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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to assess the practices and problems of implementing school
improvement program in second cycle primary schools of South East Zone of Tigray
Regional National State. To accomplish this purpose, the study employed a descriptive
survey method. South East Zone has four woredas. Out of these woredas, three woredas,
namely Seharti Samre, Enderta and Hintalo Wejerat were randomly selected to have an
equal chance of being selected. Thus, two primary schools from woreda Seharti Samre, three
primary schools from Enderat and four primary schools from Hintalo wajerat, that is, a total
of nine second cycle primary schools were selected using random sampling technique. In
addition, 108(82%) school teachers using stratified random sampling able to get more
precise information; 36(44%) Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members using
purposive sampling; 180(4%) of students with the possible inclusion of both sexes were
selected purposefully from each second cycle primary schools and grade levels who made
school self — evaluation and since these students understand the questionnaire to reply and 6
cluster school supervisors and 6 woredas supervisors were selected using purposive
sampling. The data gathering instruments included questionnaires, interviews, document
reviews and observation of classrooms and school environments. Data obtained through
questionnaires were quantitatively described and interpreted using frequency counts,
percentages, mean values and chi-square tests. The result of the study indicated that: the
school improvement program during its preparation was lack of awareness or clear
understanding with relative weighted mean value of 2.92; the practices of school
improvement domains have been implemented moderatly in line with the school improvement
program framework based on each performance indicators with relative weighted mean
values of 3.52 (except school community involvement domain with relative weighted mean of
3.18, which is near to the average values), considerable number of activities for school
improvement conditions lack the necessary awareness about their practices; and majority of
problems encountered in implementing school improvement activities had been negatively
affect the school improvement program with relative weighted mean values of 2.51.
Furthermore, it can be concluded that there is lack of clear understanding in implementing
of school improvement domains; low involvement or commitment of school communities and
stakeholders and poor system of monitoring and evaluation mechanism hinder proper
implementation of school improvement program. Finally, it is recommended that the regional
education bureau, the woreda education office in collaboration with NGOs, universities and
colleges need to take wise decision making to provide long and short term trainings to
enhance the practice of school improvement program and schools should also provide short
term trainings and experience sharing activities. Besides, school leaders and supervisors
collaboration with school teachers should exert maximum effort in providing effective
learning outcomes.

vii



CHAPTER ONE

1. Introduction
1.1 Background of the Study

A school is a social organization with an important role to play in the society. As in other
organizations, a school prescribes many of the activities of its individual and members. Thus,
schools are the “formal agencies of education” where the future citizens are shaped and
developed through the process of teaching and learning. So schools need to help all students to
develop their potentials to the fullest level. This requires the effectiveness and commitment of
all the stakeholders particularly of the teachers and the school leadership and management
(Dodd and Konzal, 2002). Therefore, schools must improve their basic functions of teaching
and learning process aiming at helping and improving all students to raise their broad outcomes

through school improvement program.

Accordingly, the International School Improvement Project (ISIP) developed by a consortium
of fourteen countries to focus on school improvement has come up with the following
definitions: School improvement is a systematic, sustained effort aimed at change in learning
conditions and other related internal conditions in one or more schools, with the ultimate aim
of accomplishing educational goals more effectively (Van Velzen et al. 1985 in Reynolds,
1996).

Strengthening this idea, ‘Improving the Quality of Education for All® (IQEA) ( cited in
Hopkins, 2002) asserted that, school improvement project has, over the last twelve years,
produced and evaluated a model of development that strengthens the schools’ ability for
providing high quality education for all by building their pupils on existing good practice.
School improvement program works on the assumption that schools are most likely to
strengthen their ability to provide enhanced outcomes for all pupils when they adopt ways of
working that are consistent both with their own aspirations as a school community and the

current reform agenda (Hopkins, 2002:21).

At American Educational Research Association (AERA) conference 1992 in San Francisco,

the board of the Foundation for International Collaboration on School Improvement (FICSI)
1



decided it would be useful to make formal links with other networks. The connection of
International Congress for School Effectiveness and Improvement (ICSEI) made it possible to
bring together for the first time two different ways of approaching the phenomenon of creating
more effective schools. These include involving on the one hand the research knowledge on
effectiveness and on the other hand the practical and research knowledge about school

improvement (Reynolds, 1996).

In addition, the school improvement research field has become a powerful influence in both
educational policy and practice. The message that schools make a difference has provided the
rational for various school improvement programs and reform efforts (Harris, 2002). These
have varied in scope and scale but all have been focused upon increasing student performance
and achievement (Harris, 2002). One common way in which governments across many
countries have sought to improve schools is through restructuring the education system. Within
the United States, in particular, school restructuring has been a central component of

educational reform and has dominated school improvement efforts (Ibid, 2002:6).

According to Hopkins’ (2002 in Gamage, 2006) approach to educational change leading to the
enhancement of student outcomes or school improvement as well as strengthening the school’s
capacity for managing change is based on the need to change the school culture as an important
factor in school improvement. Even Barth (1990 in Gamage, 2006) asserts that what needs to
be improved about schools is their culture by affecting changes to the quality of interpersonal
relationships and the nature and quality of learning experiences. Stoll and Fink (1996 in
Gamage, 2006) concurring with the above position, suggest that there is a need for supporting
organizational conditions as a part of the focus on improving student outcomes. These
conditions include need for capacity building by determining a clear direction while
developing strategies that enable a school to achieve its goal. The school should also have the
ability to address those school-based conditions that will facilitate change to be effected and
the monitoring and evaluation of progress towards the realization of the shared vision of the

school.

As indicated by the MoE, to alleviate the problems observed on the general education system,
the MoE designed General Education Quality Improvement Program (GEQIP), which includes
2



As Edmonds, (1979 cited in Hulpia, 2005:5) who has listed salient features of effective
schools: a strong leadership, high expectations of pupils’ achievement, an orderly atmosphere
conductive to learning, an emphasis on basic-skill acquisition, and frequent monitoring of

students’ progress.

To summarise, the current effectiveness research focuses on the effectiveness of education, and
context, school, teacher and classroom characteristics are taken into account. This kind of
research is guided by integrated research models (Hulpia, 2005:7). . In current effectiveness
research attention is also paid to international studies. Reynolds (2000 cited in Hulpia, 2005)
states: “The benefits of international studies are potentially very great - in the chance to
examine a greater range of educational factors and in the chance to generate middle range
theory based upon the analyses generated by seeing which effectiveness factors are important

in which country cultural contexts” (Hulpia, 2005:7).

2.1.2 Historical Development of School Improvement
In North America, particularly within the United States, there exists perhaps the closest of the
international relationships between school effectiveness and school improvement. Over half of
American school districts are currently running improvement programs based upon, or linked
to, the school effectiveness knowledge base. In addition, Stoll and Fink (1989) also describe
that: Canada, likewise, there are programs which involve the utilization of school effectiveness

knowledge within school improvement programs.

