, both ethical and technical, and

recommended the establishment of a development program for school principals to play such

roles. Joshi and Verspoor (2013) also reported that a program to strengthen school leadership in

Ethiopia is limited in terms of training opportunities. To address these challenges, the Ministry of

Education has come up with a National Curriculum Framework for MA degree in School

Leadership (MoE, 2014) which emphasizes Instructional Leadership. Respondents in this study

also justified the attempt that was made. Therefore, providing instructional leadership as an

independent course is timely and reasonable.

While principals agreed that the programs were relevant, they were worried in terms of

practice on the ground. In this regard, the principals who completed course work on the School

Leadership Program highlighted the problem on content and the delivery of the course.

As can be understood from the concern of the interviewees, there are courses designed to

be offered in the summer program and in a distance mode. In fact, majority of the principals

believed that this has created a problem of proper attention to them. This was mainly due to

shortage of time in the summer program.Hence, it was found out that such challenges as time of
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delivery of the course (summer program), shortcomings of the content in terms of practice, lack

of commitment of instructors and nomenclature of the degree were among the problems affecting

the course.

With regard to time of delivery, there have been different approaches in different

contexts. For example, in the United States, most educational leadership preparations programs

are university based and are organized around courses that prepare students for administrative

licensure within a degree pre-service program (Grogan et al., 2009). There is also delivery of

courses through distance mode with the use of computer technology. This mode is known as

distance technology which focuses on both the distance between the instructor and the learner

and the use of technology in a course of delivery format alternative to the traditional classroom

setting (Broskoske & Harvey, 2000). However, this mode is criticized for its serious risk of

tempering original instruction so that it becomes ineffective (Carr-Chellman and Duchastel,

2000). Inadequate access to technology and the lack of interest of faculty member were also

other challenges which could be a major problem in developing countries.

In some countries like South Korea, Germany, and most African countries, the general

pattern of professional socialization to become principal without pre-service training was to be a

good teacher (Cha, 2005; Bush and Jackson, 2002). According to Lumby et al. (2009), the

common approach in the United States, England, France and South Africa is to provide pre-

service training while in Norway, Sweden, New Zealand, and much of Africa, the timing of the

development activities occurs after an individual has been appointed as a leader which is in-

service. Based on their study, Lumby et al. (2009) recommend that, in-service training may be

beneficial in countries that lack a well-developed tertiary system that can provide pre-service
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training. In the Ethiopian situation, in-service training is the dominant mode with some courses

designed for distance (MoE, 2014) which is criticized for shortage of time.

The quantitative data in this study revealed that principals' effectiveness in supporting or

providing supervision to create conducive teaching-learning conditions, specifically, in

supporting teachers to focus on improving and expanding their instructional strategies was rated

to be poor. This result was obtained when individual attribute on the effectiveness of principal

was calculated. Accordingly, principal effectiveness in terms of working with teachers to change

instructional methods if students are not doing well was rated as 3.37 by teachers while the

middle level managers rated it as 3.42 with no significant difference (p=0.5954). Minimum

learning assessment (MoE, 2015b) results of Ethiopian students indicate that they were not doing

well. Actually, the share of students who achieved an average score of 50% across five core

subjects (Mathematics, English, Physics, Chemistry, and Biology) in grade 10 stood at 23% in

2014. Researches done in other contexts such as in Nigeria (Oyewole, 2013; Olaiwola, 2015)

attribute low student performanceto low quality of school leadership. This calls for further

improvement of principal preparation programs since principal effectiveness depends on how

well they were prepared and that principal effectiveness on student achievement is well

documented.

One of the key areas that preparation programs should focus on is to enable principals

perform their job in work place. However, it was found out that there was no clear job

description of principals in the courses and consequently, principals had to use the MoE's ‘blue

book’ (MoE, 2002). Woreda education officers were also not aware of or they did not care

whether the courses principals took addressed the issue. Furthermore, the department heads in

universities preparing principals did not seem to be much concerned since they believed the



127

curriculum framework was based on principals' job description. The situation is serious in that

some principals did not even know what job description was (refer to an interview response of

P6, p.119). Others took their own measures in this regard.

In one of the previous sections, we have seen principals had the belief that what they do

at schools is not sufficiently included in the courses they took at university. They, therefore,

recommended that job description of principals be included in the training program. However,

there were some who believed the course 'Organizational Leadership', which is not among the

courses being given in the current program, included job descriptions of principals and clearly

put what school principals should do as leaders. The MoE directive of the year 2002, according

to them, has job descriptions for the principal, vice principal and teachers but not for the support

staff.Still the other principal attempted to search for job description of principals from the Career

Structure Directive (ት/ሚ/ር: 2008) as mentioned by principal P2 while others make use of the

BPR and BSC documents (P9 & P10 respectively).

Responses of all the three categories (EdPM, EdL & MScL) reveal that the phrase ‘job

description’ was haphazardly included in different courses but not in the way the principals were

required to implement it in their schools. Almost all the directives that have either been

promulgated by the Ministry of Education or prepared by the Regional Education Bureaus based

on the 2002 MoE’s directive and endorsed by Regional governments didn't address the current

situation. The courses either for the former programs (EdPM and EdL) or the present one

(MScL) did not sufficiently address the issue and do not serve the purpose. The problem is not

only that the ‘blue book’ is out dated but also that it did not address the issue of job description

in detail. The document by MoE is outdated in that, for example, the number of vice principals is

currently three and, therefore, each one needs specific job descriptions. Consequently, two of the
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respondents (interviewees P9 and P10) stated that they themselves prepared job description for

deputy principals, department heads and co-curricular activity leaders. There was also a

limitation since huge number of education support staff had no job description. These groups of

support staff are very important for the success of education objectives and the gap need to be

addressed.

Different from what the principals mentioned, relevant person from the MoE believed

that the preparation program helps the principals implement their job description since the source

document for job description should be the principals' professional standard and that curriculum

framework was prepared based on the standard. This is all about expectation and there is no

guarantee that the expectation holds true. Some principals, P2 for example, mentioned that job

description, more specifically, what the principals are expected to do, was mentioned in the

Career Structure Directive for principals. It, however, was not adapted in to the courses being

provided at university level. Some principals even did not understand the meaning of job

description. For example, one principal (P6) reflected that as a consequence of decentralization,

the broad role of education structure in the system is considered as job description mentioning

the Ethiopian Education and Training Policy (TGE, 1994) as evidence that education leadership

is decentralized. But this does not necessarily indicate that it is about job description. It rather

means that some roles which have been specified at the center were left to the regions for

contextualization(Jeilu, 2001). This is because job description identifies the behavioral

requirements for effective performance of a particular type of job (Yukl, 2010) and in this case,

job of principals for effective performance of the schools.

Research and practice confirm that the roles of principals go beyond school compound.

For example, researchers such as Orr (2011) and Osterman & Hanfer (2009) suggest that
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principals should be prepared to collaborate with partners outside the school beyond families so

as to support student learning. It was also found from this study that principals were receiving

orders from local officials to work on activities out of the school. Other studies (Matebe,2015;

Mehreteab,2015) done in Ethiopia also found out that principals lacked to focus on instructional

leadership. However, reality on the ground forces involvement of principals in out of school

activities. Actually, principals need to mobilize the community surrounding the school for an all-

round support which may also need socialization. The Rural Transformation Package (ት/ሚ/ር,

2008) as well indicated the role of principals in the same way. Even before the introduction of

the Package, schools lead by their principals were involved in campaign activities such as in

harvesting crops during untimely heavy rain for example. It means that some circumstances

make involvement of principals in out of school activities an inevitable. And yet principals

should not be called away from their major in-school leadership roles without plan which

requires allocation of specific working hours of duty and create awareness in the local officials

so that they strictly follow the allocated time as is stipulated for teachers in the secondary school

standard (ት/ሚ/ር, 2010).

It can be observed from the above discussions that in almost all the schools, the

principals refer to the Ministry of Education’s ‘blue book’ of the year 2002, which is outdated to

address the current situation. Consequently, some principals and woreda education office experts

were obliged to draft job description on their own initiative for the principals and deputy

principals which could deviate from the standard. This greatly affects the provision of effective

leadership in the secondary schools. As a whole, the problem is not only that there was no

separate content addressing job description in the training courses but that there also was no

organized job description designed.
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As can also be understood from the responses of the interviewees, there was no trend or

concern for checking graduate profile. First of all, assignment to principalship is not competitive

enough since applicants were few if not none. In such a situation, it seems reasonable to lack

motivation from the education office side to check for graduate profile. Practices in assigning

graduates to any position or role in the country had also a great impact on looking into such an

important detail of graduate profile. There is weak consideration for professionalism across

sectors.

This limitation also extends to principal preparation institutions. For example, one of the

department heads from the universities preparing principals responded that there was no such

trend of checking whether principal profile matches with school needs although there was this

assumption when the Ministry prepared the curriculum. The response of an 'expert' from MoE

was not any different from this expectation. The 'expert' commented that the Ministry prepared

profiles of principals based on what they were expected to perform in schools, which according

to him were also provided in the Principals’ Career Structure Directive. However, he suggested

that a group of professionals including principals and woreda education officers could check

profiles of principals against school needs.

Scholars suggest many ways of relating school characteristics with principal profiles. One

way could be conducting tracer study or needs assessment. For example, in most states in the

United States of America, commissions were established and guidelines were developed

requiring universities to submit a report that outlines a plan for implementing assessment

processes (Kochan & Locke, 2009). This means that universities preparing principals are

required to submit assessment report regarding quality and relevance of their programs which

involves quality assurance of their programs to external stakeholders. Another way of checking
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training program is accreditation and assessment in higher education as evidence of sufficient

quality to qualify as an institution for licensure (Trivett, 1976 in Kochen and Locke, 2009) which

means that quality assurance is the basic premise in both assessment and accreditation. However,

there are factors such as lack of consensus on standard, definition of leadership itself,

measurement tools and strategies as well as program context that hinder student assessment in

educational leadership (Kochan & Locke, 2009). And yet there is an increasing demand to have

standard not only from external beneficiaries such as business and politics but also from

professional groups within the field that are applying pressure. For example, the National

Association of professors of Educational leadership, UCEA has engaged in extensive efforts to

incorporate student assessment into program design (Yang & Crow, 2006).

In the Ethiopian situation, let alone assessment/checking graduate profile against work

place needs, there is a trend of assigning any graduate to a certain office without specialization.

Evidently, principals have been leading schools without being trained which some researchers

called it deprofessionalizaiton (Abebayehu, 2002). As was revealed from one of the woreda

education offices, there was assignment of individuals who were not education specialists to

education offices. These are those who were supposed to provide professional support to school

leaders.

Principal preparation program design was a controversial issue in this study. It was found

out that ownership of the current programs was lacking due to the belief that the program was

prepared by the Ministry of Education, although the interviewee from the Ministry argued

against the view. On this matter, a response by one of the principals (P2) is quoted as “am aware

that the courses were prepared at Ministry of Education level with the participation of university

teachers”. Also one of the university department heads (U1) said “the curriculum framework was
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developed by the Ministry of Education and we were ordered to endorse it by the senate and we

did accordingly”.Another principal complained that Instructors do not teach full heartedly. He

said there were problems of teaching materials, presentations of courses and nomenclature of the

program.

While a respondent from the Ministry of Education elaborated how the program changes

were made from EdAd to EdPM and then to EdL, and further to PGDSL and finally to MScL, he

argued against the view that the current school principals' preparation program was designed by

MoE. Accordingly, to him, all PGDSL, EdL and MScL programs were prepared by professionals

in the field drawn from different universities. For him, the Ministry was rather involved simply

in the coordination or facilitation of the preparation.

As can be seen from the list included in the National Curriculum Framework

(MoE, 2014) document, involvement of university staff in principal preparation Curriculum

Framework of the current program is real. But it also appears that the program was designed

under close supervision and direction of the Ministry which magnified ownership of the program

by the Ministry of Education. This was worrisome for the trainees and the trainers.

In some contexts, program design follows a different process. For example, in Israel,

Shacked (2014) reported that there was tender addressed to academic institutions to re-design

their preparation program but with guidelines provided from Ministry of Education. While the

Ohio State University in the United State of America designs Educational Administration

programs, the Educational Administration Constituent Council gives accreditation to the

programs (OSU, 2016).

Researchers suggest that interest in leadership program reform is increasing. At least

three forces facilitate or push for program improvement: the increased emphasis on enhancing
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quality of instruction, outcome focus of national accreditation, and the demand that meaningful

connections to practice be established and nurtured (Murphy et al., 2009). This reveals that

reform is inevitable to align with the 21st situation of schooling but the reform carried out must

be carefully handled.

In the Ethiopian context, the person from Ministry of Education (Interviewee E6)

mentioned that changes were made based on research studies. He (E6) mentioned the TESO

study (MoE, 2003) which recommended the need to develop communication skills and

instructional leadership qualities that would be used to enhance classroom teaching and learning

as well as facilitation of co-curricular activities and community involvement. He also mentioned

the World Bank study by Joshi & Verspoor (2013) which highlighted limitations in the capacity

of principals.

While the need to ameliorate school leadership to provide quality education was

undoubtedly addressed in those studies, they cannot justify the need to change the Ethiopian

education leadership programs as can be understood from the following discussion.

Firstly, when the chronology of the evidences mentioned by the interviewee from

Ministry of Education is considered, the EdAd program was forced to be changed in 2000

(Interviewee E6) before the reports by TESO study (MoE, 2003). This shows that change was

authoritative. Secondly, the World Bank study (Joshi & Verspoor, 2013) could be mentioned to

have influenced the change for the intermediate programs to MScL as the current program

became effective in 2014 (MoE, 2014). Yet, interviewee E6 mentioned that EdPM was changed

to EdL due to the introduction of competence standards, while the introduction of teachers’ and

leaders’ professional licensing and re-licensing was the cause for changing EdL to PGDSL

which means that both changes were due to policy direction. Moreover, PGDSL became the
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current MScL program due to trainees’ request as mentioned by the interviewee (E6) himself. If

it were based on research, it should have been tested in the field and based on evidence of

program evaluation including assessment of graduates of the former preparation programs.

Therefore, changes were mostly policy directed.

In connection with program changes, the trainees had a different stand. It was found out

that the overwhelming majority of responding principals who attended the MScL program did

not like the nomenclature of the degree, MA in school leadership, believing that it limits their job

opportunity.

The issue of job opportunity, as reflected by the principals, relates with salary. For

example, one of the principals (Interviewee P2) said that they had requested nomenclature of the

degree to be changed because they thought that it limited their job opportunity. However, the

primary responsibility of such preparation programs is to prepare candidates for school

leadership positions, not for job opportunity anywhere, be it outside the sector or in the education

structure hierarchies (MoE, 2014).

Responses of the interviewee from the Ministry of Education showed that there was

frequent program change. Considering only the recent ones, EdPM was changed to EdL which

was under implementation from 2010-2012 but was then changed to PGDSL in 2013 which was

further changed to MScL for secondary school level principals in 2014. The PGDSL program

remained to be provided for would-be primary school principals.

One of the principal interviewees (Interviewee P7) had studied PGDSL as he was at

primary level but was later selected to join MScL since he was promoted to the position of

secondary school principalship. But the principal had to complain for he started the MScL
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program as a beginner.From analysis of the syllabus and curriculum framework, one can see that

the two programs share common features. Table 14 depicts the situation.

Table 14

Course,Course Code and Credit hours for PGDSL and MScL

. PGDSL MScL
Courses Course Code Credit

hours
Courses Course

Code
Credit
hours

School Leadership and
Management

PGDSL 601 4 Foundation of
School Leadership

ScL 601 4

Instructional Leadership PGDSL 602 4 Instructional
Leadership

ScL 602 3

LeadingCPD PGDSL 603 3 Leading CPD ScL 607 3
Education Policy and
Contemporary issues in
Ethiopia

PGDSL 604 3 School Policy and
Change
Management

ScL 604 4

Management of Educational
Change

PGDSL 605 3

School Resource
Management

PGDSL 606 4 School Resource
Management

ScL 605 4

School Improvement
Planning

PGDSL 607 4 School
Improvement
Planning and
Project Design

ScL 606 4

School Community
Relations

PGDSL 608 3 School Community
Relations

ScL 608 2

Research Methods
in Education

ScL 603 4

Thesis ScL 701 6
Source: Post Graduate Diploma in School Leadership: Syllabus Specification(MoE,2013, p. 9) and National

Curriculum Framework for MA Degree in School Leadership (MoE,2014, p.20).

It can be observed from Table 14 that courses such as Instructional Leadership, CPD,

School Resources Management and School Community Relations are common for the two

programs. Details of the unit topics in most cases also reveal more similarities than differences

(MoE,2013;MoE,2014). It can also be observed from Table 14that there are minimal differences
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across the two program in some courses. For example, while courses such as Education Policy

and Contemporary Issues in Ethiopia and Management of Educational Change are offered in

PGDSL program, i.e., two courses on related issues, there is School Policy and Change

Management course being given in the MScL program. Similarly, while there is a course 'School

Improvement Planning' in the PGDSL program, there is 'School Improvement Planning and

Project Design' in the MScL program. The two programs have similar code numbers for their

courses (601-608) but different in levels of qualification-Diploma in the PGDSL program and a

master’s degree in the MScL program. The basic difference between the two programs is that the

courses named 'Research in Education' and 'Thesis' are provided only in the MScL program.

Therefore, it seems that there is repetition of some courses. Not only has one of the

principals (Interviewee P7) confirmed that there is repetition but also a respondent from the

Ministry of Education (E6) verified that PGDSL was changed to MScL with only minor changes.

This calls for vertical integration between the two programs since there is a possibility of

promotion from primary principalship to secondary principalship.

It is understandable, notably, from the interview responses of the relevant person from

the Ministry of Education as well as from document analysis that the program changes were fast.

Such a frequent program change was reported in another context. For example, Shaked (2014)

forwards that Israel’s principal preparation program is criticized for its quick change that the

program designed in 2010 was quickly changed and a new program started to be implemented in

2014 indicating that at least the previous program served for four years. Hence, the case of Israel

is even not very fast as compared to Ethiopia's. Also in some contexts, researchers recommended

program changes so as to make principal preparation so relevant mainly to the recently

developed standards defining activities of the principals. Most notable is the adoption or adaption
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of the standard developed by Interstate school leaders’ licensure consortium (ISLLC) for use in

over 40 States as the basis for operating preparation programs in the United States (Murphy et

al., 2009). In still other countries, there was a need for changes in principal preparation. For

example, Olayiwola (2015) proposes policy model for appointing and preparing school

principals in Nigeria due to persistent poor academic performance of secondary school students.

However, resistance from universities to implement a change in principal preparation

program was also reported. For example, Murphy et al. (2008) reported that there is a minimal

meaningful program change in 54 universities in six states in the United States of America.

Similarly Hess & Kely (2005) asserted that graduate school of education made superficial

changes to their existing programs. Thus there was a need to look for alternatives such as

consulting private firms. Such interests of universities to maintain status quo may push other

organs including Ministries of Education to take care of the whole program change as it

happened in Ethiopia. But there may be a possibility of establishing a body up on which powers

vested in to check program relevance and help program ownership. It should, however, be noted

that it is difficult to be exhaustive in terms of providing specific courses to exactly address

frequently changing situations.

4.2.2 Extent the principalsinfluence school environment

This theme is identified mainly based on the second basic question to seek answers from

different respondents. Specifically, perspectives of teachers and middle level managers with

regard to the principals' capacity in influencing work culture, school environment, teacher

collaboration, and creating supportive learning environment were collected through

questionnaires.
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Bringing academic staff together to improve classroom teaching and learning is a key for

student achievement. Involvement of the teaching staff in school affairs, joint problem solving

and decision-making brings confidence in the teachers and improves ownership of the school

activities.

When asked whether the training provided has helped the principals promote teacher

collaboration and shared problem solving, all the three categories of graduates (EdPM, EdL &

MScL) agreed that they got sufficient knowledge in promoting teacher collaboration and shared

problem solving. They all mentioned that they established different committees in schools so that

problems are solved in group decision. For example, graduates of EdPM (Interviewees P4 & P5)

confirmed that they learnt about the issue in 'Management' course. They also responded that they

involved various committees to solve problems together. Graduates of EdL (Interviewees P1

&P9) said that they got the awareness in the course ‘Leadership in Education’ as the issues were

sub-topics in the course. Three respondents from the third category (MScL trainees) responded

that they learnt about teacher collaboration and shared problem solving in the course entitled

‘Foundation of school leadership (Interviewees P2, P3 & P8). They also stated that there were

issues solved based on group decisions.

Common to all the categories from their responses were that they established committees

with in the schools to solve problems that may occur in schools. This was confirmed from the

school minutes kept in the offices of the respective school principals. In addition, irrespective of

whether the principals were in the EdPM, EdL or MScL program, they all agreed that they have

been introduced to the topic of howto promote teacher collaboration and shared problem solving

in different courses.
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An expert from the Woreda education office was also interviewed to assess the extent to

which the principals promote teacher collaboration and shared problem solving for effective

student learning. In response to this question, teachers’, principals’ and supervisors’ work

process owner representative (Interviewee E1) responded that he met with the principals every

month or less frequently for supervision or for evaluative training discussion as the need may

arise. He added that the teacher, principal and supervisor work process section works mostly on

deployment and filling in semester result oriented appraisal by collecting relevant information

from other work processes. He felt that most principals had shortcomings in this regard.

The other respondent (Interviewee E2) from another Woreda education officeclose to

principals responded that there was capacity gap especially withprincipals relatively less

experienced than the teachers. He added that principals focus on routine activities such as filling

in forms rather than mobilizing teachers and giving the necessary leadership. He furthersaid that

graduates of EdPM were unable to provide supervisory support to subject matter graduates.

There were also financial constraints to provide the principals with continuous training.

To the same question, another interviewee from Woreda education office (Interviewee

E3) respondedthat there was big gap on the part of the principals in promoting teacher

collaboration and shared problem solving. She said there were very few principals who were

successful in promoting these important activities and that there were even some who could not

apply it after receiving training, which may have emerged from lack of commitment and

readiness right from the time of taking the position or training for principalship. She further

added that individuals calculated where their salary could reach after graduation and did not

seem to care about their professional contribution to the sector; they looked for salary elsewhere
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but now the career ladder of principals has improved their salary which may motivate them to

stay in the sector.

Another respondent to which principals are responsible had the following to say:

Most principals have problems with participatory approach. They are not transparent,

each one decides on his/her own as a principal, a vice principal for academy, or a vice

principal for administrative affairs. All decide individually. Most of them have a degree

in EdPM. They are good in theory but they do not apply it. For example, they learnt

‘planning’ but they have problems on how to plan. Collective leadership is one of

managerial functions and they learnt it but they decide alone and their decision is not

transparent. I think commitment is a key. We try to build their capacity by organizing

evaluative training. Organizing short term trainings could build theirleadership skill gap.

(Interviewee E4, 30 December 2016)

Still respondent from another Woredaeducation office (Interviewee E5) forwardedthat they

implement charter transfer system to bring best performing principals in Woreda as they showed

interest to get transferred to the capital city of the region. She believed,as a consequence, that

there was no major gap in promoting teacher collaboration and shared problem solving.

One can learn from the education officers, with the exception of Interviewee E5, that

there was a huge gap among the principals in terms of promoting teacher collaboration and

shared problem solving. These officers reported that there were a number of gaps they attempted

to disclose and analysis of the details will be dealt with later on.

One of the university department heads (U1) responded that the school leadership

program has limitations in helping the principals to promote teacher collaboration and shared

problem solving. Another respondent (U3) believed that the ongoing program (MScL) was
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relevant and that the courses were prepared through participation of professionals from

universities although he felt some were fromirrelevant fields. He added that the courses were

prepared to make the principals ‘instructional leaders' so as to help them ‘promote teacher

collaboration and shared problem solving’. However,he added, the gaps came about because the

principals work to fulfill the interests of their bosses instead of focusing on teaching and

learning. He further said that they submissively receive every directive coming from the local

officials not because of lack of awareness that the directives were inappropriate but because they

wanted to remain in their position. They are afraid of the consequence of not receiving the

directive.

Respondent U2 believed that the training was satisfactory as he also knew the contents

but ascribed the problem to implementation of the training. He added that there was lack of

commitment from the local administration or education office leaders as well as from the

practitioners themselves. He further commented that the principals focus onactivities outside the

school and are consequently unable to implement what they learnt in the training institutions.

The above responses from the university department heads revealed that the programs

were relevant and could help the principals promote teacher collaboration and shared problem

solving. However, two of the respondents believed that the principals were busy with business

outside the school such as political assignments given by local authorities.

In the following section, we will look at the opinion of middle level managers and

teachers towards the principals' capacity in building teacher collaboration. Table 16 presents a

summary of the responses



142

Table 15

Opinion of middle level managers and teachers towards principals’ capacity in building teacher

collaboration.

N
o.

B. Teacher collaboration (TC) Type of
respondents

N Mean Standard
deviation

P-value
(two-tailed)

14 Teachers work together to
develop teaching materials or
activities for particular classes

Teachers 198 3.49 0.92 0.9688
Managers 167 3.49 0.98

15 Teachers meet formally to
discuss common challenges in
the classroom

Teachers 200 3.58 0.86 0.9936
Managers 169 3.58 1.00

16 Teachers share and discuss
student work with other teachers

Teachers 200 3.62 0.84 0.6799
Managers 168 3.58 1.05

17 Teachers observe each other’s
classrooms (e.g., participate in
learning walks)

Teachers 199 3.55 0.95 0.0817

Managers 168 3.36 1.05

18 Staff take steps to solve
problems; they do not just talk
about them

Teachers 201 3.40 0.86 0.6923
Managers 168 3.36 1.00

19 Staff give open and honest
feedback to each other

Teachers 200 3.56 0.83 0.7716

Managers 165 3.59 1.02

20 Teachers here are confident, they
will be able to motivate their
students

Teachers 197 3.77 0.80 0.5179
Managers 168 3.83 0.98

21 Teachers here have the skills
needed to produce meaningful
student learning

Teachers 201 3.76 0.82 0.1015

Managers 169 3.91 0.93

22 Teachers in this school believe
that every child can learn

Teachers 201 3.93 0.94 0.2388

Managers 165 4.04 0.96

23 Teachers in this school have the
skills to deal with student
disciplinary problems

Teachers 201 3.78 0.93 0.2153

Managers 167 3.90 0.87

As can be seen from Table 15, there was statisticallyno significant difference between the

two groups of respondents in the mean ratings for all the items (p-value > 0.05). Teachers

believed usually that every student can learn (item 22 where by teachers rated it as 3.93 and

middle level managers rated 4.04). It can be noted that it is the highest rating among the six sub-

thematic areas that must be known by principals. The mean ratings of the teachers and middle

level managers in item 14 which is about teacher collaboration in developing teaching materials
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is only sometimes (3.49).The other item (item 17) closely related to teachers’ willingness to

collaborate to observe one another (to participate in learning walks) is rated 3.36by managers.

The mean ratings of teachers and middle level managers in relation to staff taking steps to solve

problems, (item 18), is 3.40 and 3.36 respectively. This implies that principals’ capacity in

building teacher collaboration in those items (14, 17and 18) was exhibited only sometimes(for

managers on item 17) but those areas were the key to bringing staff together to work for

meaningful learning out comes.

Statistical analysis of frequency for items 17 and 18 aboveworth presentation, shown in

Tables 16 and 17.

Table 16

Principals’ capacity in building teacher collaboration by encouraging classroom observation

TC 17 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 13 3.54 13 3.54
Rarely 39 10.63 52 14.17
Sometimes 140 38.15 192 52.32
Usually 113 30.79 305 83.11
Always 62 16.89 367 100.00

Table 16shows that 192 (52.3%) of the respondents had the opinion that the capacity of the

principal in building teacher collaboration in terms of encouraging teachers observe each other’s

classrooms is only sometimes (140, 38.1%), rarely (39, 10.6%) and never (13, 3.5%) while 62

(16.89%) responded that the principals always encourage classroom observation among the

teachers.
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Table 17

Principals’ capacity in building teacher collaboration to solve problems

TC 18 Frequency Percentage Cumulative
Frequency

CumulativePercentage

Never 8 2.17 8 2.17
Rarely 47 12.74 55 14.91
Sometimes 150 40.65 205 55.56
Usually 121 32.79 326 88.35
Always 43 11.65 369 100.00

It can be observed from Table 17that 150 (40.6%), 47 (12.7%) and 8(2.2%) of the respondents

respectively rated the occurrence of staff taking steps to solve problems rather than talking about

them as sometimes, rarely and never. This shows that shared problem solving is not adequately

practiced.

Tabel 18

ANOVA for teacher collaboration (Dependent variable: Comp_TC)

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F-value P-value

RES. TYPE 1 5.01 5.01 0.03 0.8626

REGION 4 7445.99 1861.50 11.14 < 0.0001

SEX 1 234.99 234.99 1.41 0.2366

AGE 7 868.67 124.10 0.74 0.6360

EXPERIENCE 6 2090.46 348.41 2.09 0.0547

EDUCATION 2 733.02 366.51 2.19 0.1132

For the teacher collaboration (TC) composite score presented in Table 18, REGION is found to

be statistically significant (p < 0.0001).This means that there is a significant difference between

at least one pair of the five regions in terms of their average TC composite score. See Table 19

for the follow-up factor-level analysis.
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Table 19

Factor level analysis for REGION (Dependent variable: Comp_TC)

Pr >t for HO: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)

i/j
Addis
Ababa

Afar Amhara Benishangul-
Gumuz Oromia

Addis Ababa 0.1487 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0354
Afar 0.8575 0.1360 1.0000
Amhara 0.1771 0.5858

Benishangul-Gumuz 0.0416
Oromia

Table 19 reveals that there is significant difference between Addis Ababa and Amhara

(P<0.0001), between Addis Ababa and Benishangul-Gumuz (P<0.0001), between Addis Ababa

and Oromia (P=0.0354) and between Oromia and Benishangul-Gumuz (P=0.0416) in terms of

their average TC composite scores. The all pair-wise comparisons of regions is also shown

graphically in Figure 5 using diffogram (also known as the mean-mean scatter diagram).
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Figure 5 .Comp_TC LSMEAN: Comparisons for Region

As can be seen from Figure 5, Benishangule-Gumuz region has the lowest Comp_TC and Addis

Ababa has the highest.

It was found out that irrespective of the program of study (EdPM, EdL, MScL), all the

principals believed that they learnt the topic of knowledge in promoting teacher collaboration

and shared problem solving scattered in different courses and yet believed that they were

successful in supporting teachers in those attributes. However, most woreda education officers

Differences for alpha=0.05 (Tukey-Kramer Adjustment)
Not significant                              significant
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felt that there was a gap in the principals leading schools in terms of promoting teacher

collaboration and shared problem solving.