According to Hopkins & Reynolds (2001 cited in Hulpia, 2005:4), the historical development
of the school improvement movement can be described in five stages. The first stage is set in
the mid 1960s and labeled as the curriculum reform movement. It was characterized by an
emphasis on the adoption of fitting curriculum materials for schools. This reform movement
failed to have a long-lasting impact on teaching since teachers were not involved in the
production process and in-service training for teachers was often rudimentary. Also, hardly
questions were asked about what was expected to happen after the adoption of the new

curriculum materials.

The second stage reflected a period of documenting the failure of the initial school

improvement research approach. As Fullan (1989 cited in Hulpia, 2005:4), for instance, states:

10



“We learned more about what not to do than anything else (don’t ignore local needs; don’t
introduce complex, vague innovations, don’t ignore training needs; don’t ignore local leaders
and opinion makers; and so forth.)”. It became apparent that the implementation of changes
was a complex and lengthy process that required a sensitive combination of strategic planning,

individual learning and teacher commitment.

During the third phase, a series of several successful school improvement projects were set up
and studied. Evidence of success was defined as increases in student achievement, degree of
institutionalization or teacher practical mastery, teacher change and teacher commitment.
Much was learned about the “dynamics of change” in the projects; however, the clear
descriptions were not very helpful to manage the change processes (Fullan, 1989 cited in

Hulpia, 2005:5).

The shortcomings of the former stage are dealt within the next developmental stage of the
school improvement research. Researchers and practitioners tried to relate their knowledge
about dynamics of change to the school realities. There is a shift from the “study of change” to
the actual participation in school development. Attention is paid to influencing changes in the
educational processes instead of focusing solely on school management issues or
organizational characteristics. A bottom up approach is applied, in which problem owners at

the school level are actively involved in implementing improvement attempts.

In current school improvement research, attention is paid to focus on school level and the
classroom level. There is an emphasis on changing both school processes and pupil outcomes.
Staff development, capacity-building, medium-term strategic planning, change strategies which
utilize pressure and support and the intelligent use of external support agencies are considered
to be of importance. Current school improvement research adopts a mixed methodological
orientation in which bodies of quantitative data plus qualitative data are used to determine
quality. These data are also passed on to the schools. As such, feedback-loops can be

developed to support improvement processes of schools (Hulpia, 2005:6).

According to Van Velzen et al., (1985, in Hulpia, 2004:7), school improvement relies on a
number of assumptions. These are: “the school is the centre of change. Reforms need to be
sensitive to the context of the individual school and classroom; there is a systematic approach

11



to change. School improvement is a carefully planned and managed process; the key focuses
for change are the internal conditions of schools. These include for example the teaching-
learning activities in the school, the schools’ procedures, role allocations and resource use that
support the teaching and learning process; schools must accomplish educational goals more
effectively. The educational goals reflect the mission of the school. This suggests a broader
definition of outcomes than scores on achievement tests. Schools also have to serve the more
general developmental needs of students, the professional development needs of teachers and
the needs of the community; there is a multi-level perspective. If quality has to be achieved,
then the school is embedded in an educational system that works collaboratively. The roles of
all actors should be defined and committed to the process of school improvement; integrated
implementation strategies are used. There is a link between top down and bottom up strategies.
The former strategy provides a framework, resources and alternatives; the latter provides the
energy and the school-based implementation and there is a drive towards institutionalization.

Implementation must be a part of the natural behavior of the actors” (Ibid: 7).

Underlying the two distinctive bodies of scholarship and the separation the two groups of
scholars are tow very distinctive intellectual traditions and histories. School improvement in
the 1960s and 1970s had a number of paradigmatic characteristics, as shown in the following
table:

Table 2.1: Characteristics of two School Improvement Paradigms

Characters 1960s 1970s
Orientation Top down Bottom up
Knowledge base  Elite knowledge Practitioner knowledge of ‘folk lore’
Targeting Organization Process based
or curriculum base
Outcomes Pupil outcome oriented School process oriented
Goals Outcomes as given Outcomes problematic, to be discussed
Focus School focus Teacher focused
Methodology ‘Hard’ quantitative evaluation  ‘Soft’ naturalistic, qualitative evaluatior
of evaluation
Site Course, outside school School
Focus Part of the school The whole school

Sourse: (Dimmock, 1993:188)

12



2.1.3 Controversies about School Effectiveness Research

The school effectiveness approach has provoked a number of controversies in the literature.
Three types of criticisms have been raised: methodological, ideological and pragmatic
criticisms (Hulpia, 2004). From a methodological point of view four issues of concern are
being discussed. First, the school effectiveness paradigm adopts a very mechanistic
methodology and an instrumentalist approach to educational processes that fits into the ‘school
accountability” movement; school effectiveness research, when it comes to student
performance-builds mainly on performance tests that reflect a narrow knowledge domain:
mathematics and literacy tests. Moreover, mostly only cognitive skills are being measured.
This emphasis on examination results and test scores as key performance indicators results in a
narrow analysis of what is considered as a good school; there are concerns about the possibility
to generalize findings of school effectiveness research. Ouston (1999 cited in Hulpia, 2004)
wonders whether the features of effective schools really relate to all schools or just to those
researched; a fourth methodological concern fits in the debate about quantitative versus
qualitative research traditions. In most SER there is an over-reliance on large-scale quantitative
research at the expense of studies employing more detailed qualitative methodologies (Thrupp,
2001 cited in Hulpia, 2004).

Secondly, there are critiques that centre on ideological issues. School effectiveness research
cioes hardly pay attention to the overall goals of schools and education. Only the most obvious
goal is taken into account, namely cognitive achievement. The diversity of school aims is
neglected (Van Petegem, 1997 cited in Hulpia, 2004). There is also an ideological concern that
centre on assumptions about cause and effect. Are the characteristics of effective schools the
result of being effective or the cause of the effectiveness? (Ouston, 1999 cited in Hulpia, 2004)
School effectiveness research is also criticized for the absence of a sound theoretical base.
Researchers often randomly select factors to be studied without a priori postulation that
indicate the nature of the relationships. A number of the ideological criticisms can be countered
by adopting the more recent integrated models for school effectiveness research. A second
pragmatic point of criticism is the limited value of the promising school effectiveness research
features to guide school and classroom practices; a third point of criticism is the failure of the

school effectiveness movement to control the political abuse of its findings (Hulpia, 2004).