Majority of the university department heads preparing principals believed that the

program sufficiently prepares principals to promote teacher collaboration and shared problem

solving but believed that principals were not only busy with campaign activities outside the

schools but they lacked commitment.

With regard to principals’ involvement in activities outside the schools, an extract from

one of the principals is presented as follows:

Some school principals are busy with activities which do not contribute directly to

teaching and learning. Directives come from higher authorities focusing on something

temporary like filling in forms but also outside the school such as political activities. We

cannot resist since some of our leaders do not know what we should do.  (Interviewee

P10, 02 January 2017)

One of the woreda education officers (Interviewee E2) responded that principals focus on routine

activities such as filling in forms rather than mobilizing teachers for teaching and learning.

The above quotation and responses revealed that principals were either busy with routine

activities (as forwarded by some education officers [E2] and principals [P2 & P10]) in the

school, which could be done by members of the staff, or they are directed by their leaders to

work on issues outside teaching and learning, an opinion shared by university department heads

(Interviewee U2 & U3).

In agreement with this finding, other researchers (Matebe, 2015; Mihreteab, 2015) also

found out that principals were busy with activities outside schools such as involvement in

political activities. However, what makes this finding interesting and different from the above
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researches was that principals in the sample schools were not only busy with businesses outside

the school but also pass time on routine activities such as filling in forms which could have been

done by other staff members. This may indicate the principals’ weakness in delegating leadership

power.

When commitment of principals is considered, quality of the-would be principals selected

for training counts a lot. As is with our education system, there has been a critical shortage in

quality candidates for principalship in American public schools (Pounder and Merrill, 2001).

According to responses from the woreda education personnel in Ethiopia, principalship is

becoming not a profession of choice. The following quotation illustrates this:

Those who apply to become principals are those who have improved their qualification

through distance education in private colleges in subject matter. The reason is that their

degree is not considered and when they apply to be a principal, they are assigned since

there is no one competing with them. Then after having the degree accepted, they soon

resign to become teachers as now they face no problem because they have already been

paid salary matching their degrees which they were denied before becoming principals.

Hence, principalship is not the position one wishes to stay in to provide leadership but

make use of it to move to the other benefit. (Interview E1, 10 November 2016)

There was a similar response from another interviewee which indicates that principalship is used

as an instrument of moving from the field of education to other better paying sectors. Her

response is quoted as:

Individuals calculated where their salary could reach after graduation and did not seem to

care about their professional contribution to the sector; they looked for better salary
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elsewhere but now the career ladder for principals has improved which may motivate

them to stay in the sector. (Interviewee E3, 02 December 2016)

Views of the principals themselves seemed to agree with the responses of the woreda education

office respondents in relation to salary. For example, one of the principals (Interviewee P6) who

attended the current MScL program said the program limits job opportunity to schools and

minimizes the chance of moving to other sectors with better salary (refer to response of

Interviewee P6, P.95).

Responses of expert from the woreda education office and of the principals seemed to

agree to the idea that principals were looking for better payment when they requested for change

of nomenclature of the degree arguing that the current one limited job opportunity. Whichever

way, the finding indicates that high turnover of the principals is the trend. The same was found

by Joshi and Verspoor (2013) who reported that in light of current conditions in Ethiopia,

turnover of principals is reportedly high, taking Addis Ababa Education Bureau, based in capital

city of the country, as an example, a principal on average stays in a post for two years, either due

to their upward movement in the education structure or moving out of education into other

sectors. This is in agreement with the recommendation of Livingstone et al. (2002)

commissioned by the Ministry of Education of Ethiopia that principals should stay in the post for

at least five years.

Wells and peachy (2011), while reporting the impact of turnover, they have suggested

various mechanisms of reducing turnover intentions. They argued that leaders in the hierarchy

should strive to create healthy, vibrant work environments and include the principals in decision-

making so as to provide avenue for expression of views. For this to happen, immediate education

personnel in the hierarchy should not only be better qualified but also trained in the field (which
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is not the case as can be observed from Table 5) in order to have the ability to create motivation

and commitment in the principals. Otherwise, lack of motivation may affect the commitment of

principals to influence school environment in bringing student learning outcomes.

Data were also collected qualitatively through interviews and quantitatively through

questionnaires to get a complete pictureof supportive learning environment. Interview question

were then forwarded to the principals.

Accordingly, when asked if they thought the course work has provided knowledge that

promotes supportive learning environment, almost all the principals answered it positively.

However, there still was some deviation among the three categories of specializations. For

example, while one of the graduates of EdPM (Interviewee P5) said she was satisfied with the

courses in terms of preparing her for promoting supportive learning environment, a graduate

from the same department said it almost hardly prepared him for school leadership. His

comments were as follows:

There were some problems in that, the instructor provided course outline and students

had to download materialsfrom the internet, copy them and present to the class.

Sometimes internet access was a problem; we were told to go to the library but no

relevant materials were available there. So students had problems. As students struggled

to pass exams and were not worried as such about getting the necessary knowledge and

skill, there was a problem. (Interview P4, 14 November 2016)

To the same question, one of the EdL graduates (Interviewee P9) responded that the courses

were sufficient enough in preparing the principal to promote supportive learning environment

while another one had a different view. His responses are quoted as follows:
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Yes the courses do prepare principals to promote supportive learning environment but not

so much. For example, the key issue of the day is about school safety. I do not think the

course focused on this in as much as the present schools require. Some courses were

over-loaded while other key ones were overlooked. Some of the courses were provided in

a distance mode, and there was no guarantee that assignments were done by the trainees

themselves. Therefore, I do not believe that the courses prepared the principals fully to

promote supportive learning environment. They just showed clues. (Interviewee P1, 02

November 2016)

One of the respondents (Interviewee P11) from the categories of Master in School Leadership

believed that the courses did not prepare the principals to promote supportive learning

environment because of lack of practice/practicum. For him students went into classrooms,

instructors taught using projectors, and then students sat for exam.

Almost all othermembers from this category believed that the courses prepared them to

promote supportive learning environment. However, one of them had reservation. The following

quotation illustrates this:

I feel that the courses were directly related to schools. Before attending the courses, I had

been leading schools just blindly by guessing or using some ideas I picked up from

meetings. It is difficult to lead a school without proper training. But the problem I

observed with this program is that some courses were provided through distance

education modality which was a challenge. When you learn in face-to-facemode, learning

becomes live because you ask questions, discussions take place and you learn from what

attendees’ air. Some universities gave the course in ‘block’. They just taught it for a week

and gave exams. The whole thing is completedin less than fifteen days. Thishas a huge
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impact on quality. We completed courses given for a semester in just less than two

months. (Interviewee P8, 03 December 2016)

Responses from Interviewee P8 revealed that while the courses seemed to prepare principals for

promoting supportive learning environment, shortage of time, lack of practice and the mode of

delivery were some of the challenges.

Table 20presents perceptions of middle level managers and teachers with regard to the

frequency with which principals help to create conducive teaching learning conditions.

Table 20

Perceptions of middle level managers and teachers of the extent to which the principals

support/supervise to create conducive teaching and learning conditions.

No. C. Teaching and Learning Conditions
(TLC) Type of

respondents
N Mean Standard

Deviation
P-value

(Two-tailed)

24 Teachers collect and use student
performance data to improve
teaching and learning

Teachers 200 3.68 0.96 0.3522

Managers 168 3.77 0.95

25 Teachers strongly support the
changes we have undertaken at
this school

Teachers 201 3.71 0.90 0.1830

Managers 167 3.84 0.92

26 Teachers focus on improving and
expanding their instructional
strategies

Teachers 198 3.71 0.84 0.6420

Managers 168 3.75 0.95

27 Teachers are continually learning
and seeking new ideas

Teachers 200 3.74 0.87 0.3431

Managers 168 3.83 0.90

28 Curriculum, instruction, and
learning materials are well
coordinated across the different
grade levels at this school

Teachers 199 3.41 0.88 0.2598

Managers 163 3.53 1.04
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As can be observed from Table 20, the mean rating by teachers of item 28, i.e.,

coordination of curriculum, instruction and learning materials across the different grade levels

was the minimum which is 3.41 (sometimes), whereas the mean rating by the two groups of all

the other items above 3.50. This implies that principals seem to support teachers to create better

teaching and learning conditions although analysis of individual attributes presented in Tables

21revealed otherwise.

As with the previous sub-thematic areas (Instructional Leadership/IL & Teacher

Collaboration/TC) there was no statistically significant mean difference between the two groups

of respondents since the p-values are all greater than 0.05.

Table 21

Principals’ support for teachers to focus on improving instruction

TLC 26 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 4 1.09 4 1.09
Rarely 17 4.64 21 5.74
Sometimes 134 36.61 155 42.35
Usually 129 35.25 284 77.60
Always 82 22.40 366 100.00

It can be observed from Table 21 that 211 (57.6%) of the respondents believed that principals

supported teachers to focus on improving and expanding their instructional strategies which is

against the minimally rated perception of teachers (3.41).
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Table 22

Principals’ support in coordinating curriculum, instruction and learning materials

TLC 28 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 10 2.76 10 2.76
Rarely 36 9.94 46 12.71
Sometimes 146 40.33 192 53.04
Usually 114 31.49 306 84.53
Always 56 15.47 362 100.00

Table 22shows 146 (40.3%) of the respondents believed that the principals supported only

sometimes in checking for curriculum, instruction and learning materials coordination across the

different grade levels. However, 170 (47%) of the respondents believed that the principals

usually and always supported principals in the attribute.

Table 23

ANOVA forteaching and learning conditions (Dependent variable: Comp_ TLC)

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F-value P-value

RES. TYPE 1 20.03 20.03 0.11 0.7413

REGION 4 9526.36 2381.59 12.98 <0.0001

SEX 1 6.27 6.27 0.03 0.8535

AGE 7 1086.72 155.24 0.85 0.5500

EXPERIENCE 6 508.56 84.76 0.46 0.8364

EDUCATION 2 791.23 395.62 2.16 0.1175

In terms of the teaching and learning condition sub-thematic area (TLC) composite score shown

in Table 23, only REGION was found to be statistically significant (p < 0.0001). Factor-level

analysis of REGION is shown in Table 24.
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Table 24

Factor level analysis for REGION (Dependent variable: Comp_TLC)

Pr >t for HO: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)

i/j Addis
Ababa

Afar Amhara Benishangul-
Gumuz

Oromia

Addis Ababa 0.2323 <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0562
Afar 0.5513 0.0428 1.0000

Amhara 0.1880 0.2132
Benishangul-Gumuz 0.0089
Oromia

Table 24 shows that there is a statistically significant difference between four pairs of regions. These are

Addis Ababa and Amhara (P<0.0001), Addis Ababa and Benishangul-Gumuz (P<0.0001). Afar and

Benishangul-Gumuz (P=0.0428) and Oromia and Benishangul-Gumuz (P=0.0089).
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Figure 6.Comp_TLC LSMEAN: Comparisons for Region

As can be seen from Figure 6, Benishangule-Gumuz region, again, has the lowest Comp_TLC

and Addis Ababa has the highest. In fact, the average Comp_TLC for Addis Ababa is also

significantly greater than all the other regions.

Differences for alpha=0.05 (Tukey-Kramer Adjustment)
Not significant                                significant
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Table 25

Perceptions of middle level managers and teachers regarding principals’ effectiveness in managing

school affairs.

No. D. Management (M)
Respondents

Type
N Mean Standard

Deviation
P-value

(Two-sided)

29 Manage school resources
(e.g., personnel,
instructional time, supplies/
equipment) to optimize
teaching and learning

Teachers 202 3.574 0.94 0.2443

Managers 169 3.70 1.15

30 Manage discipline and
classroom management to
support learning for all
students

Teachers 202 3.72 0.93 0.5396

Managers 168 3.78 1.03

31 Manage facilities and their
maintenance to promote a
safe and orderly learning
environment

Teachers 200 3.55 0.95 0.3917

Managers 169 3.64 1.05

32 Manage support services to
enhance learning for all
students

Teachers 200 3.64 0.85 0.9117

Managers 169 3.65 1.00

33 Recruit and retain high
quality personnel to support
teaching and learning

Teachers 197 3.41 0.91 0.2291

Managers 166 3.28 1.07

34 Manage school policies and
procedures (e.g., schedules)
to optimize teaching and
learning

Teachers 200 3.74 0.90 0.3531
Managers 167 3.83 1.01

Table 25 shows that there is no statistically significant difference between the two groups of

respondents for all the items since all p-values are greater than the 0.05 level of significance.

The mean ratings of the respondents reveal that principals are better in managing school

affairs. All the items were rated above 3.5 by both groups of respondents except item 33 which is

about recruiting and retaining high quality personnel to support teaching and learning which was

rated 3.41 by teachers and 3.28 for managers. This may imply that the financial capacity of
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schools to recruit qualified support staff is minimal; recruiting teaching staff by schools is non-

existent and therefore staff turnover may be the challenge to support teaching and learning.

Statistical analysis of the frequency procedure also revealed similar findings as can be seen in

Table 26.

Table 26

Principals’ effectiveness in recruiting and retaining quality personnel.

M 33 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 19 5.23 19 5.23
Rarely 41 11.29 60 16.53
Sometimes 136 37.47 196 53.99
Usually 127 34.99 323 88.98
Always 40 11.02 363 100.00
From Table 26, it can be observed that 136 (37.5%), 41 (11.2%) and 19 (5.2%) of the

respondents respectively believed that the principals sometimes, rarely and never recruited and

retained high quality personnel to support teaching and learning. However, one can see from the

table that 167 (46%) rated principals usually and always recruit and retain high quality

personnel. Yet, principals do not recruit teachers as per the current situation.

Table 27

ANOVA for management (Dependent variable: Comp_M)

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F-value P-value

RES. TYPE 1 195.38 195.38 0.90 0.3426

REGION 4 5848.75 1462.19 6.76 < 0.0001

SEX 1 11.75 11.75 0.05 0.8158

AGE 7 1046.10 149.44 0.69 0.6797

EXPERIENCE 6 283.34 47.22 0.22 0.9708

EDUCATION 2 1724.24 862.12 3.99 0.0195
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For the management (M) composite score, REGION (p< 0.0001) and EDUCATION (p= 0.0195)

are found to be statistically significant. Table 28 shows the follow-up analysis for the factor

REGION.

Table 28

Factor level analysis for REGION (Dependent variable: Comp_M)

Pr >t for HO: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)

i/j
Addis
Ababa

Afar Amhara Benishangul
Gumuz

Oromia

Addis Ababa 0.1940 0.0027 <0.0001 0.0516
Afar 0.9994 0.6606 1.0000

Amhara 0.3661 0.9919

Benishangul Gumuz 0.4299
Oromia

Table 28 shows that there is a statistically significant difference between Addis Ababa and Benishangul-

Gumuz (P<0.0001) and between Addis Ababa and Amhara (P=0.0027).
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Figure 7. Comp_M LSMEAN: Comparisons for Region

As can be seen from Figure 7, Benishangule-Gumuz region has the lowest Comp_M and Addis

Ababa hasthe highest.

Differences for alpha=0.05 (Tukey-Kramer Adjustment)
Not significant                               significant
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Table 29

Opinion of middle level managers and teachers towards principal effectiveness in promoting

supportive learning environment.

N
o.

E. Supportive Learning Environment
(SLE)

Type of
respondents N Mean

Standard
Deviation

P-value
(Two-sided)

35 Promote an atmosphere of caring
and trust among teachers and
other staff

Teachers 202 3.54 0.88 0.0144

Managers 168 3.77 0.90

36 Foster staff sensitivity to student
diversity

Teachers 197 3.63 0.96 0.8208
Managers 164 3.65 1.04

37 Work with staff to solve school or
department problems

Teachers 202 3.73 1.00 0.0904
Managers 168 3.91 1.00

38 Build and sustain an educational
vision for the school

Teachers 199 3.51 0.97 0.0100

Managers 169 3.78 1.01

39 Use clear ethical principles to
guide decision making and
problem solving

Teachers 202 3.59 0.95 0.0452

Managers 169 3.79 0.93

40 Engage staff in comprehensive
planning for school improvement

Teachers 202 3.59 0.88 0.8654

Managers 169 3.61 0.97

41 Encourage staff initiative and
innovative efforts

Teachers 199 3.29 0.97 0.0498
Managers 164 3.50 1.09

42 Engage staff in decision making Teachers 202 3.46 0.98 0.2866
Managers 168 3.57 1.01

43 Take staff opinion into
consideration when facilitating
change

Teachers 203 3.40 0.96 0.0096
Managers 165 3.67 1.01

44 Promote effectiveness in serving
all students well

Teachers 202 3.60 0.87 0.2163
Managers 169 3.73 1.10

45 Recognize accomplishments of
teachers in my school

Teachers 200 3.54 0.85 0.5270
Managers 167 3.61 1.09

As can be seen from Table 29, there were significant differences in the mean ratings

between the two groups of respondents in items 35, 38, 39, 41 and 43 in the effectiveness of

principals in promoting supportive learning environment as the p-values are less than 0.05. When

effectiveness of the principals in involving teachers in decision-making, (item 42), is specifically
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considered, the teachers’ group rated it as 3.46 (i.e. the principalssometimes involve teachers in

decision making) while managers’ group rated it as 3.57 (i.e. the principal usually involves

teachers in decision-making). The managers' group rated the effectiveness of the principals

higher than did the teachers perhaps because managers and principals have closer working

relations as both belong to the management team and that might have created bias in the

managers' group views towards the principals.

All the mean ratings of the managers’ group on all the items were above 3.50. However

the mean ratings of teachers group for items 41, 42 and 43 were below 3.40which puts the

ratings at the frequency of sometimes. As a whole this implies that principals encourage staff

initiative, engage teachers in decision-making and take teachers’ opinion into consideration only

sometimes.

Frequency table for the effectiveness of the principals in engaging staff in decision-

making is presented in Table 30.

Table 30

Effectiveness of principals in engaging staff in decision making

SLE 42 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 13 3.51 13 3.51
Rarely 38 10.27 51 13.78

Sometimes 133 34.05 177 47.84
Usually 126 35.95 310 83.78
Always 60 16.22 370 100.00

Table 30shows that 133 (34%) of the respondents rated the frequency of the principals engaging

the staff in decision-making sometimes, while 38(10.3%) rated as rarely. Further 13 (3.5%) said
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principals `never do that. This shows that participation of the staff is not sufficient and this has a

negative impact on creating supportive learning environment.

Table 31

Principals' effectiveness in recognizing accomplishments of teachers

SLE 45 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 10 2.72 10 2.72
Rarely 32 8.72 42 11.44
Sometimes 127 34.60 169 46.05
Usually 133 36.24 302 82.29
Always 65 17.71 367 100.00

Table 31shows that 127 (34.6%), 32(8.7%) and 10 (2.7%) of the respondents believed

respectively that the principal sometimes, rarely and never recognized accomplishments of

teachers in the schools. This shows that the principal is unable to create intrinsic commitment in

teachers for better teaching and learning although more than half of the respondents believed

principals did it usually or always.

Table 32

ANOVA forsupportive learning environment (Dependent variable: Comp_SLE)

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F-value P-value

RES. TYPE 1 243.39 243.39 1.27 0.2605

REGION 4 4913.33 1228.33 6.42 < 0.0001

SEX 1 9.04 9.04 0.05 0.8281

AGE 7 654.40 93.49 0.49 0.8429

EXPERIENCE 6 1503.23 250.54 1.31 0.2530

EDUCATION 2 218.81 109.40 0.57 0.5654



164

Again, only the factor REGION has a statistically significant effect on the composite score of

supportive learning environment (p <0.0001). Therefore, we would expect at least one pair of

regions to have a statistically significant difference in the average Commp_SLE. Table 33 shows

the factor-level analysis for REGION.

Table 33

Factor-level analysis for REGION (Dependent Variable: Comp_SLE)

Pr >t for HO: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)

i/j Addis
Ababa

Afar
Amhara Benishangul

Gumuz
Oromia

Addis Ababa 0.8688 0.0017 <0.0001 0.1014
Afar 0.6019 0.1690 0.9180
Am,hara 0.5409 0.9123
Benishangul Gumuz 0.3648
Oromia

Table 33 reveals that there was significant difference between Addis Ababa and Benishangul-Gumuz

(P<0.0001), and between Addis Ababa and Amhara (P=0.0017).
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Differences for alpha=0.05 (Tukey-Kramer Adjustment)
Not significant                        Significant

Figure 8.Comp_SLE LSMEAN: Comparisons for Region

As can be seen from Figure 8, Benishangule-Gumuz region has the lowest Comp_SLE and

Addis Ababa hasthe highest.
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Influencing school environment for better learning comes through effective communication to

the school and the wider communities surrounding the school. Communication is the tool which

mobilizes the school working force member as well as the wider community. The school is for

the community as is the community for the school. In this era of 21st century, both the school and

the community need each other for mutual purpose, i.e., to share human, financial and

intellectual resources for societal transformation.

In this regard, interviewees were asked whether principals were equipped with the

necessary knowledge and skill of communication to bring members and relevant stakeholders

together. In response to this, the principals themselves were asked if the training helped them

communicate effectively with families about the school mission and performance to support

students’ learning. An interviewee (P4) from the EdPM graduates responded that the course

which he attended for vision, mission and values was incorporated in the course titled

‘Economics and Planning of Education’. He added that the Economics part was dealt with

sufficiently but the planning part which included vision and mission was left to the students for

group work and he, therefore, was not confident enough in terms of knowledge and skill of

drafting vision and mission. He further responded that the course he took had contents on how

families should follow up their children, and has tried to provide them with what principals need

to do to encourage families follow up students’ learning. But he felt that he had sufficient

training in how to communicate with families.

Another EdPM graduate (P5) replied to the same question saying that she had received

‘communication’ as a sub-topic in the course called ‘Organizational Leadership’ and hence she

was well aware of how to communicate with students, how to handle a talk between family and

students or, between two or more groups, etc.
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Graduates of EdL were not any different from Interviewee P5 in terms of communication

skills training they took except that it was offered in a different course. Interviewee P4 said that

communication skills were included in the course ‘Foundation of Leadership’ which covered

sub-topics such as one and two way communication, barriers to communication, how to

communicate with the community, etc. Based on the knowledge and skills he acquired, he said

he was communicating with various committees established in the school. He added that

communication skill is a key to run school business and needed more focus.

Another graduate in EdL (P1) responded that he did not learn how to create vision and

mission but his group was given an assignment to prepare strategic plan and later evaluate the

same. He did not learn which one was narrower and which one was broader in scope. Although

communication skill is a key to deal with the community, he added, it was not given adequate

attention by the university. However, he said, fortunately, he attended a workshop on

communication skill organized by non-governmental organization in collaboration with the

British Council.

One of the respondents (P10) from the third category of qualification (MScL) responded

that the topic of communication was included in the course ‘Instructional Leadership’ but

remarked he was not satisfied with the instructors. He said the group work they did has rather

helped him to acquire skills on communication. He also said that the issue of community

participation was included in the course ‘School Improvement Program’ but the content and

presentation were not adequate enough to the importance of the topic.

The third member of MScL group (P6) responded that in the course called 'School

Community Relation' they learnt what was required of the community, how to increase their

participation,  school as a  concern of the community, and that the community goes further than
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families that send their children to school, that the community includes organized groups, etc. He

added that communication as a content is included in the course ‘School Policy and Change

Management’ but that there was no independent course on communication skills which he

wished were there.

The other member of the group (P11) responded that although it lacked depth,

communication skills as content were included in the course ‘Instructional Leadership’. He then

added that the students were given an assignment on communication skills and that it helped

them to share the skill among themselves which helped them how to communicate with the

community. He added that he did not learn about vision and mission and as a result of which he

had nothing to tell about both to the community. Still another member (P3) responded that he

learnt about communication with the community under the course ‘School Community Relation’.

He said that he focused on the community to improve students’ achievements and seek financial

support, but not to inform them of the vision and mission. He further responded that while

communication is the breath of one’s organization, attention was not paid to it.

Responses from the interviewees revealed that their level of knowledge and skill on

communication varied widely not only among the different categories but also within the same

category itself implying their limitation in communication skills. The issue of vision and mission

of the schools and the education system was almost absent. The overwhelming majority of

principals never communicated vision and mission of school to the families as they [principals]

did not know what vision and mission were all about and how to draft them. Table 34

quantitatively reflects the issue discussed above
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Table 34

Opinion of middle level managers and teachers in the extent to which the principal

communicates to engage the community to secure support   for teaching and learning.

No. F. Family and Community
Relations (FCR) Respondents

Type
N Mean Standard

Deviation
P-value
(Two-sided)

46 Work with families to support
their students’ learning

Teachers 202 3.56 1.01 0.0727
Managers 168 3.55 1.07

47 Communicate effectively
with families about the school
mission and performance
expectations

Teachers 199 3.39 0.93 0.4716

Managers 167 3.46 1.05

48 Promote a culture of open
communication with families

Teachers 202 3.31 1.00 0.5271

Managers 167 3.38 0.99

49 Collaborate with school
community stakeholders to
support teaching and learning

Teachers 200 3.46 0.90 0.7549

Managers 167 3.49 0.99

50 Mobilize the community’s
cultural, social, and
intellectual resources

Teachers 202 3.40 0.96 0.8981

Managers 169 3.42 1.13

Table 34 shows that there is no significant difference between the mean ratings by the two

groups of respondents on all items since all p-values are greater than the 0.05 level of

significance. The mean ratings of the two groups of respondents in all the items, except in item

46, on the effectiveness of the principal in communicating with the community to secure support

for teaching and learning are 3.49 and below revealing that this attribute happens only

sometimes. The effectiveness of the principal to promote a culture of open communication with

families is the lowest (3.31 for the teachers group and 3.38 for the managers’ group). This sub-

thematic area was the only one where both groups rated the principals' effective as only
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sometimes in the individual attribute of culture of openness. This implies that effectiveness of

principals in communication with families was not satisfactory.

When statistical analysis was conducted to see the principals’ communication skill of

engaging the community, the following three variables and attributes explained the situation as

shown in the Tables 35, 36 & 37.

Table 35

Extent to which the principals work with families to support students’ learning

FCR  46 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 15 4.05 15 4.05
Rarely 43 11.62 58 15.68
Sometimes 139 37.57 197 53.24
Usually 106 28.65 303 81.89
Always 66 17.84 369 99.73

Table 35 shows that 139 (37.6%) of the respondents believed the principal worked with families

to support their student' learning only sometimes, while 43 (11.6%) believed the principals did it

rarely. However, 15 (4.0%) of the respondents believed the principals never worked with

families.

Table 36

Principal's effectiveness to communicate with families about school mission and

performance expectation

FCR 47 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 12 3.28 12 3.28
Rarely 52 14.21 64 17.49
Sometimes 117 31.97 181 49.45
Usually 138 37.70 319 87.16
Always 47 12.84 366 100.00
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Table 36 shows that 64 (17.5%) of the respondents out of 366 had the opinion that the principals

rarely or never communicated effectively with families about the school mission and

performance expectation. Yet, most respondents, 302 (82.5), believed that the principals did it

sometimes, usually and frequently which might have been due to the frequent meeting they have

been making in schools

Table 37

Principal's effectiveness to promote a culture of open communication with families

FCR  48 Frequency Percentage CumulativeFrequency CumulativePercentage

Never 12 3.25 12 3.25
Rarely 59 15.99 71 19.24
Sometimes 135 36.59 206 55.83
Usually 115 31.17 321 86.99
Always 48 13.01 369 100.00
Here 135 (36.6%), 59 (16 %) and 12 (3.2%) of the respondents respectively said that the

principals sometimes, rarely and never while 115 (31.7%) and 48 (13.01%) of the respondents

respectively said that principals usually and always promote a culture of open communication

(the total sum still below average) with families to secure support for teaching and learning.

Table 38

ANOVA forfamily and community relations (Dependent variable: Comp_ FCR)

Source DF Type III SS Mean Square F-value P-value

RES. TYPE 1 80.85 80.85 0.30 0.5828

REGION 4 6926.42 1731.60 6.48 < 0.0001

SEX 1 851.17 851.17 3.18 0.0753

AGE 7 1288.96 184.14 0.69 0.6816

EXPERIENCE 6 1183.81 197.30 0.74 0.6193

EDUCATION 2 394.69 197.35 0.74 0.4788
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For the family and community relations (FCR) composite score as shown in Table 38, only

REGION is statistically significant (P<0.0001). The follow-up factor level analysis for REGION

is shown in Table 39.

Table 39

Factor level analysis for REGION (Dependent Variable: Comp_FCR)

Pr >t for HO: LSMean(i)=LSMean(j)

j/j
Addis
Ababa

Afar Amhara Benishangul
Gumuz

Oromia

Addis Ababa 0.3346 0.0002 <0.0001 0.1060
Afar 0.8349 0.5572 1.0000
Am,hara 0.9132 0.6697
Benishangul Gumuz 0.4428

Oromia

Table 39 shows that there are statistically significant difference between Addis Ababa and

Benishangul-Gumuz (P<0.0001) and Addis Ababa and Amhara (P=0.0002) in terms of the

average family and community relations composite score.
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Figure 9.Comp_FCR LSMEAN: Comparisons for Region

As can be seen from Figure 9, Benishangule-Gumuz region has the lowest Comp_FCR and

Addis Ababa hasthe highest. The average Comp_FCR for Addis Ababa is also significantly

greater than that of Amhara region.

From the above presentations,there were other problems mentioned in the current school

leadership program. For example, the overwhelming majority of the principals believed that they

never communicated vision and mission of the schools to the families not only because they did

Differences for alpha=0.05 (Tukey-Kramer Adjustment)
Not significant Significant
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not know what vision and mission are all about and how to draft them but also because their

communication skill was minimal.

Quantitative data also revealed that the effectiveness of principals to promote a culture of

open communication with families was very low (mean ratings of the teachers group being 3.31

and that of middle level managers 3.8) out of the sub-themes identified under family and

community relations. The full model containing the main effects of the factors/covariates of

family and community relation with the school showed that there was no statistically significant

variation among the levels of the six factors-respondent type, region, sex, age, years of

experience, and education-at the 5% level of significance which shows that relation of schools

and the families was weak across all regions.

The findings of this study is similar to the findings of a research done by Robinson and

Fevre (2011) in that principals lacked interpersonal skills in deeply inquiring into the parent’s

view and engaging them in collaborative problem solving. This reveals that communication skill

training should incorporate how to handle complaints interactions in an educational context.

Hence communication skill and knowledge was the key to creating and maintaining orderly

learning environments and therefore principals should be prepared to be able to work closely

with parents, and to collaborate with partners outside the school beyond families so as to secure

support for student learning (Orr, 2011; Osterman & Hafner, 2009). Yet, principals need

sufficient time to focus on teaching and learning process.