13



2.1.4 Differences of School Effectiveness and School Improvement L
School effectiveness and school improvement can and should learn from each other (Hopkins,
1995 cited in Bert et al., 1997), but the differences between the two may be so large that
unlinking seems more rational. This depends, of course, on the actual kinds of differences.
School effectiveness ultimately directed at developing knowledge based on questions, theories,
and research results about phenomena in educational practice. School effectiveness is directed
to understand, to know objectively how education works, and to explain its process and
outcomes in terms of stable causes and efforts (Hopkins, Ainscow, and West, 1994 cited in
Bert et al., 1997). Educational practitioner, policy makers and school improvers are focused on
changes in education (Hopkins, 1995 cited in Bert et al., 1997)). They do not focus on the
stability of characteristics, but are interested in the possibilities to change them (Hopkins et al.,
1994). Making changes in education, in schools and in classrooms always includes the

cooperation of schools, teachers and society in general.

Finally school improvement has shifted its focus to student learning and classrooms level
processes. Recent studies are paying more attention to the actual teaching and learning
processes in classrooms and schools. School improvement, however, has shown an expanding
universe of factors, levels, and participants. School improvement has expands, starting out
from the school level to encompasses other educational levels, such as the school context. This
has led to a proliferation of variables and supposedly important factors for improvement, and to
the participation of, among others, parents, communities, and school district personnel
(Mortimore, 1991, and Muphy, 1992 cited in Bert et al., 1997).

Table 2.2: Differences between School Effectiveness and School Improvement

School effectiveness School improvement

program for research Program for innovation

No time limits Need for immediate action

Focus on theory and explanations Focus on change and problem solving

Searching for stable causes an effects Dealing with changing goals and means
Searching for objective knowledge Dealing with subjective knowledge
Strictness in methodology and analysis  Design or development instead of evaluation

Focus on student learning or classroom Expanding universe of factors and participants

Sources: (Bert et al., 1997. school effectiveness and school improvement sustaining link)

14



V4 2.1.5 Merging school effectiveness and school improvement research

One important reason for merging school effectiveness and school improvement could be that
from the start school improvement or effectiveness had its roots not only in theory and research
but in educational practice as well, improvement project introduce effective factors in schools
(Edmonds, 1979 cited in Hulpia, 2004). School effectiveness has led to major shifts in
educational policy in many countries by emphasizing the accountability of schools and the
responsibility of educators to provide all children with possibilities for high achievement,

thereby enhancing the need for school improvement (Mortimore, 1991 cited in Hulpia, 2004).

School effectiveness pointed at the need for school improvement in particular by focusing on
alterable school factors (Murphy, 1992 cited in Hulpia, 2004). The school effectiveness and
school improvement studies build on separate bodies of knowledge and research traditions.
This is not surprising, considering the rise of the school improvement movement as a reaction
against the school effectiveness movement. In general, the school effectiveness movement
investigates what constitutes school effectiveness, whereas the school improvement movement

examines how schools improve or change.

The discrepancies between the school effectiveness and the school improvement research are
especially situated at the theoretical level. From a practical point of view both approaches are
rather complementary since both aims at improving the quality of education. School
effectiveness research and school improvement research might benefit from one another.
However, in reality this relationship is rather troublesome. For example, the information
needed to guide improvement is not always available in school effectiveness research.
Furthermore, the take up of improvement and effectiveness knowledge by practitioners has
been patchy, partial and unsystematic (Creemers et al., 1998 in Hulpia, 2004). Therefore, the
need has grown to adapt findings of effectiveness research in function of their use in the
context of school improvement. The school improvement research about the use of school
performance feedback in a school improvement policy intends to overcome these discrepancies
between the school effectiveness and the school improvement movement and might contribute

to the integration of both research paradigms (Hulpia, 2004:9-12).

15



2.2 The Concept of School Improvement

There are a number of ways in which the phrase “school improvement’ is used (Zepeda,
2004:16). Unfortunately, there is not a neat and all-encompassing definition of school
improvement, and Lousis et al. (1999 in Zepeda, 2004) assert that the term “school
improvement” is an ambiguous and problematic to define. The ambiguity in defining school
improvement is related to the uniqueness of the school setting and the students served within
each building. In relation to this Dimmock (2002 in Zepeda, 2004) explains that “attention is
currently turning to how schools might redesign themselves to best serve their students in full
recognition that each school is a unique mix of student and contextual conditions™ that affect

school improvement efforts (Zepeda, 2004:16).

Gray et al., (1999 in Fullan, 2001) describes an effective school, ‘as one which secures year-
on-year improvement in the outcomes of successive cohorts of similar pupils ... In other words
it increases its effectiveness over time.” By way of contrast Peter Mortimore has recently
describe school improvement as the process of “improving” the way school organizes,
promotes and supports learning ... It includes changing aims, expectations, organizations,
(sometimes people), ways of learning, methods of teaching and organizational culture”.

A more recent and concise definition of school improvement refers to raising all students
outcomes and focusing on teaching and learning. This definition also puts emphasis improving
the capacity of school improvement to guide and handle school change process properly (Stoll
and Fink, 1996). Hopkins, Ainscow and West (1994 in Hoy, Bayne-Jardine and Wood, 2000),
point out the same notion about school improvement as described by earlier authors. Their
views are as follows:

We regard school improvement as a distinct approach to educational change
that enhances student outcomes as well as strengthening the schools capacity
Jfor managing change. In this sense school improvement is about raising student
achievement through focusing on teaching and learning process and the
conditions which support it. It is about strategies for improving the schools
capacity for providing quality education in time of change.

Finally, all the above definitions confirm that school improvement is a complex educational
change approach that targets school as a centre of change. This planned change focuses on

teaching and learning as well as empowering school capacity for managing change. The

technical meaning of school improvement program is to think over the ways how schools can
16



enhance teaching-learning process as well as empowering school management. The explicit
and ultimate aim of school improvement is to make schools provide quality education for all
students. Therefore, school improvement has to be the program of all schools and they need to
work effectively to attain their goals. Besides, the process of school improvement is a
collaborative effort dependent on a culture and climate that support growth and development

unless there is alignment of the needs of both the pupil and the organization itself.

Figure 2.1: Process of Change for School Improvement

Social context School context
Social and local environment Demographic characteristics
Educational system Innovative experiences
Content of the innovation Educational and organization characteristics
External support Conceptions of the persons involved

5 ()fl.ltcomes . Tiiiplsti Change
egree of incorporation Giitiitioii process

Perceived gains and loss
Side effect

Incorporation

Source: process of school improvement (Lagerweij, 1986 in Hulpia, 2004:8)

2.3 The Need for School Improvement
School improvement is an important aspect of the school system. It contributes a lot to the
efficiency and quality of the educational provision. As indicated in MoE (2007 b) and ACT
Government (2004) school improvement helps to create a learning environment that welcomes
/ all learners. It enables teachers to be responsive to the diverse learning needs of students in Lo
their teaching-learning approaches. Moreover, school improvement is essential to enhance the
involvement of parents and the community in the school activities and to improve the
effectiveness of the school’s management. In summary, school improvement helps to realize
the provision of quality education for all children by making the overall practices and functions

of schools more responsive to the diverse students’ needs.
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A
According to Hopkins (1998) the term ‘school improvement’ has two main interpretations. On

the one hand, it refers to the general efforts to make schools better places in which students
learn. On the other, it is perceived as a distinct approach to those educational changes that that

enhances student outcomes while strengthening the schools capacity for managing change.