Leading and facilitating vision for learning as well as developing and managing school

community relations are the core areas of responsibilities of principals (MoE, 2013). Additional

duty is also being introduced recently to the education system of Ethiopia. That is, in the Rural

Transformation Package (ት/ሚ/ር፡ 2008) schools are identified as transformation centers where
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the principal is one of the key persons in the leadership and organic structure of the package.

This brings additional responsibility of transforming the society to principals. Hence, an all-

round communication skill and knowledge of the principal is very important.

Communication is the life blood of a school. Researchers confirmed that most of the

leaders’ time goes to communication. For example, Lunenburg and Ornstein (1991), referring

empirical research, reported that school principals spend 70-80% of their time in interpersonal

communication. This calls for more attention to be given to communication skills training of

principals in Ethiopia.

4.2.3 Effectiveness of principals in carrying out their roles

This research question is basically prepared to quantitatively find out from the teachers

and middle level managers whether the responses collected qualitatively from the other

categories of respondents including principals hold true. Therefore, this theme mainly builds on

the former two thematic areas. Major reflections from the qualitative data are integrated with

quantitative data to provide similar but a more clear analysis and interpretation on the topic. In

other words, the theme was here for analysis and interpretation of the data so collected to be

discussed mixing both findings. Hence, an interview question was forwarded to the woreda

education officers concerning how they evaluate the performance of school principals in

providing effective leadership. Their responses were quoted as follows:

There are two kinds of principals-those who are capable and those who are not but both

groups are often appointed since sufficient number of interested and capable principals

are hard to come by. Therefore, those who are capable do perform their jobs effectively

while the incapable ones do not. The latter group does not show any improvement, in

their schools, in part, due to adversarial relations they create with teachers and
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community; unfortunately, such incompetent principals are the majority. This emanated

not from lack of training or experience. For that matter, the effective ones are not EdPM

graduates but those who are simply assigned from teachers and are able to lead naturally.

There were even EdPM graduates who were sent for MScL training. The main problem is

that teachers do not want to be trained for principalship as it is not motivating until

recently when the ladder improved. We will then see what will happen in terms of their

motivation to remain in their position and to serve in the sector.  (Interviewee E1, 10

November 2016)

In relation to the same question, another education officer (E2) felt that the principals stood at

medium level in providing effective leadership. In justifying his judgment, he said that there was

a high turnover including involuntary and sudden removal of principals from positions, which

was commonly done within six months or a year by authorities without providing enough

support to build the principals' capacity.

Two other education officers (E3 and E5) from different regions had responded to the

same interview question in a similar manner. They categorized principals in the city in three

groups-exemplary, middle levels (majority) and weak ones who needed critical support.

Another expert from woreda education office (Interviewee E4) remarked that the trainees

did not want to build their capacity on their own despite the massive summer training being

provided by the government. He felt that principals did not provide effective leadership since this

is all about effective planning and changing students’ performance and attitude.

As presented earlier, to make the quantitative work suitable, six sub-thematic areas that

must be known by principals were identified. For this purpose statistical analysis software

system was used to analyze individual variables and attributes.
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When effectiveness of school principals in instructional leadership was considered, it was

found out that there were no statistically significant mean difference between the two groups of

respondents, teachers' group and middle level managers' group, as the p-values were all greater

than 0.05 justifying the null hypothesis to be true. However, when individual attributes and

variables were considered, for example, effectiveness of principals in evaluating curriculum was

found to be weak. This can be observed from the responses of the two groups, shown in Table 7,

in that 143(38.7%), 57(15.4%) and 27(7.3%) respectively responded that principals sometimes,

rarely and never evaluate curriculum for its use and effectiveness. This finding is similar to the

findings of Osterman & Hafner (2009) that leadership preparation programs reflect poor quality

of curriculum and its lack of relevance to school leadership which did not empower principals to

have sufficient knowledge in evaluating curriculum. Levin (2005) also argues that preparation

programs lack rigor and consist simply of one or two core requirements supplemented by

elective options.

One way of improving teaching and learning is to promote supportive learning

environment by encouraging use of appropriate technology. In relation to this, it was found out

that principals’ effectiveness in encouraging teachers to use appropriate technology to support

teaching and learning was weak(Table 11). Specifically, 122(33%), 59(15.9%) and 27(7.3%) of

the two groups of respondents respectively reported that the principals encouraged use of

appropriate technology only sometimes, rarely and never. This shows that principals’ use of ICT

is not satisfactory. This is similar to the research finding by Mulkeen et al. (2007) that

information technology was the area in which principals recognized the need for further training.

In this era of 21st century, the need for better communications and enthusiasm to be at the fore

front of technology developments call for articulated information technology knowledge (Wong,
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2007). Similarly, Yan and Ehrich (2009) argued that the changing governance structure requires

the school principals to be equipped with new sets of skills and competencies in ICT.

Mere presence of plasma television, computers (where available) and smart mobile

phones in the pockets of learners in schools is not sufficient to foster innovation. Hence teachers

who may play a catalytic role should be empowered. To empower teachers, principals should be

empowered a head for one cannot take care of issues s/he did not know or understood about.

Monitoring of student performance data which is becoming a key role of the principal and a key

aspect of instructional leadership, may need online data management record over time to see

progress which may require a minimum of computer literacy. Hence, use of appropriate

technology such as ICT in education has paramount importance. ICT in education is one of the

six quality improvement programs under implementation in Ethiopia (MoE, 2010). However, the

result from this study revealed that effective implementation is lacking either due to lack of

access or absence of infrastructure.

When teacher collaboration and joint problem solving is considered, principals believed

that they encouraged teachers to work together and solve problems jointly. But woreda education

office personnel had a different view that they were not satisfied with the principals’

effectiveness on this attribute. Teachers and middle level managers, more specifically teachers

who are the target subjects and whose responses are reasonably acceptable, were not satisfied as

the data speak. For example, principals’ capacity in building teacher collaboration to solve

problems (Table 17) was considered and responses from the two groups showed that

150(40.6%), 47(12.7%) and 8(2.2%) of the two groups respectively said that the staff took steps

to solve problems only sometimes. Also regarding each other’s class room observation, which is
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one indicator of collaboration among the staff, principals’ capacity to encourage class room

observation (Table 16) was sometimes (140, 38%), rarely (39, 10.6%) and never (13, 3.5%).

Joint decision-making is the other way of joint problem solving. With this attribute,

principals responded in the interview that they involved teachers in decision-making. Minutes of

staff of the schools showed that there were different committees established to act on some

school issues done by design. But responses of the two groups (teachers' and middle level

managers' group) appear to be otherwise as shown in Table 30. 133 (34%) responded that they

were involved in decision-making only sometimes, 38 (10.3%) said they were involved rarely

and 13 (3.5%) said they were never involved in decision-making. The woreda education office

personnel were also not satisfied with principals’ role in involving teachers in joint decision-

making.

Similar to the above finding, a World Bank report done by Mulkeen et al. ( 2007) found

out in the study in sub-Sahara Africa that teachers felt they had little influence on the way their

school is run. This indicates that teachers’ involvement in decision-making is not satisfactory.

Principalship indirectly improves student outcomes by creating the conditions that support

teachers’ teaching and students' learning (Eyal & Roth, 2011). One way of creating better school

condition is through involving teachers in school affairs.

Researchers reported that greater use of teacher collaboration and joint problem solving

create intrinsic motivation. For example, Schleicher (2015) reports that school leaders who

provide their staff with opportunities to share in decision-making tend to report greater job

satisfaction. Teachers perceive their needs and measure their job satisfaction by factors such as

participation in decision-making, use of valued skills, freedom and independence, expression of

creativity, and opportunity for learning. Shared vision and school goal-setting processes initiated
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by school leaders have significant effects on teacher’s personal goals and motivation to teach

(Hallinger & Heck, 1996). Therefore, principals of effective schools know how to motivate their

staff by using various school factors such as including staff members in decision-making, setting

shared vision among teachers and creating trust among school community (Fullan, 2001).

However, let alone mobilizing teachers towards shared vision, it was found out that the

overwhelming majority of the principals never communicated vision and missions of schools to

the families as they did not know what vision and mission are all about including how to draft

them.

With regard to perceptions of the two groups of respondents in managing school affairs,

principals’ effectiveness in recruiting and retaining quality personnel (Table 26) was analyzed

using statistical software. Findings showed that 136 (37.4%) of the respondents said principals

recruited and retained high quality personnel to support teaching and learning only sometimes,

while 41 (11.2%) said they rarely did it. Some 19 (5.2%) said that principals never did it. This

possibly implies lack of sufficient financial resource at school. The problem of finance was

raised when department heads from universities training principals were asked whether there was

a way in which departments follow up performance of school principals in providing effective

leadership.

Hence, finance is the bottle neck not only at the school but also at department level of the

principal preparation institutions.

The other important area of securing support for teaching and learning is building close

collaboration with stakeholders, most notably, with families. However, quantitative data obtained

from teachers and middle level managers revealed that the extent to which the principals work

with families to support students’ learning seems minimal, as shown in Table 35. In this case,
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139(37.6%) respondents from the two groups replied that the principals worked with families

only sometimes. Further while 43 (11.6%) of the groups believed principals rarely worked with

families, 15 (4.1%) said they never worked with families. A study conducted by the World Bank

on Sub-Saharan Africa also reported that parents’ involvement remained rather superficial in

affecting the real mission of schools and students’ learning (Mulkeen et al., 2007). Principals

also reported that the primary role of parents was nothing more than contribution of fees.

According to the University of Nottingham (2015), true learning communities draw parents into

the learning culture, assessing their needs and providing information and training where needed.

In the Ethiopian context, there was an attempt to address the communication skills of

would-be principals (MoE, 2014). The principal interviewees confirmed this mentioning that

they took communication skills in different courses. For example, Interviewee P10 mentioned

that the topic of communication was included in the course ‘Instructional Leadership’ whereas

Interviewee P8 said that how to communicate with family was dealt with in the course ‘School

Community Relations’. The curriculum framework (MoE, 2014) was referred to for confirmation

and the issue of communication was addressed but only slightly touched up on in the two courses

as mentioned by the interviewees (Interviewees P8 & P10), but it should have been treated in

more details in one of the courses, appropriately in the School Community Relation course, so to

say.

The school is not an entity that could exist alone. The school and the community should

work together for the betterment of the teaching and learning process. To fully support students’

academic success, parents need an understanding of the high standards expected of their

children. As a leader in the effort to build greater ownership in schools, the effective principal
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engages the broad community in setting and carrying out the vision and goals of the school

which calls for effective communication knowledge and skills.

To finalize the quantitative analyses and interpretation, it is appropriate to justify or

falsify the hypothesis proposed in the problem statement section. In Section 1.2 of this study,

there were four basic questions raised and hypotheses proposed under basic question three which

is put as follows:

Null hypothesis (H0): There will be no statistically significant difference in effectiveness scores

of the principals between the two groups (teachers and middle level

managers)

Alternative hypothesis (H1): There will be a statistically significant difference in effectiveness

scores of the principals between the two groups (teachers and middle

level managers)

As can be observed in the six sub-thematic areas in Tables 6, 15, 20, 25, 29 and 34 there were no

statistically significant differences between opinions of the teachers and managers since the

alpha values were greater than 0.05 for the sub-thematic areas of instructional leadership (Table

6), teacher collaboration (Table 15), teaching and learning conditions (Table 20), management

(Table 25) and family and community relations (Table 34). This means that the null hypothesis

remained true in those five sub-thematic areas which means that there was no much difference in

effectiveness scores of the principals between teachers and middle level managers. But since

there were statistically significant differences in the mean ratings between the two groups, at

least in four individual attributes (items 35, 38, 39, 41 & 43) in the sub-thematic area ‘supportive

learning environment’ (Table 29), the alternative hypothesis provided true.
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4.2.4 Leadership Succession Strategies

This theme was identified based on the fourth basic question which mainly targeted toworeda

education office and Ministry of Education personnel asking them what leadership succession

strategies they use to assign and remove principals from post.

For this purpose, interviewees from woreda education officeswere asked whatthey

consider when they assignand remove principals. In response to this, Interviewee E4 said they

simply advertise the positions for those who meet the recruitment criteria such as holding first

degree in the fields of EdPM, social science or natural science and having minimum of five

years’ service. So, anyone who fulfills the criteria and has performance appraisals accumulated

would be eligible.

Regarding removal from position, the same interviewee (E4) said a discipline committee

established in the Civil Service investigates the matter in case a problem cropped up. The

principal would then be given the chance to defending her/himself in front of the discipline

committee.  The interviewee further added that if s/he was found guilty, s/he would be removed

from the position and assigned as a teacher. Follow up question was forwarded to the interviewee

as to where the EdPM graduates would be assigned after removal. He responded that EdPM

graduates had been teachers before earning a degree in EdPM and would,therefore,be assigned to

his/her subject area of teaching, keeping his/her corresponding degree salary whatever

qualification s/he had s/he was a teacher.

Another interviewee (E1) responded that principals were selected based on the directive

prepared by the Education Bureau and endorsed by the Regional Government. Accordingly,

teachers with a minimum service of five years holding degrees were eligible to compete for

principal's position. With regard to removal, the interviewee mentioned it had its owndisciplinary
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procedures although such a case has not occurred so far. He said that getting staff interested in

becoming a principal was difficult. He added, in his words, "You must beg or persuade them to

take the post".

Interviewee E5 responded that the work process for teachers, principals and supervisors

has developed criteria of its own such as experience as a unit leader, homeroom teacher or

department head with good performance with someone who can produce a support letter from

the school where s/he is teaching. In terms of qualification, added the same interviewee, any

degree holder can qualify. Concerning removal, there was no one who had been removed with

the exception of one principal who had been given a warning in writing. She further said that

matters of removing the principal from her/his position was the jurisdiction of the management

committee of the education office.

One other interviewee (E2) from one of the emerging regions responded that the selection

criteria of principals for first cycle (1-4) and second cycle primary (5-8) is a minimum of three

years of teaching service and Bachelor degree in Education leadership while the requirement for

secondary school principals is a second degree with one or noteachingexperience, in case of

scarcity. He further added that those who qualify in terms of experience and education would be

checked for the 'neatness' of their file and performance appraisal. They also should pass a

relevant written exam. The Interviewee further added that the office follows disciplinary

procedures to remove a principal from the position.

Still another interviewee (E3) responded to the same question mentioning that there was a

directive from the Regional Education Bureau and shared the views of the above interviewees

saying that, experience and other criteria such as performance appraisal, written exam and

interview were necessary to qualify for the position irrespective of the type of degree. Saying



185

that there was no documented directive from the higher offices that guides removal of principals,

she mentioned that handicaps in creating good relations with the community, weakness in

efficiently using school resources, demonstrating unethical behavior in the school, etc could

result in removal from principalship provided this has been decided following disciplinary

procedures.

Respondents from all woreda education offices, with the exceptionof one (Interviewee

E5) who said a principal is removed up on decision by management committee of the office,

mentioned that principals who committed wrong doings are removed after their cases are seen by

a discipline committee.

A relevant person from the MoE (Interviewee E6) was asked the same question about

assignment and removal of principals. He then answered that, the main criteria for assignment

included a minimum of five years’ service as a teacher, result-based performance evaluation,

interview, and written exam. He commented that principals were not recruited but assigned

since they were already recruited earlier as teachers. He further responded that principals may

be removed either due to lack of effectiveness in leadership or due to breach of

directive/illegitimate administrative practices. He added that if the principal exhibited

inefficiency in leading the school, s/he would be provided with supervision support, feed-back,

written and oral warning, etc. before removal. In the event of the principal's involvement in

illegal ventures, the discipline committee would examine the case and report the findings with

possible recommendation to the local education and training board. If the act turns out to crime,

the woreda education office could file a charge against her/him in an ordinary court.

It was found out from the responses that the main criteria used to assign principals

includes a teaching experience of minimum of five years and a degree in any subject area.
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Education officers unanimously said that advertisement was made for first degree holders

whether a graduate is in EdPM, Social Science or Natural Science, but with a teaching

experience of minimum of five years. This view was similar to that of a respondent from the

Ministry of Education (E6) but he added that result based performance appraisal, interview and

written exam were additionally used to assign principals. However, the curriculum framework

under admission criteria stipulates that a "degree in EdPM" was an advantage (MoE, 2014,p.16).

This shows that the framework provided some positive discrimination favoring EdPM graduates

over those from other fields of study, although that is not the practice on the ground. Yet, it also

means that even graduates in EdPM need to go for MScL to qualify for school principalship.

Principalship is a key position in the education system. It is in the schools that curriculum

is realized and this could happen only if principals are effective. Hence, appointment need to be

based on performance, competence and experience. However, the general perception in

recruitment and selection of principals has been that procedures are often informal, haphazard,

and casual. It is argued that only a few programs have formal recruitment plans, prospective

candidates are often self- selected (Young et al., 2002). In some contexts, selection practices

consider political views, connections and favoritism (Aghammadova, 2006). In Malawi, for

example, prior experience of leadership in political affiliation is one among other criteria that

allow for principalship (Wamba, 2015). Similarly Jacopson (1990, P.35) says, “for too many

preparation programs, anybody is better than no body”. These research findings indicate that

there is a need to have rigorous and pre-determined selection procedure.

With regard to removal, it was found out that discipline committee is responsible to see to

it. However, it was responded that since principalship is not a position chosen by many, removal

happens rarely. Yet, there are no clearly stated reasons which may entail removal from position.
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This is what was reflected in the response by one of woreda education officers an extract of

which is quoted as follows:

In removing the principal, although the office had no written document received from the

above hierarchy, conditions such as limitations to create relation with the community,

weakness in efficiently using school resources, demonstrating unethical behavior in the

school, etc. could be considered. (Interviewee E3, 02 December 2016)

Absence of written directive may open a gap for subjectivity since principals said to have

committed mistakesmay be inhibited from defending themselves.

Some principals have argued against removal from principalship position. They believed

that principalship is a profession and principals should be disciplined if they commit mistakes as

happens to other subject teachers. Hence, they believed that they should not lose their profession

unless the fault entails total dismissal from the sector.

Since removal from responsibility is a reality in case of misappropriation, or since

opening new schools continue, getting ready for such possibilities should be in place. In other

words, preparing a pool of candidates of high-potential recruits is quite helpful in order to avoid

leadership vacancy that may result from removal from office.

In short,assignment and removal of principals need to be based on objectively set and

pre-determined criteria.
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Chapter Five

Summary, Conclusion and Recommendations

The purpose of this chapter in to present conclusion of the study based on the study findings

drown form many important sources including the research informants. It also presents the

reflection from the study for consideration by the stakeholders involved as well as the research

community. Hence, introduction and objective of the study was briefly restatedwith summary of

findings included followed by conclusions, recommendations and suggestion for further

research.

5.1 Summary of the Study

This research study was drawn from different sources of knowledge such as relevant research

subjects, literature reviews, research publications and document reviews. The research used

pragmatic approach in knowledge creation, in the sense that mixed qualitative and quantitative

methods (QUAL-quan) were used to generate knowledge. Semi-structured interviews and

questionnaires were used to collect data from six categories of respondents: MoE relevant

person, woreda education officers, principals, middle level managers and teachers sampled from

the major cities ofOromia, Amhara, Afar, Benishangul-Gumuz and from Addis Ababa City

Administration. There were four basic and thirteen subsumed questions prepared to seek

answers. The purpose of the study was to explore the link between leadership preparation and

work demands of school principals as well as how principals are recruited and removed in

secondary schools of Ethiopia and identify the challenges associated with these issues in the

country and finally to provide recommendations.

Accordingly, the following is summary of the findings or issues that emerged from the

study.



189

1.When the focus of training programs of the principals is considered, it is found out that the

current School Leadership Program (MScL) is more fit and relevant than the previous two

programs-Educational Leadership and Educational Planning and Management programs,

while in turn the Educational Leadership Program, which was short-lived, is more relevant

than Educational Planning and Management in addressing principal work demands as it

relates to instructional leadership.

2.While principals welcomed Instructional Leadership as a stand-alone course in the MScL

program, time of delivery (being summer), richness of the content in terms of practice,

commitment of the trainers and the trainees and changing nomenclature of the degree to

MScL (as they believed it limits job opportunity) were among the challenges affecting

delivery of the course.

3.Irrespective of the program (whether EdPM, EdL or MScL) they joined, all the principals

unanimously agreed that they were exposed to the topic of promoting teacher collaboration

and shared problem solvingscattered in different courses but most of the woreda education

office representatives felt that there was a gap in the principals' school leadership

effectiveness in terms of promoting teacher collaboration and shared problem solving while

the university department headsemphasized that the principals were busy with activities

outside the school and that they also lacked commitment. Some of the personnel from woreda

education office also criticized principals for focusing on daily routines such as filling in

forms with statistical data that could have been delegated.

4.Against the views of the principals and in agreement with the opinion of the woreda education

office personnel, it was found out that principals’ effectiveness in encouraging teachers

observe classes of one another and joint decision-making was rated as a practice happening
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only sometimes and even less frequently. Ratings made by teachers with regard to  the

effectiveness of principals in creating supportive learning environment by involving teachers

in decision-making was also showed that attempts to do so were not frequent as found from

the quantitative data.

5.It was found out that the overwhelming majority of the principals never communicated vision

and mission of the school to the families as they [principals] did not know what vision and

mission meant and how to draft them. From both the qualitative and quantitative data

analyses, effectiveness of the principals to communicate with the community to secure

support for teaching and learning was found to be minimal.

6.It was found out that there was no job description specifically set for principals and

consequently principals were found to refer to the MoE ‘blue book’ of the year 2002,

curriculum framework, principals' career ladder directive, BPR and BSC documents and

written and/or oral directives received from woreda education offices.

7.While majority of the concerned education office personnel believed that effectiveness of

principals in providing effective leadership is at medium level, the remaining officers believed

that majority of the principals did not provide effective leadership.

8.It was found out that woredaeducation personnel had no experience and trend of checking

whether graduate profiles match with school needs or characteristics.

9.It was found out that universities preparing the principals do not have any follow up programs

to evaluate performance of their graduates not only because of absence of established system

but also due to lack of finance. And also financial capacity of school principals to recruit and

retain qualified support staff was found to be weak.
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10.Born of the Ministry of Education, program design and core curriculum contents of the school

leadership program was found to be based on the National professional Standard for

schoolPrincipalsset by the Ministry in 2013. But there was no mechanism of following up on

the implementation of the principals' competence framework/professional, be it at preparation

level or when practitioners perform at work place.

11.It was found out that there were frequent program changes, three times in less than half a

decade, in the principal training program. And yet, there is no official statistical report

indicating the number of qualified school principals currently leading schools.

12. Analysis of the quantitative data revealed that principals were least effective in their capacity

to evaluate curriculum for its use and effectiveness. In addition, they were also least effective

in encouraging teachers to use appropriate technology to support teaching and learning.From

the multifactor ANOVA model, region was found to have statistically significant effect on the

composite scores at the 5% level of significance.

13. While assignment of principals was open competition with a minimum of five years of

effective teaching for graduates in any field of study, except for an emerging region where a

first degree with no experience would make one eligible, removal was made without

replacement planning based on disciplinary procedures established at various levels extended

to civil service office except in one region where it was exercised when decided by the

management committee of the education office.

5.2 Conclusions

The following conclusions were made based on the findings of the study.

Principals’ work in Ethiopia is extensive and ranges from running the schools as chief

academic officers, to mobilizing resources, to supporting learning to participating in rural
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development initiatives and much more. In addition to these, there are school improvement needs

and responsibilities principals are expected to attend. In fact, document analysis and responses

of principals and the woreda education officers revealed that duties and responsibilities of

principals are huge and scattered in various documents. This, by itself, has put burden on

principals since which to follow and implement was confusing. Principals are also required to

report to the community and stakeholders on use and management of resources (MoE, 2013).

The recently developed Rural Transformation Package (ት/ሚ/ር፡2008) has also put the principal

in a key position to transform the society. It is,therefore, obvious to say that the job of the

principal is massive, intensive, complex and overlapping, amplifying the challenges of the

role.Evidence from the qualitative data of this study showed that trainees were dissatisfied with

the quality of the course materials, time of delivery (being summer) and commitment of trainers.

The quality and relevance of the programs were then questionable, as they were taught by

inexperienced instructors who lack the experience and in some cases by foreigners who are out

of touch. The quantitative data collected from teachers and middle level managers also showed

that principals were not effective, for example, in terms of providing teachers with constructive

criticism. Their capacity in working with teachers to change instructional methods if students are

not doing well was found to be limited.In agreement with this finding, the National Learning

Assessment (MoE, 2015a) showed that the share of students who achieved an average score of

50% across five subjects (Mathematics, English, Physics, Chemistry and Biology) in grade 10

stood at 23% in 2014 although the expectation is 50% and above in all subjects as per the

policy(TGE, 1994). Researches done in Nigeria(Oyewole, 2013; Olaiwole, 2015) also attribute

low student performance to low quality of school leadership. Yet, quality school leadership

comes from quality preparation program. As such various countries have demonstrated
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exemplary preparation programs. For example, in Israel, principal preparation largely relates to

instructional leadership emphasizing field based experience or experiential learning such as

problem-based learning where by the aspiring principals must have earned master degree before

joining the program (Shaked, 2014). In the case of Ethiopia,the MoE controls preparation

programs centrally, reducing their relevance to the unique work context of regional governments

and localities. In addition, there were not only frequent program changes but also changes were

not evidence based; participation of stakeholders was also minimal. On the one hand, though

involvement of university instructors was real, there were irrelevant professionalsreported to

haveparticipated during program preparation. There werealso no evidence provided for inclusion

of words of the local education personnel. Evidence from this study reveals that principals are

not well prepared for the role and lack the readiness. Hence, the curriculum lacks rigor and

appropriate pedagogy. Therefore, the preparation of school principals is both inadequate and in

part, unrelated to the increasing work demands of principals inEthiopia.

When it comes to how principals are recruited, trained and assigned data have shown

huge limitations.In the first place, the complex nature of the principals' expected rolesdiscussed

above discourage many capable individuals to apply for the position, leaving room for those who

are less qualified. Thus, principals who enter the office lack not only the skills and the

knowledge but also the disposition. Hence, instead of making the position more attractive,

regional governments continue to hire mediocre applicants for the job. In this study, it was found

out that principals requested for nomenclature of the degree to be changed from the present

master in school leadership to the previous EdPM as they believed it limits their job opportunity.

The primary objective of the MoE , however, is to prepare competent leadership for the school

(MoE,2014). Ethiopia is not the only country who prepares school specific leadership. Others
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such as the United States (Styran & Lemire, 2009)and Finland (Tiapale, 2012) do train school

principals up to Doctoral degree. Although most principals wished the nomenclature oftheir

degree to be changed, a principal (P2) had the hope that the situation may be changed since the

Career Structure Directive of the principals endorsed in2016(ት/ሚ/ር፡2008) stipulates better

payment for principals. The same view was shared by one of the woreda interviewee (E3). It was

reported that principal turnover is one among the challenges in Ethiopianschools (MoE, 2002;

Joshi & Verspoor, 2013). This has a great impact on the country’s school improvement needs

since turnover hugely affects school leadership stability needed for successful implementation of

educational programs (Abebayehu & Villarreal III, 2011). Whatever the reason might be,

principals may leave their position or removed from due to compelling circumstances. However,

once held the office, there are no clear procedures to remove incompetent principals from their

positions and in most cases; removal from the office is rare. In general, the system lacks a clear

framework and leadership successive planning to bring the best applicants to the office and to

remove those who are incompetent.

Bringing teachers together to improve classroom teaching and learning is one of the key

roles of principals. This could come about by executing team work processes (Tung

&Chang,2011) and through involving teachers in decision-making (Fulan,2001) so as to bring

successful student achievement. Regarding this, irrespective of the programs(EdPM, EdL or

MScL), principals agreed that they have been introduced to the topic of how to promote teacher

collaboration and shared problem solving. However, majority of the woreda education officers in

the sample area believed that there was a huge gap among the principals in promoting teacher

collaboration and shared problem solving. Yet, two out of the three principal preparation

university department heads believed that the program could help in equippingthem with the
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attribute but said that they were busy with out of school activities. The quantitative data from

teachers and middle level managers towards principals' capacity in building teacher collaboration

(Table15) was also found to be not satisfactory. The findings indicated that principals lack the

skills to promote teachers' interaction which Dinham (2005) advocates for leadership as a group

function. It may, therefore, be concluded that ownership of teachers of school activities seems to

be short of the expected level.

Effectiveness of principals in carrying out their roles was one area for which data was

collected to get answer for the third basic question. Accordingly, the woreda education officers

categorized the principals into three groups as the exemplary, middle levels (the majority) and

weak ones (who needed critical support). Teachers and middle level managers, for example, on

the effectiveness of principals in evaluating curriculum, which is that component of instructional

leadership, was found to be weak, the limitation of which may emanate from principal

preparation. This finding is similar to that of Osterman & Hafner (2009) that leadership

preparation programs reflect poor quality of curriculum and its lack of relevance to

schoolleadership which did not empower principals to have sufficient knowledge in evaluating

curriculum. With regard to use of appropriate technology, specifically ICT, to support teaching

and learning, the data revealed limitations in the attribute (Table11). This finding is in agreement

with the finding of

Mulkeen et al.(2007) that information technology was the area in which principals' needed for

further training.

One important role of principals is mobilizing parents to support student learning. For this to

happen, principals' communication skill is key which was attempted to be addressed in the

curriculum framework (MoE, 2014). Yet, the communication skills and sharing vision and
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mission of schools by the principals were found to be minimal (Table 36). Course limitations to

address the issue remain as it may, principals were overburdened which impacts on their roles to

improve quality of education, a priority agenda of the time in the sector. Further, as a new

development, principals are expected to shoulder transforming the society. This complex and

multi-faceted role of school principals is not clearly defined (lack of clear job description). In

other words, orientation of demand from local officials need to be addressed (Mehreteab, 2015).

It may, therefore, be safe to conclude that principals were discharging their responsibilities on

their own accord and as ordered by the local officials (written and/or oral).

5.3 Recommendations

The purposes of this study were to identify the challenges associated with principal preparation,

assignment and removal of principals and then provide necessary recommendations. Therefore,

based on the findings and conclusions made, the following recommendations were forwarded.

1. Ensure participatory work place training program design

Leadership preparation programs should stay focused on enhancing life chances for all

students in schools.This requires revision of the current curriculum with special focus on,

but not limited to, Instructional leadership with powerful experiential learning.

2. Ensure coherence

Providing the legitimacy or legal ground and system wide perspective to create network

among training institutions and communities of practice at local levels is a requirement of

the day. This calls for involvement of local education offices and practicing principals

which provides a unique insight into learning problems, organizational challenges and

demographic complexities that trainees will confront in the future in actual workplace.