Across many countries, economic, social and political forces have combined to create a climate
in which educational reform is expected and in which schools feel continued pressure to
improve. The global drive for improved educational performance has resulted in a form of
accountability that places tightly prescribed targets at the centre of systematic change. World-
wide educational reform has embraced standardization as the solution to raising standards and
improving economic competitive. As Elmore (2000:4) notes:

Standards-based reform has a deceptively simple logic: schools and school
systems should be held accountable for their contributions to student learning.
It explicitly locates responsibility for student learning with the school and
those who work within it, emphasizing that all students can learn.

According to, Hargreves (2004 in Harris, 2005), while ‘soulless standardization’ certainly
promoted successive waves of systematic change in many countries, improved educational
performance has been much more elusive. Part of the failure to deliver sustainable
improvements in teaching and learning lies in the particular pattern of reform adopted, which is
essentially one of increased accountability and restructuring as a route to school improvement

(Harris, 2005:2)

Hence, school improvement is a type of purposeful change, and Harris (2002 in Zepeda,
2004:10) believes that “successful school improvement is dependent upon the school’s ability
to manage change and development”. Therefore, the purposeful nature of change and school
improvement is critical to distinguish as change as envisioned. Harris is related directly to
building capacity by “enhancing student achievement and strengthening the schools capacity
for change (Zepeda, 2004:10).

2.4 Principles of School Improvement
School improvement process is a systematic approach that follows its own principles.
Luneburg and Ornstein (1991:294-5) have listed the following principles that need to be

followed in school improvement practice: schools should employ a set of goals and missions
18 )



which are easy to understand; students’ achievement must be continuously checked and
evaluated; schools need to help all students especially the low achievers need to be tutored and
enrichment programs should be opened for high talented students’; principals and staff should
be actively involved in continuous capacity building to up date their knowledge, information
and to develop positive thinking; every teacher needs to contribute to successful
implementation of school improvement program; teachers must involve actively in staff
development by planning and implementing it; school environment has to be safe and healthy;
school-community relationships should be strengthened so that community and parents need to
involve in school improvement program implementation; and school leadership should be

shared among staff, students and parents.

2.5 The Three Phases of School Improvement

The three phase of school improvement process has at its core unrelenting focus on learning
and attainment. The school improvement strategy encompasses both classroom practices,
particularly the expansion of teacher’s teaching repertoire, and the building of capacity at the
school level, especially the redesign of staff development. Many of the activities involved will
bring short-as well as medium-term gains. The three phases are: establishing the process; going

whole school; and sustaining momentum (Hopkins, 2002:52-65).

2. 5.1 Phase One: Establishing the Process
As Improving the Quality of Education for All (IQEA) is not a short-term approach, it is
important that careful deliberation is given to the decision to embark on this way of working.
Preparing for the project involves generating commitment, planning and gathering data on the
school level conditions. Although it is important to move into action as soon as is practicable,
it is vital that the school improvement group is fully established and familiar with management
of change and teaching-learning strategies, and has carefully planned the whole school
improvement strategy. This phase involves: commitment to the school improvement approach;
selection of school improvement group or committee; enquiring into the strengths and
weaknesses of the school; designing the whole school program; seeking partners and seeding

the whole school approach (Hopkins, 2002:58-65).
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2.5.2 Phase Tow: Going Whole School
This cycle of activity usually lasts between two and three terms. During this phase the focus is
upon specific teaching and learning issues and on building the capacity within the school to
support this way of working. These strategies usually involve a certain level of external support
and comprise: innovations in teaching and learning that are new to most staff and are informed
and supported by external knowledge and support; and the sharing of and building of good
practice within the school. The activities in this phase are: the initial whole school days;
establishing the curriculum and teaching focus; establish the learning teams; the initial cycle of
enquiry and sharing initial success and impact on student learning on the curriculum (Hopkins,

2002:59-65).

2.5.3 Phase Three: Sustaining Momentum
The capacity for change at school and classroom level becomes more secure. Learning teams
become an established way of working and there is an expansion of the range of teaching
strategies used throughout the curriculum. This activity includes: establishing further cycles of
enquiry; building teacher learning into the process; sharpening the focus on student learning;
finding ways of sharing success and building network; reflecting on the culture of the school
and department (Hopkins, 2002:57-65).

2.6 Framework for School Improvement Program

Currently in the UK, the educational agenda is being dominated by a concern to make sense of
and implement the radical reform agenda of the last decade (Hopkins, 2002:18). This quest to
regain stability, however, is being conducted against a background of continuing change, as
expectations for student achievement rise beyond the capacity of the system to deliver

(Hopkins, 2002:18).

For the schools themselves, it is becoming increasingly apparent that change and improvement
is not necessarily synonymous (Hopkins, 2002:18). Although it is true that external pressure is
often the cause, or at least the impetus, for most educational change, this is not to imply that
such change is always desirable (Hopkins, 2002:18). The single most important criterion for
the introduction of any change into a school should be its potential for positive impact on

student learning. If there is little prospect of a change having such an impact, then
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implementation needs to be questioned, rather than simply ‘added on’. The research on student
achievement and on school effectiveness, in that the greatest impact on student progress is
achieved by those innovations or adaptations of practice that intervene in, or modify, the
learning process. Changes in the curriculum, teaching methods, grouping practices and
assessment procedures have the greatest potential impact on the performance of students, and

so provide a key focus for school improvement efforts (Ibid:18).

is exactly because change is a process where by individuals need to ‘alter their ways of

inking and doing’ that most change fail to progress beyond early implementation. It is this
phenomenon that Fullan (2001 cited Hopkins, 2002:19) has graphically referred to as * the
implementation dip’ incorporates that constellation of factors which creates the sense of
anxiety and those feelings of incompetence so often associated with relearning and meaningful
change. This is the phase of dissonance, of ‘internal turbulence’, that is as predictable as it is at
the same time uncomfortable. Many research studies have found that without a period of
destabilization, successful and long-lasting change is unlikely to occur. The implication for
school improvement is that conditions need to be created within the school that ensure that
individuals are supported through this inevitable but difficult and challenging process
(Tbid:19).