Collaboration between university principal preparation programs and education offices

could bring about many advantages. For example, such partnership may extend to joint
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decision-making and collaborative action among university faculty and education

bureaus/ Ministry of Education so that areas such as candidate admissions, curriculum

design and candidate assessment are jointly managed. Such a partnership not only

facilitates nesting of university preparation programs in the local context that it serves but

also enables education offices to fashion coherent job-based leadership development

strategies that begin before formal preparation and continue program completion. Follow

up on the implementation of principals' competence framework/professional standard

may also be taken care of due to such collaboration.

Therefore, the Ministry of Education is recommended to establish a National Council/

Forum which may be called Ethiopian Educational Leadership Council/Forum (EELC/F)

constituting from university preparation programs, MoE, local education office and

principal (close to the University) and professional organizations such as Teachers'

Association.

3. Awareness on principal training programs, allowing flexibility and program accreditation

Evidence and practice have shown that there were frequent changes in principal

preparation programs. While program changes based on evidence and for the better are

welcome, equally important, if not more, is that it needs to be done through participation

of stakeholders -notably, the trainees (since they are adult enough) and the training

institutions. Therefore, strong awareness creations on the principals together with

practical incentive packages to encourage them remain in the sector is absolutely

necessaryfor the success of the program.

While MoE is legitimate to set standards which could serve as guidelines, it is reasonable

to let universities design their programs but require them to have their programs

accredited.
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4. Motivation for principal trainees

4.1 One of the problems graduates of Educational Planning and Management have been

raising was related to employment problem following loss of their principalship although

this may, at present, be irrelevant as the program is already changed but trainees in the

ongoing program were not confident due to the same reason. Hence, trainee principals

should be considered regular, and be paid full salary as per the teachers’ career ladder.

4.2 Principals should be holders of an MA/MSc in subject matter for secondary school

principalship. This may help solve employment problems in case of removal from

position due to different reasons, which means that they will not lose career positions

similar to that of their fellow classroom teachers.

4.3 While being paid salary equal to that of teachers on the same career ladder with them

during training may be good enough incentive, assignment as a principal after graduation

and earning a salary matching one step higher in the career ladder would motivate them

to stay in the sector.

4.4 One aspect of motivation which could help improve principal commitment is further

education. Therefore, it is quite useful to reorganize courses of secondary school

principal preparation programs so as to provide training opportunity for primary school

principals in the form of advanced standing, i.e., reorganizing the courses for vertical

integration between the primary and secondary school principal preparation programs to

avoid repetition against the present situation.

5. Allocation of sufficient fund

From the findings, analyses and discussions of this study it was revealed that there was

shortage of fund to hold consultative meetings on the reflections of the trainees,

education office leaders at woreda level or for following up on the graduates by the
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universities preparing the principals. Therefore, earmarked allocation of enough budget

and decentralization of budget to department level in universities is recommended.

6. Selection and Succession strategy

6.1 Principal assignment should be based on professional criteria such as experience as

department head, unit leader, chair of co-curricular activities, home room teacher (at

least), examination (written and oral), grade point etc. to get competent leaders. For

this purpose, setting clear professional criteria to select and recruit principals is

recommended.

6.2 In as much as recruitment of principals needs to be rigorous, removal should be

handled carefully. If principals should be considered professionals in leading

schools, they should not be dismissed from the profession unless their disciplinary

problem is of grave nature entailing dismissal from the sector. Instead, other

measures such as demotion to deputy orother lower levels in their career structure,

transfer to hardship areas without allowance, etc. should be taken rather than

removing them. This not only enforces professionalization but also useful for proper

utilization of trained human resources.

6.3 Assignment to principalship position is being exercised removal from positions is a

possibility. For this reason, developing path ways for the-would be principals is a

necessity. Therefore, strategic, proactive and targeted recruitment/ assignment

strategy through building a candidate pool of high-potential recruits from which to

select candidates should be put in place and invest time and other resources on them

so as to prepare future principals.

7. Improving school-community relations through better communication
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Although improving school-community relations is a two-way process, the main

responsibility lies with the school which should be initiated by the school principal.

To create better relations, knowing the culture of the community very well, their values

and life styles, participating in their social, religious or other functions as appropriate so

that they can come closer and take interest in the school issues and improvement is

necessary. Since better community relation comes from effective communication,

preparation programs should provide a stand-alone course on communication skills.

8. Continuing professional development for principals

Schools should not be viewed as a place of imparting traditional knowledge only, but as a

place where experiments in life are carried out and experiences are gained for enabling

children to live better, richer and effective life. This calls for lifelong learning for school

principals after formal graduation. Since change is continuous, training institutions may

not be exhaustive in providing courses. Therefore, continuous professional development

tailored to school principals’ needs should be designed to create a responsive schools of

the time.

9. Establish Institute of Educational Leadership

Establish Institute of Educational Leadership in Addis Ababa University, the pioneer

university which has begun training school administrators in 1978, as center of

excellence. As a matter of urgency to address the problem, branch centers may be

established in the regional Teachers' Training Colleges. The institute may guide

leadership training in the education sector including training for education offices and

higher education. Then establish a dedicated School Leadership section in the Institute

that specializes in school leadershipand organizes continuous professional development

programs for school principals. For the purpose of ongoing professional development, the
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section may be empowered to produce guide lines, frameworks, etc. so as to organize

clusters for the principals to meet regularly to solve problems, share experience and

strategize about effective approaches to effective leadership.

10. Job description and delegating duties

10.1 It was observed that duty and responsibilities of principals were scattered in various

documents such as the National Professional Standard for school principals, Curriculum

Frameworks, Career Structure Directives, BPR documents, and more. It is not feasible to

cross refer all those documents and therefore, duties and responsibilities of principals

should be pooled together in a single document and a stand-alone course should also be

designed to be offered in the university preparation programs for it is this job description

that principals implement at school level making the program relevant to workplace

demand.

10.2 The multi-purpose role of school principals need to be clearly defined including out

of school roles of principals considering these out of school activities as community

servicewith specific work load allocated per week out of the 40 working hours as a civil

servant with the amount of time not more than 20%.  Hence, these out of school activities

are recommended to be part of the job of principals.

10.3 Apart from having trained on their job description, principals should also be

confident enough to delegate some of their duties and responsibilities to their vice

principals.

11. Report on qualification of principals

Genuine reports help prepare strategies, plans, implementation modalities etc. towards a

certain target. For this purpose, there is official report on the status of education

published annually by MoE which is known as Annual Abstract. In the report,
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qualification of teachers, among others, is included. Likewise, it is recommended that the

number of qualified school principals be included in the Abstract since that may help

prepare appropriate plan.

12. Principal preparation model

Based on the findings of the study and conclusions made, the following principal

preparation model is suggested to have quality school principals in Ethiopia.

Figure 10.Suggested Principal Preparation Model

The model is convenient as it helps to pay attention to four major building blocks, namely

technical rational knowledge, principal competence framework, principal job description

and practice knowledge (practicum) to feed into pre-service professional principal

preparation program. The model also proposes a Council/Forum called

Technical
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EthiopianEducation Leadership Council/Forum (EELC/F) to evaluate/accredit whether

preparation programs match with student learning outcomes at school level.

13. Suggestions for further research

13.1 Education leadership is a dynamic concept and education leadership preparation has a

close link with learning outcomes. However, as more attention is turned from how

participants and faculty perceive the effectiveness of the program toward program

outcomes and a greater demand for accountability at all levels, educational research must

work to demonstrate the effectiveness of leadership preparation programs and to inquire

into best delivery practices. Hence, much more empirical research is needed on program

delivery and content analysis vs. duties of principals in general.

13.2Researches often emphasized the role of principals in mobilizing school resources and

the surrounding community for better school performance. But there have been some

clues from this study indicating placement of unprofessional in education offices who

are supposed to provide supervision support for school principals. This challenge may

continue even further as the former programs such as EdPM and EdL were changed to

MScL and hence future education personnel in the education hierarchies may no longer

be graduates in the fields. It may be noted that leader use of positive humor could be

associated with workplace effectiveness, subordinate job performance and satisfaction,

and reductions in subordinate (principal) work withdrawal. Hence, the impact of

education office personnel and role modeling on principal effectiveness for better school

performance needs a research.
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APPENDEX A-1

School of Graduate Studies

College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Research interview questions (For MoE expert)

This is a study being done by myself as I am a student in Addis Ababa University, department of

Educational Planning and Management, as part of a requirement for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy in Educational policy and Leadership.

The purpose of this study is to explore the link between leadership training and work demands of school

principals.

It is hoped to study how the training provided by university based training has helped the principals in

their work place. You have been selected from the MoE head office as a relevant person.

I assure you that your responses are confidential and will be used only for the purpose of this study.

Thank you so much for your contributions in advance.

Information

I.  General

A. Location/Region Zone__________________

B. Name of the directorate

C. The directorate was established in

D. The total number of universities providing training for school principals _____________, namely

___________________________________________________________________________

II. Personal

N Participa Age Marital sex Qualifi fiel Experience in Remark
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o. nt status cation d This office Other office Other sector

Interview protocol

 Time of interview _______________________

 Date ________________________

 Place ________________________

 Position of interviewee

Interview guide questions for MoE expert

1. How is principal preparation program designed/former program changed? Like Educational

Administration (EdAd) is changed to Educational planning and Management (EdPM); EdPM to

Educational Leadership (EdL); EdL to Post Graduate Diploma in School Leadership (PGDSL);

PGDSL to School Leadership (MScL). What was the reason for such shifts? Evidence based?

Was it participatory?

2. Is there a mechanism of follow up on implementation of principal competence

framework/professional standard?

3. How do you assess the training that principals received helped them effectively implement job

description set by education leadership authorities (MoE, region, Zone, woreda)?

4. Is there a prescribed procedure in checking the match between principal profile and school needs

/characteristics/?

5. What consideration does the woreda education office will take when it assigns the incoming

principals and when it removes them from their positions?
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Appendix A-2

School of Graduate Studies

College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Research interview questions (For woreda education officer)

This is a study being done by myself as I am a student in Addis Ababa University, department of

Educational Planning and Management, as part of a requirement for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy in Educational policy and Leadership.

The purpose of this study is to explore the link between leadership training and work demands of school

principals.

It is hoped to study how the training provided by university based training has helped the principals in

their work place. You have been selected from the wordaeducation office in the city.

I assure you that your responses are confidential and will be used only for the purpose of this study.

Thank you so much for your contributions in advance.

Information

I.  General

A. Location/Region Zone__________________

B. Name of the district/woreda

C. The office was established in

D. The total no. of students ¸teachers staff (in the school under

study) _________

E. The school functions in the shift/non-shift

II. Personal

N Participa Age Marital sex Qualifi fiel Experience in Remark
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o. nt status cation d This office Other office Other sector

Interview protocol

 Time of interview _______________________

 Date ________________________

 Place ________________________

 Position of interviewee

Interview guide questions forworededucation officer

1. To what extent does the principals promote teacher collaboration and shared problem solving for

effective student learning?

2. How do you evaluate the performance of school principals in providing effective leadership?

3. How do you assess the training that principals received helped them effectively implement job

description set by education leadership authorities (MoE, region, Zone, woreda)?

4. Is there a prescribed procedure in checking the match between principal profile and school needs

/characteristics/?

5. What consideration does the district will take when it assigns the incoming principals and when it

removes them from their positions?
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Appendix A-3

School of Graduate Studies

College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Research interview questions (For university department heads)

This is a study being done by myself as I am a student in Addis Ababa University, department of

Educational Planning and Management, as part of a requirement for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy in Educational policy and Leadership.

The purpose of this study is to explore the link between leadership preparation and work demands of

school principals.

It is hoped to study how the training provided by university based training has helped the principals in

their work place. You have been selected from the universities providing educational leadership training.

I assure you that your responses are confidential and will be used only for the purpose of this study.

Thank you so much for your contributions in advance.

Information

I.  General

A. Location of the university/Region Zone__________________

B. Name of the city

C. The university was established in Department started official duty in __________ year

D. The total no. of student trainees ¸Academic staff

E. The university functions in regular, distance, summer, other (tick)

II. Personal

N

o.

Participa

nt

Age Marital

status

sex Qualifi

cation

fiel

d

Experience in Remark

This office Other office Other sector
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Interview protocol

 Time of interview _______________________

 Date ________________________

 Place ________________________

 Position of interviewee________________

Interview guide questions for department heads

1. To what extent does the training help the principals promote teacher collaboration and shared

problem solving in for effective student learning?

2. Is there a way in which the department follows up to evaluate the performance of school

principals in providing effective leadership?

3. How do you assess the training that principals received helped them effectively implement job

description set by education leadership authorities (MoE, region, Zone, woreda)?

4. Is there a prescribed procedure in checking the match between principal profile and school needs

/characteristics/?

5. To what extent is the program design and core curriculum content based on the National

principal’s standards set by Ministry of Education? Is there anybody to regulate this happen?



230

Appendix A-4

School of Graduate Studies

College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Research interview questions (For principals)

This is a study being done by myself as I am a student in Addis Ababa University, department of

Educational Planning and Management, as part of a requirement for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy in Educational policy and Leadership.

The purpose of this study is to explore the link between leadership training and work demands of school

principals.

It is hoped to study how the training provided by university based training has helped the principals in

their work place. You have been selected from the principals leading secondary schools in the region.

I assure you that your responses are confidential and will be used only for the purpose of this study.

Thank you so much for your contributions in advance.

Information

I.  General

A. Location/Region Zone____________      Woreda ____________

B. Name of the school

C. The school was established in

D. The total no. of students ¸teachers support staff

E. The school functions in the shift/non-shift

II. Personal

N Participa Age Marital sex Qualifi fiel Experience in Remark
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o. nt status cation d This school Other school Other sector

Interview Protocol

 Time of interview _______________________

 Date  _________________________________

 Place _________________________________

 Position of interviewee __________________

Interview guide questions

1. Do you believe that the program content of the courses emphasized instructional leadership? /Have

you ever received instructional leadership training?

2. How much does the program content emphasized leadership for school improvement?

3. Do you think that the course work has provided knowledge that promotes supportive learning

environment in schools?

4. Do you think the raining program helped you to plan and implement professional development

activities for teachers?

5. Does the training provided has helped you promote teacher collaboration and shared problem

solving?

6. To what extent is the training program helped you manage school resources (personnel, instructional

time, supplies (equipments) to optimize teaching and learning?

7. Does the training helped you communicate effectively with families (about the school mission and

performance) to support their students’ learning?

8. Do you think that the courses provide/integrate contemporary issues in school leadership/

professional competence of school leaders?

9. Does the course work has helped to effectively implement job description set by education leadership

authority(ies) /MoE, Region, Zone, woreda?
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10. Are you aware of the principal competence framework (professional standard developed in 2013)?

Appendix B

Addis Ababa University

School of Graduate Studies

College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Questionnaire for middle level managers

This is a study being done by myself as I am a student in Addis Ababa University, department of

Educational Planning and Management, as part of a requirement for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy in Educational Policy and Leadership.

This questionnaire is designed to assess principal’s leadership effectiveness and influence over

teaching and learning conditions in schools. You are asked to assess how effective the principal

is in facilitating a supportive learning environment, sustaining instructional leadership, shaping

effective management practices, and promoting healthy family and community relations.

The information gathered through this questionnaire will be used by the researcher for strictly the

purpose of this study. Your careful and honest response determines the success of the researcher

and the study. Thus, you are kindly requested to complete the questionnaire carefully and

honestly. Your responses will be kept confidential.