Therefore, the Improving the Quality of Education for All (IQEA) program school
improvement works best when a clear and practical focus for development is linked to
simultaneous work on the internal conditions within the school. Conditions are the internal
features of the school, the ‘arrangements’ that enable it to get work done. Without an equal
focus on conditions, even development priorities that directly affect classroom practice quickly
become marginalized. Examples of the conditions that support school improvement are:
collaborative planning, staff development, enquiry and reflection, and the involvement of
students. Experience on the IQEA program suggests that work on these conditions results in
the creation of opportunities for teachers to feel more powerful and confident about change
(Ibid:19).

Many schools use development planning as a means of managing change (Hopkins, 2002:22).

Indeed, development planning itself is commonly regarded as an important preliminary step to



school improvement. Working through the planning cycle, however, is likely to involve the
school in generating a number of ‘priorities’ for action, often too many to work on. This means
that decisions about ‘priorities” must be made moving from the separate, perhaps even
conflicting priorities of individuals or groups, to a systematically compiled set of priorities
which reflect the over all needs of a whole school community. Two principles should guide
this process of choice amongst priorities as Hargreaves and Hopkins (1991 cited in Hopkins,
2002:22) describes that: manageability: - how much can we realistically hope to achieve?
Coherence: - is there a sequence which will ease implementation? In relation to this, Hopkins
et al., (1994 cited in Hopkins, 2002) noted that a third principle can help to guide school
through what is often a difficult series of choices: consonance: - the extent to which internally

identified priorities coincide or overlap with external pressures for reform (Hopkins, 2002:22).

According to, the Australia Capital Territory (ACT) Government for public schools, the school
improvement framework provides a structure for raising quality, achieving excellence and
delivering better schools for better futures (Canberra, 2009:8). The framework sets up a
dynamic relationship between research and planning that will assist schools to undertake self-
assessment, which is context-specific, evidence-informed and outcomes-focused. All ACT
public schools will use the school improvement framework to critically examine their
programs and practices. The framework provides a focus through which schools can evaluate
the extent to which they are meeting stakeholder expectations, cielivering on system priorities
and implementing strategic initiatives. Thus, framework will help schools to: make best use of
evidence-informed processes and tools to evaluate their performance; self-assess to identify
school priorities; develop a four year school plan and an annual operating plan with a focus on
improvement over time; establish accountability measures and targets that indicate their
improvements and inform further planning; and report on their progress regularly (Canberra,
2009:8).

Since schools are the basis for the assurance of educational quality, it is unquestionable to
improve their ways of dealing their activities. Therefore, to assure the quality of education,
experts of the MoE and the region together by gathering best experiences from the schools of
our county and by adopting other countries experiences prepared a framework of school

improvement to be implemented by all schools of the country (MoE, 1999:1).
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In consistency of this, according to, MoE, (1999), the school improvement framework context
is a system which has tools or instruments enable to measure to what extent schools is
achievable using the standards. The framework provides principles that help schools enable to
know their level know what should do fore the future and planed what kind of concrete or
performance result they need. Besides, the main instruments are: tools that provide schools to
evaluate and make decisions of their level according the main domains of schools; tools that
help to make survey research, that enable to collect information from students, teachers,
personnel and parents (school communities); tools and forms used to collect construct and
report for essential issues. Using these tools can be able to evaluate, plan, implement, follow up
and control, investigate, revise and report the implementing of school improvement program to
the stakeholders (MoE, 1999:4).

Figure 2.2: Domains and Elements of Schooling

Learning and Teaching Student Environment
Teaching practice Student focus
Learning and assessment Student empowerment
Curriculum Student support

[ Student Achievement J

Leadership & Management Community Involvement
Strategic vision Partnership with parents
Leadership behavior Engaging the community
School management Promoting education

Source: MoE, (1999 E.C. p.2)

Therefore, effective implementation of the school improvement framework will see schools
developing a cyclic approach to achieving and sustaining school improvement. The progress
will be evident across four domains of school improvement: learning and teaching; leading and
managing; student environment; and community involvement (Hopkins, 2002:23). The
domains represent the four key areas in which school improvement takes place. They describe
the essential characteristics of an effective school. They form a structure with which schools
can review, question and analyze their systems and processes. School improvement relies on
having sound measuring, monitoring and reporting processes in place for each of the domains.
Moreover, the SIP domains have divided in to three elements as indicated in figure-1 above

that have further classified in to a number of standards and performance indicators.
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2.6.1 The Domains and Elements of School Improvement
The current school improvement program was developed based on the result of the review of
the best practices of the schools all over the country, related literatures and positive
experiences obtained from its pilot program implemented in 2006 (MoE, 2007 b). This

program focuses on four major domains of schools.

2.6.1.1 Teaching and Learning Process

The quality of teaching is at the heart of successful schooling (Sammons et al., 1985 in Harris
and Muijis, 2005:10). In successful schools, teachers are well organized and lessons are
planned in advance, are well structured and have clear objectives which are communicated to
the students. Successful teachers are sensitive to differences in the learning style of the students
and adapt their teaching style accordingly. In relation to this, Hargreaves and Goodson (1996
in Harris, 2005) argued that teaching today is increasingly on complex work, requiring the
highest standards of professional practice to perform it well. It is the core profession, the key
agent of change in today’s knowledge society. Teachers are the midwives of the knowledge
society. Without them, or their competence, the future will be malformed and still born (Harris,
2005:12).

Therefore, the teaching and learning process domain describes the context in which the
curriculum is delivered. High quality learning occurs when teachers make appropriate
decisions about what is taught, how to engage students in meaningful experiences and how
progress will be assessed to inform future actions. The elements describe how teachers apply
their contemporary and professional knowledge to establish highly effective learning
environments; teachers set expectations, plan for success and assess learning outcomes; and

school curriculum design and delivery establishes explicit and high standards for learning.

2.6.1.2 School Leadership and Management
In England and many other Western countries, there has been a renewed interest in the power
of leadership to generate and sustain school improvement (Harris and Muijis, 2005:4). A
premium has been placed upon the potential of school leadership to contribute to school
improvement and to create the conditions in which the best teaching and learning can occur.

The establishment of National College for School Leadership (NCSL) both symbolized and
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reinforced a widespread belief in the ability of school leaders to deliver high performance and
system-wide transformation. It also firmly located leadership and leadership development at

the centre of system renewal and change (Harris and Muijis, 2005:4).

Leadership can be defined as providing vision, direction and support towards a different and
preferred state-suggesting change (Harris and Muijis, 2005:4). Thus, leadership, change and
school improvement are closely related. It could be said that leaders are change makers and
development necessarily need to reside at the top of an organization. Louis and Miles (1990
in Harris and Muijis, 2005) reported that successful change leaders consistently articulated a
vision for their schools so that every one understood the vision, most importantly; they shared
influence, authority, responsibility and accountability with the staff in shaping the vision so

that they shared ownership of the vision (Harris and Muijis, 2005:6).

According to Fullan (1993 in Harris, 2005), the superhero images of leadership do not work.
And it remains that mandates and incentives are not powerful enough to functions as engines
that will drive our efforts to improve schools. In tomorrow’s world, success will depend upon
the ability of leaders to harness the capacity of locals, to enhance sense and meaning and to

build communities of responsibility (Harris, 2005:1)

Therefore, the school leadership and management domain is concerned with communicating
a clear vision for a school and establishing effective management structures. Leaders set
directions and guide the school community in alignment of its purpose and practice. Effective
leadership within the school is collegial, student-centered and teacher focused, promoting a
collective responsibility for improvement. These elements describe how school vision is
collaboratively developed to be realistic, challenging and futures oriented; leaders use
reflective practices to appropriately manage people to achieve improvements to teaching and
learning and the school’s leadership team demonstrates effective resource management to

achieve results.

2.6.1.3 School Community Involvement
Harris recent work has shown how a key aspect of delivery of school improvement lies not in
the widely advocated structural reforms, but in the cultural change: investment in the
professional learning and the generation of practice and collaboration (Harris, 2005:5). The
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practice of effective community participation in school is facing a number of problems.
Admitting this, Marsh (1988:48) states that despite its paramount importance, the efforts of
promoting active community participation has been hindered by different factors. These
major factors that are associated with the school principal are lack of competence and
commitment, refusal to encourage the school board and association for participation,
degrading the decision making capacity of community representatives, lack of clearly defined
roles and responsibilities of the school committee, and long distance of houses of community
members from schools that brought about reluctance of school board from active

participation in school activities.

Therefore, school community involvement domain describes the development of quality
ongoing community partnerships and networks. Schools are responsive to community
expectations, value diversity and encourage contribution. Positive futures and cultures of
success are promoted as educational outcomes. These elements describe how schools develop
effective relationships with parents to support student engagement with learning; the school
enriches the curriculum through partnerships and activities involving the local community
and resources and the school celebrates successful learning outcomes and promotes its

achievements across the wider community.

2.6.1.4 Safe and Health School Environment
Milles (in Sergiovanni, and Starratt, 2007:335) describes the “healthy” school as one that
exhibits reasonably clear and accepted goals (goal focus), communication that is relatively
distortion-free vertically, horizontally, and across boundary lines (communication adequacy);
equitable distribution of influence to all levels of the organization (optimal power
equalization); and effective and efficient use of inputs both human and material (resource
utilization). The healthy school reflects a sense of togetherness that bonds people together
(cohesiveness), a feeling of well-being among the staff (morale), self-renewing properties
(innovativeness), and an active response to its environment (autonomy and adaptation).
Finally, the healthy school maintains and strengthens its problem-solving capabilities

(problem-solving adequacies) (Sergiovanni, and Starratt, 2007:335).
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Safe and health school environment domain describes the promotion of positive and respectful
relationships which are stable, welcoming and inclusive. In safe and productive learning
environments students willingly engage and participate in the broad range of learning
opportunities. They contribute to decisions about their learning and their contributions are
valued. These elements describe how quality learning environments are created to focus on
student needs and foster potential skills and interests; schools create opportunities for students
to develop into self-regulating learners within and beyond the classroom and schools value

participation, and encourage student expression of new knowledge and understanding.

2.6.2 The School Improvement Cycle

Research has identified that schools improve when they draw on a range of evidence from a
variety of sources to inform their decision-making. Coordination of this evidence base is a
continuous process, designed to efficiently and effectively distribute effort and resources to
best meet changing needs and address school and system priorities. While processes, strategies
and timeframes within the four-year cycle are largely managed by each school to best address
their particular contexts, the timing of annual surveys, completion of school plans, publication
of annual school board reports and external validation are generally at fixed points within the
cycle. Each school will develop a strategic four-year school plan and an annual operating plan,
self-assess on an annual basis and report the outcomes against this plan to the school
community. Each school will also participate in external validation in the fourth year of the
cycle to gain an objective evaluation of its achievements and standards of performance and to
inform future planning for continuous improvement (Canberra, 2009:11).

Figure 2.3: The school improvement cycle

N i
Year one Year two
Confirm school plan system | System surveys annual self-
surveys annual self-assessment assessment monitoring reviewing
reviewing and planning reporting and planning reporting
N ol
Year four Year three
System surveys annual self- o System surveys annual self-
assessment evaluating validation assessment monitoring reviewing
reporting strategic planning and planning reporting
J 5

Source: (Canberra, 2009:11)
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With a four-year review cycle, schools will move through different stages of self assessment
and reflection. At each stage there is a range of support strategies, personnel and tools available
to assist schools as they: develop and update school plans; implement programs and strategies
to meet the goals and targets of the school plan; monitor, review and evaluate inputs, outputs
and outcomes; report student achievement to parents; report progress towards the achievement
of goals through annual school board reporting, and undergo an external validation of their
progress over time in the fourth year of the cycle (Canberra, 2009:11). The key components of
the school improvement cycle sit alongside an action research and planning continuum. The
action-oriented continuum is the core component of reflective practice and a feature of
improvement models promoting school review, school effectiveness and school development
(Canberra, 2009:12). Key deliverables are scheduled over a calendar year. These components
are: Gathering, Planning, Reporting and Validating (Canberra, 2009:12). However, according
to, MoE (1999), the school improvement cycle is implemented within a three-year review

cycle, and schools will move through different stages of self assessment and reflection.

Fig 2.4: School improvement cycle

1* year 2" year
Self-evaluation; Plan; Implement; Yearly self-evaluation; Planning;
Follow up and control; Reporting Implementing; Follow-up and control;

Reporting
3" year

Yearly self-evaluation; Plan; Follow-up
and control; Report; External validation

Source: (school improvement framework, MoE, 1999:4)

2.6.3 Conditions for School Improvement Program
It is very difficult to plan and implement any school activity within a state of turmoil and
unstable conditions. Those in charge of preparing and putting into action school improvement
plan, therefore, need to feel that they are working in a state of relatively stable environment.
Ubben and Hughes (1997:176), indicates that the maximally productive environment for
learning and positive student control where clear firm? higher teacher and administrator

expectation, consistent rules and consequences that directly related to breaking these rules and
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well implemented emphasis on the self-esteem of all students, and public and private

acknowledgement and rewarding of positive behavior by students.