Please read the instructions and each item in the questionnaire carefully before you give your

response. If you want to change any of your responses, make sure that you have cancelled the

unwanted ones.

Note: No need to write your name in any part of the questionnaire

Thank you in advance for your kind cooperation
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School code _____________

Name of the school __________

Location: Region ________ Zone/Woreda ______ city/town _______

I. Personal data

Direction: Please check by writing an ‘x’ mark on the space provided against the items

1. Sex:  M F

2. Age:   a. below 20 b. 21-25 c. 26-30 d. 31-35 e. 36-40

f.  41-45 g. 46-50 h. 51-60

3. Total years of experience in teaching

a. 1-5 b. 6-10 c. 11-15 d. 16-20 e. 21-25 f. 26-30

g. 31  and above

4. Your higher level of education

a. B.A./BSc b. M.A/MSc c. other;  specify

5. Specify your specific qualification/field of specialization

Major Minor

6. Your position other than teaching

a. A department head    b. A unit leader    c. specify any other

II. Leadership Preparation Outcomes

Note: Teachers assess to what degree specific teaching and learning conditions are present in

their (your) school, including emphasis on school improvement, student engagement, family

engagement, teacher collaboration, shared problem solving and collective efficacy. Each

dimension is described in terms of the principal’s job related behaviors/practices.
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Direction: Read each statement carefully and complete the column by circling the number that

indicate the extent to which you feel the principal has demonstrated specific job behaviors

(practices) in each dimension. For the response to each statement:

5 represents almost always,     4, represents many times (usually)   3, represents sometimes    2,

represents rarely    1, represents almost never

A. Supportive Learning Environment Responses for

the middle level

managers

To what extent does your principal ….?
1 Promote an atmosphere of caring and trust among teachers and other

staff

5  4  3  2  1

2 Foster staff sensitivity to student diversity 5  4  3  2  1

3 Work with staff to solve school or department problems 5  4 3  2  1

4 Build and sustain an educational vision for the school 5  4  3  2  1

5 Use clear ethical principles to guide decision making and problem

solving

5  4  3  2  1

6 Engage staff in comprehensive planning for school improvement 5  4  3  2  1

7 Encourage staff initiative and innovative efforts 5  4  3  2  1

8 Engage staff in decision making 5  4  3  2  1

9 Take staff opinion into consideration when facilitating change 5  4  3  2  1

10 Promote effectiveness in serving all students well 5  4  3 2  1

11 Recognize accomplishments of teachers in my school 5  4  3  2  1
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B. Instructional Leadership

To what extent do your principal…?

12 Create a coherent educational program across the school 5  4  3  2  1

13 Evaluate curriculum for its use and effectiveness 5  4  3  2  1

14 Work with teachers to develop goals for their practice and professional

learning

5  4  3  2  1

15 Plan and implement professional development activities for teachers 5  4  3  2  1

16 Redesign the school’s organization to enhance teaching and learning 5  4  3  2  1

17 Establish high expectations for student learning 5  4  3  2  1

18 Conduct teacher observations and assessments to improve teaching

effectiveness

5  4  3  2  1

19 Provide constructive criticism and challenge teachers to become better

teachers

5  4  3  2  1

20 Support differentiated instruction to enhance student learning 5  4  3  2  1

21 Work with teachers to change instructional methods if students are not

doing well

5  4  3  2  1

22 Encourage appropriate technology to support teaching and learning 5  4  3  2  1

23 Hold teachers accountable to improve student learning 5  4  3  2  1

24 Use school or woreda data to measure school progress 5  4  3  2  1

C. Management

To what extent do the principal …?

25 Manage school resources (e.g., personnel, instructional time, supplies/

equipment) to optimize teaching and learning

5  4  3  2  1

26 Manage discipline and classroom management to support learning for 5  4  3  2  1
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all students

27 Manage facilities and their maintenance to promote a safe and orderly

learning environment

5  4  3  2  1

28 Manage support services to enhance learning for all students 5  4  3  2  1

29 Recruit, hire and retain high quality personnel to support teaching and

learning

5  4  3  2  1

30 Manage school policies and procedures (e.g., schedules) to optimize

teaching and learning

4 4  3  2  1

D. Teacher collaboration

To what extent the principal supports…?

31 Teachers work together to develop teaching materials or activities for

particular classes

5  4  3  2  1

32 Teachers meet formally to discuss common challenges in the

classroom

5  4  3  2  1

33 Teachers share and discuss student work with other teachers 5  4  3  2  1

34 Teachers observe each other’s classrooms (e.g., participate in learning

walks)

5  4  3  2  1

35 Staff take steps to solve problems; they do not just talk about them 5  4  3  2  1

36 Staff give open and honest feedback to each other 5  4  3  2  1

37 Teachers here are confident, they will be able to motivate their

students

5  4  3  2  1

38 Teachers here have the skills needed to produce meaningful student

learning

5  4  3  2  1

39 Teachers in this school believe that every student can learn 5  4  3  2  1
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40 Teachers in this school have the skills to deal with student disciplinary

problems

5  4  3  2  1

E. Teaching and Learning Conditions in School

To what extent does the principal support/supervise…

41 Teachers collect and use student performance data to improve teaching

and learning

5  4  3  2  1

42 Teachers strongly support the changes we have undertaken at this

school

5  4  3  2  1

43 Teachers focus on improving and expanding their instructional

strategies

5  4  3  2  1

44 Teachers are continually learning and seeking new ideas 5  4  3  2  1

45 Curriculum, instruction, and learning materials are well coordinated

across the different grade levels at this school

5 4  3  2  1

F. Family and Community Relations

To what extent your principal…?

46 Work with families to support their students’ learning 5  4  3  2  1

47 Communicate effectively with families about the school mission and

performance expectations

5  4  3  2  1

48 Promote a culture of open communication with families 5  4  3  2  1

49 Collaborate with school community stakeholders to support teaching

and learning

5  4  3  2  1

50 Mobilize the community’s cultural, social, and intellectual resources 5  4  3  2  1
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Appendix C

Addis Ababa University

School of Graduate Studies

College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Questionnaire for Teachers

This is a study being done by myself as I am a student in Addis Ababa University, department of

Educational Planning and Management, as part of a requirement for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy in Educational Policy and Leadership.

This questionnaire is designed to assess principal’s leadership effectiveness and influence over

teaching and learning conditions in schools. You are asked to assess how effective the principal

is in facilitating a supportive learning environment, sustaining instructional leadership, shaping

effective management practices, and promoting healthy family and community relations.

The information gathered through this questionnaire will be used by the researcher for strictlythe

purpose of this study. Your careful and honest response determines the success of the researcher

and the study. Thus, you are kindly requested to complete the questionnaire carefully and

honestly. Your responses will be kept confidential.

Please read the instructions and each item in the questionnaire carefully before you give your

response. If you want to change any of your responses, make sure that you have cancelled the

unwanted ones.

Note: No need to write your name in any part of the questionnaire

Thank you in advance for your kind cooperation

School code _____________

Name of the school __________
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Location: Region ________ Zone/Woreda ______ city/town _______

I. Personal data

Direction: Please check by writing an ‘x’ mark on the space provided against the items

1. Sex:  M F

2. Age:   a. below 20 b. 21-25 c. 26-30 d. 31-35 e. 36-40

f.  41-45 g. 46-50 h. 51-60

3. Total years of experience in teaching

b. 1-5 b. 6-10 c. 11-15 d. 16-20 e. 21-25 f. 26-30

g. 31  and above

4. Your higher level of education

b. B.A./BSc b. M.A/MSc c. other;  specify

5. Specify your specific qualification/field of specialization

Major Minor

6. Your position other than teaching

b. A department head    b. A unit leader    c. specify any other

II. Leadership Preparation Outcomes

Note: Teachers assess to what degree specific teaching and learning conditions are present in

their (your) school, including emphasis on school improvement, student engagement, family

engagement, teacher collaboration, shared problem solving and collective efficacy. Each

dimension is described in terms of the principal’s job related behaviors/practices.
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Direction: Read each statement carefully and complete the column by circling the number that

indicate the extent to which you feel the principal has demonstrated specific job behaviors

(practices) in each dimension. For the response to each statement:

5 represents almost always,     4, represents many times (usually)   3, represents sometimes    2,

represents rarely    1, represents almost never

A. Supportive Learning Environment Responses for

the middle level

managers

To what extent does your principal ….?
1 Promote an atmosphere of caring and trust among teachers and other

staff

5  4  3  2  1

2 Foster staff sensitivity to student diversity 5  4  3  2  1

3 Work with staff to solve school or department problems 5  4  3  2  1

4 Build and sustain an educational vision for the school 5  4  3  2  1

5 Use clear ethical principles to guide decision making and problem

solving

5  4  3  2  1

6 Engage staff in comprehensive planning for school improvement 5  4  3  2  1

7 Encourage staff initiative and innovative efforts 5  4  3  2  1

8 Engage staff in decision making 5  4  3  2  1

9 Take staff opinion into consideration when facilitating change 5  4  3  2  1

10 Promote effectiveness in serving all students well 5  4  3  2  1

11 Recognize accomplishments of teachers in my school 6 4  3  2  1
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B. Instructional Leadership

To what extent do your principal…?

12 Create a coherent educational program across the school 5  4  3  2  1

13 Evaluate curriculum for its use and effectiveness 5  4  3 2  1

14 Work with teachers to develop goals for their practice and professional

learning

5  4  3  2  1

15 Plan and implement professional development activities for teachers 5  4  3  2  1

16 Redesign the school’s organization to enhance teaching and learning 5  4  3  2  1

17 Establish high expectations for student learning 5  4  3  2  1

18 Conduct teacher observations and assessments to improve teaching

effectiveness

5  4  3  2  1

19 Provide constructive criticism and challenge teachers to become better

teachers

5  4  3  2  1

20 Support differentiated instruction to enhance student learning 5  4  3  2  1

21 Work with teachers to change instructional methods if students are not

doing well

5  4  3  2  1

22 Encourage appropriate technology to support teaching and learning 5  4  3  2  1

23 Hold teachers accountable to improve student learning 5  4  3  2  1

24 Use school or woreda data to measure school progress 3 4  3  2  1

C. Management

To what extent do the principal …?

25 Manage school resources (e.g., personnel, instructional time, supplies/

equipment) to optimize teaching and learning

5  4  3  2  1

26 Manage discipline and classroom management to support learning for 5  4  3  2  1
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all students

27 Manage facilities and their maintenance to promote a safe and orderly

learning environment

5  4  3  2  1

28 Manage support services to enhance learning for all students 5  4  3  2  1

29 Recruit, hire and retain high quality personnel to support teaching and

learning

5  4  3  2  1

30 Manage school policies and procedures (e.g., schedules) to optimize

teaching and learning

4 4  3  2  1

D. Teacher collaboration

To what extent the principal supports…?

31 Teachers work together to develop teaching materials or activities for

particular classes

5  4  3  2  1

32 Teachers meet formally to discuss common challenges in the

classroom

5  4  3  2  1

33 Teachers share and discuss student work with other teachers 5  4  3  2  1

34 Teachers observe each other’s classrooms (e.g., participate in learning

walks)

5  4  3  2  1

35 Staff take steps to solve problems; they do not just talk about them 5  4  3  2  1

36 Staff give open and honest feedback to each other 5  4  3  2  1

37 Teachers here are confident, they will be able to motivate their

students

5  4  3  2  1

38 Teachers here have the skills needed to produce meaningful student

learning

5  4  3  2  1

39 Teachers in this school believe that every student can learn 5  4  3  2  1
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40 Teachers in this school have the skills to deal with student disciplinary

problems

5 4  3  2  1

E. Teaching and Learning Conditions in School

To what extent does the principal support/supervise…

41 Teachers collect and use student performance data to improve teaching

and learning

5  4  3  2  1

42 Teachers strongly support the changes we have undertaken at this

school

5  4  3  2  1

43 Teachers focus on improving and expanding their instructional

strategies

5  4  3  2  1

44 Teachers are continually learning and seeking new ideas 5  4  3  2  1

45 Curriculum, instruction, and learning materials are well coordinated

across the different grade levels at this school

6 4  3  2  1

F. Family and Community Relations

To what extent your principal…?

46 Work with families to support their students’ learning 5  4  3  2  1

47 Communicate effectively with families about the school mission and

performance expectations

5  4  3  2  1

48 Promote a culture of open communication with families 5  4  3  2  1

49 Collaborate with school community stakeholders to support teaching

and learning

5  4  3  2  1

50 Mobilize the community’s cultural, social, and intellectual resources 5  4  3  2  1
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Appendix D

TableResearch design and Analysis

N

o.

Research questions Research

design (QUAL-

quan)

Data

Analysis

Respondents

/data sources

Remarks

1 How does university

level leadership

preparation mirror

the work demands

of secondary

schools of

Ethiopia, given

federal and state

performance

standards for

student outcomes?

Thematic University

department heads,

MoE expert,

woreda education

officer

1.1 How do principals

assess university

level preparation

program as it

relates to their own

work demands?

QUAL Principals Training program

documents
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1.2 How does the

training received

by principals be

assessed in helping

effectively

implement job

description set by

education

leadership

authorities (MoE,

region, zone,

woreda)?

QUAL MoE, woreda

education

office,

principals and

university

department

heads

1.3 To what extent is

the program design

and core

curriculum content

based on the

National principals

Standards set by

Ministry of

Education?

QUAL MoE, University

department heads

Documents from

MoE and

curriculum

frameworks from

the universities
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1.4 To what extent do

profile of

graduates

indicated match

with the job

description of the

principals?

QUAL MoE expert,

university

department  heads,

woreda education

officer

document

(principal profile

from curriculum

framework)

1.5 To what extent is

the practitioners

aware of and the

trainers made use

of the principal

competence

framework/

professional

standard?

QUAL Principals,

university

department heads,

MoE

1.6 How is principal

program

preparation

designed/

changed?

QUAL MoE, university

department heads



306

2 To what extent is the

principal influence the

school environment?

QUAL Principal, woreda

education officer

2.1 To what extent

does the principal

supports teacher

collaboration and

shared problem

solving to

optimize teaching

and learning?

QUAL woreda education

office, principals

Document

(minutes),

principals,

‘woreda’

education office,

university

department heads,

MoE

2.2 To what extent

does the principal

provide support/

supervision to

create conducive

teaching and

learning

conditions?

QUAL and

quan

woreda education

office, principals

Interviews and

questionnaires

utilized
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2.3 To what extent is

the principal

promote

supportive

learning

environment?

QUAL Woreda education

office, principals

2.4 To what extent is

the principal

communicates to

engage the

community so as

to secure support

for teaching and

learning?

QUAL and

quan

Principal, woreda

education office,

teachers, middle

level managers

Interview,

questionnaires

utilized

3 How effectively do

principals carry out

the roles that their

position requires?

Quan Statistical

analysis

Middle level

managers, teachers

SPSS-20, SAS-

9.3, ANOVA

3.1 How do

relevant persons

assess principals’

leadership

effectiveness?

QUAL woreda education

office, MoE,

university

department heads
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3.2 How effective

are principals in

their roles as

perceived by

teachers?

Quan Teachers, Document

(minutes at

school), woreda

education office

(interview)3.3 How effective

are principals in

their roles as

perceived by

middle level

managers?

Quan Middle level

leaders, teachers

4 What leadership

succession strategies

are used to match

leader profile with

schools’ needs and

characteristics?

QUAL MoE expert,

woreda education

officer
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