Therefore, schools need sustainable approaches that build internal and external capacity for
improvement. ‘Capacity’ is a well-worn term, we take it to mean the ability within schools to
learn continuously in order to respond creatively to rapidly changing and unpredictable socio-
political environments and local variables and vicissitudes, with holding fast to shared
principles and values. This requires schools to have confidence in their own values and
purposes and to develop ways of working that celebrate human diversity whilst being inclusive
of every one’s need and promoting learning for all. It requires knowledge about the complex
relationship between student, professional and organizational learning and also about process
of change. This learning and change depend ultimately on teachers, supported in turn by their
principals, drawing on a web of internal and external support. According to, Frost and Durrant
(2003 in Durrant and Gary, 2006), schools aspiring to be learning communities must therefore

include ‘collegial decision making’ in notions of capacity building (Durrant and Gary, 2006).

2.6.3.1 Internal Conditions for School Improvement
School internal conditions are the internal features of schools, or ‘arrangement’ which enable
schools to get work done (Hopkins, 2002:20).
2.6.3.1.1 School-Based Staff Development

Staff development is inextricably linked to school improvement. In the quest for school
improvement, powerful strategies are required which integrate these two areas in a way that is
mutually supportive. Staff development attention to school-focused in-service has been
endorsed in national policy in England and Wales. Schools are, therefore, expected to have a
policy for staff development, with time and resources allocated to support its implementation.
Powerful strategies that link staff development to school improvement need to fulfill two
essential criteria. First, they need to relate to and enhance on-going practice in the school, and
second, they should link to and strengthen other internal features of the school’s organization

(Hopkins, 1994:113).

To promote a systematic and integrated approach to staff development, considering that the

professional learning of teachers is central to the notion of school improvement, and that the
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classroom is as important centre for teacher development. Therefore, the range of staff
development activities involved in school improvement approaches include:- whole staff in-
service days on teaching-learning and school improvement planning as well as ‘curriculum
tours’ to share the work done in departments or working groups; inter departmental meeting to
discuss teaching strategies; workshops run inside the school on teaching strategies by school
improvement committee members and external support, partnership teaching and peer
coaching; the design and execution of collaborative enquiry activities, which are, by their

nature, knowledge-generating (Hopkins, 2002:36).

s 2.6.3.1.2 Involvement of Students

In a research literature there is strong evidence on effective schools that success is associated
with a sense of identification and involvement that extends beyond the teaching staff. This
involves the students, parents, and, indeed, other members of the local community. Student
involvement can occur at an organizational level, by involving students in decision making and
encouraging them to take responsibility for day-to-day routines; and at the classroom level,
when students can be encouraged to take responsibility for their own learning and, though
involvement, to learn organizational planning, discussion, decision-making and leadership
(Stoll, 1991 in Hopkins, 1994:126). When students are given the opportunity to take
responsibility for their own learning and become involved in decision making at the level of
the governing body as well as other school structures, they are likely to develop more positive
attitudes towards the school. This could result in a reduction of negative behavior while
achievement levels could improve (Baldwin, 2004 in Gamage, 2006:73). However, when
students are less involved, it is likely that their attitudes to school will be much more negative.
Then, when changes are introduced, they may well become barriers to participate. Their
resistance may not be open and tangible but nevertheless their intuitive reactions may create

the negative atmosphere that discourages staff from pursuing their goals.

2.6.3.1.3 Collaborative Planning
The quality of school level planning has been identified as a major factor in a number of
studies of school effectiveness. For instance, Purkey and Smith (1983 in Hopkins, 1994:178)
describe that both collaborative planning and clear goals as key process dimensions. Caldwell

and Spinks (1988 in Hopkins, 1994:178) also indicate that goal-setting and planning as two of
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the phases of the collaborative school management model which, linking these two activities
within one cycle of the management process. Thus, the aim of collaborative planning is, then,
to secure improvements in the quality of teaching and learning by identifying appropriate
educational and organizational goals, and improving the way the necessary changes are

managed to achieve these goals.

2.6.3.1.4 Leadership

School effectiveness researches make frequent reference to the important of leadership. For
instance, Persell et al. (1982 in Hopkins, 1994:153) have noted that ‘strong personalities’,
‘dynamic’ and ‘energetic’ are descriptions often associated with successful school leaders.
School effectiveness research provides clear evidence that challenging traditional order and
promoting a more dynamic and decentralized approach to leadership has often been associated
with school improvement. Jones (1987 in Hopkins, 1994:155) summarizes the implications of
his recent reassessment of the head’s leadership role:

giving other people genuine authority does not mean giving up one’s own

authority; empowering others does not mean enfeebling oneself; encouraging

others to give creative leadership does not mean abdicating from having ideas of

one’s own; giving others real responsibility does not mean leaving them to sink

or swim, but rather to support them in developing the best possible way of going

Sforward.
Therefore, the role of leadership is considered as a net work which informs and supports staff
as they seek to bring to life the values and goals of the school community in their day-to-day
activities. In addition, to develop within our schools a set of leadership practices which
complement management behavior, and bring life to the concepts of participation and
collaboration.

2.6.3.1.5 Coordination

Schools produced communication systems and procedures, and the ways in which groups can
be created and sustained to coordinate improved effort across a range of levels or departments.
Their particular importance are specific strategies for ensuring that all staff are kept informed
about development priorities and activities, as this information is vital to informed self-
direction. Weick (1985 in Hopkins et al., 1994:166), indicate that schools are sometimes

referred to as ‘loosely coupled systems’. The looseness of the coupling occurs because schools

consist of units, processes, actions and individuals that tend to operate in isolation from one

31



another. Loose coupling is also encouraging by the goal ambiguity that characterizes
schooling. Johnson and Johnson (1989 in Hopkins, 1994:166), also has been suggested that,
school relationships may be structured in one of these three ways: individualistically,

competitively or cooperatively.

Clearly, therefore, the organizational approach which is most likely to create a positive
working atmosphere is one that emphasizes cooperation. The aim of cooperation must be to
encourage a more tightly coupled system within which the efforts of individuals are

coordinated in order to maximize their impact.

2.6.3.2 External Conditions for School Improvement
An external condition refers to environmental conditions of the school, policy context,
intervention strategy and local capacity.
2.6.3.2.1 Environmental Conditions
Every organization exists in an environment with which it is interdependent. In case of a
school, the local community, the school district, region, state and the national system can be
v~ considered as its environment. It is important to think of schools in the context of their L~
environments, requiring the heads of schools to spend more time managing transactions
between their schools and environments, especially when the authority is developed on to the
schools and all relevant stakeholders in the school community are given opportunities to

participate (Gamage, 1996¢ in Gamage, 2006:47).

Gamage (1998 a,b in Gamage, 2006: ), indicates that, school leaders have a responsibility to
build bridges between different categories of stakeholders enabling them to build trust and
place confidence in each other. School based management is one of the best approaches to
help build mutual understanding and improve the public image of a school. Naturally,
participation leads to ownership and commitment, whereby, board members as well as the

parents will project a good of the school.

2.6.3.2.2 Capacity Building
According to Stoll and Fink (1996:43), a more recent and concise definition of school

improvement refers to raising all students’ outcome and focusing on teaching and learning,
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which also puts emphasis on improving the capacity of school management to guide and

handle school change process properly.

However, the management of change has thus itself become an inadequate or outmoded
concept (Harris, 2002:85). Similarly, the establishment of an appropriate culture and climate is
still a necessary but nonetheless an insufficient condition for success. Contemporary
discussions are focusing far more the concept of ‘school capacity’. Capacity is the key
construct in creating the conditions within to enhance both teaching and leaning. School
capacity can be defined as the collective competency of the schools as an entity to bring about
the effective change. ... It is now clear that for school improvement, leadership needs to focus
on two dimensions: the teaching-learning focus and the capacity building (NCSL, 2001 in
Harris, 2002:85).
2.6.3.2.3 Policy Issues

The last ten or fifteen years of this century have been a time of great challenge as well as
considerable excitement for educational systems around the world. Governments every where
have been embarking on substantial programs of reform in an attempt to develop more
effective school systems and raise levels of student leaning and achievement. Schools in many
countries have been subject to a barrage of legislation and policy that has meant change in
curriculum, assessment, governance and financing. A general strategy has been to centralize
educational policy while at the same time planning the responsibility for implementation on the
school (Hopkins, 2001:5). In addition, Creemers (2002:1) also has a similar idea about school
improvement, but he adds that school improvement is ‘practice and policy oriented’

educational change that aims at guiding and developing education in needed direction.

The failure of standards-based reform to secure widespread system improvement has prompted
a dramatic shift in educational policy in England. Following a decade or so of increased
centralization, accountability and standardization, educational policy is now firmly fixed on
securing school improvement through creating interdependency between schools. Currently,
schools are being actively encouraged to embrace new forms of cooperation and collaboration
with the promise of extra resource for their efforts. The Department for Education and Skills
promoting collaborative networks of schools and, more specifically, supporting school

partnerships in the form of ‘tight’ or loosely’ coupled federation (Harris, 2005:2).
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Therefore, the clear implications for policy are that any strategy to promote student learning
needs to give attention to engaging students and parents as active participants, and expanding
the teaching and learning repertoires of teachers and students respectively; and focusing on

insufficient condition for school improvement.

2.6.3.2.4 School Culture
In the school improvement literature, the school is viewed as an organic and dynamic culture.
A key assumption within the literature is that improvement strategies can result in changing
school culture and that leadership has an important part to play in defining and shaping culture.
School improvement researchers have tended to emphasize certain norms and values that shape
individual and collective activity at the school level. The type of school cultures that tend to
improve schools are those that are collaborative, have collegiate working relationships and
have a climate for change (Hopkins, 2003:12). Establishing a positive climate for change is an
important pre-requisite for school improvement. This climate facilitates learning within the
organization and support those engaged in the learning. Building a positive climate involves:
establishing trust amongst colleagues; inviting them to participate; affirming their ideas; and

providing opportunities for innovation and risk-taking (Hopkins, 2003:12).

According to Walker et al. (1998 in Harris, 2003:13) based on an improving school trust
suggest that trust is a necessary element for building a learning community. As people working
together to sustain healthy practice and build new ways of learning and relating to one another,
it does not take long for the subject of trust or trustworthiness to enter the conversation. At the
very least, the importance and pervasiveness of trust are implicit in our very effort to establish
communities of learners and the generative setting for the expression of our shared educational

ambitions.

Therefore, according to these writers trust is a required element for generating school
improvement. It is the social glue that links a learning community and allows teachers to work
collaboratively. The centrality of collegiality and trust in pursuit of school improvement is

undisputed but there are many schools where the culture is far from collegial.
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2.7 Practices and Problems of School Improvement Program

2.7.1 Practices of School Improvement Program
In Ethiopia, with the intention to improve the quality of education, much effort has been
exerted. For instance, during inception of the program, many efforts were made to assess the
experience of the best promoting schools within the country and the experience of other
countries. Different guide lines and frame works were developed and awareness raising
training was conducted at different levels (MoE, 2007:47). Thus, the primary schools are

expected to successfully implement the school improvement program.

However, school improvement program is a very widespread phenomenon and a wide variety
of improvement efforts can be found. To be of any importance for school effectiveness, school
improvement should use the school effectiveness knowledge base, and be directed to the
application of this knowledge as a focused intervention, emphasizing implementation,

emphasis outcomes, and evaluation techniques to practice school improvement program.

Implementation in the first year: preparation- the school improvement unit decides how to
implement and guide the framework. The school improvement committees and all stakeholders
of the school will help for the implementation of the framework and schools’ preparation;
collect evidences regarding the school domains; Making system survey: system survey
regarding current schools work efficiency assesses the views of stakeholders (students, parents
and teachers). It is a duty which schools engage feedback regarding the four domains of school
using the survey; decide and reach in agreement by investigating the collected data”for the
school work efficiency: the key stakeholders should participate in the annual school evaluation.
And other units of stakeholders also participate in the investigation of the data assessed and in
the decision making process. In this respect the school improvement framework
implementation will relate with teaching and learning activities; and prepare plan of the school:
the improvement unit, using the result of the evaluation, will prepare plan for three years and
annual plans. The plan incorporates goals and objectives, and also priorities of the activities. A
school can prepare a plan for more than three years and improve it where there are situations to

be prioritized.

35



Implementation of the school plan:- implementing of the plan will start when the school
improvement committee is believed that the plan prepared is ready for implementation. This
means that using feedback transfer from the previous plan and new improved plan; follow up
and control: the committee itself and other stakeholders will make follow up and control
system; report of the implementation: the school improvement committee will present the

annual report for the school community and for the responsible persons.

Implementation in the second year: - schools will evaluate their improvement regarding the
goals sets and priorities; differentiate where there are new priorities; select where there are
standards which are not evaluated; lastly, the school committee will report the progress of the

school improvement program.

Implementation of the third year: - Schools will control their improvement through evaluation;
implementation of the strategic plan will continue; making follow up and evaluation; schools
activities and results will be evaluated and provided feedback by out of school unit using the
concrete evidences of the schools by identifying their strengths and weaknesses.
Recommendation will be provided and the feedback will be reported to the school (MoE,
1999:6).
2.7.2 Problems of School Improvement Program

In different countries implementation of school improvement program has encountered in
problems by various factors. For example, Stoll and Finnk (1996:55) indicate that, lack of
adequate preparation, capacity and lack of commitment as the major problems to school
improvement program. Duffie and Balkon in Marzano (2003:16) also indicate that, in SOL;th
Africa the initiatives of school improvement program was faced by lack of material resources;
limited capacity of educational leaders; poor participation and lack of safe environment.
Similarly, Harris (in Hopkins, 2002:19) has noted the difficulty to change school management

and working culture as a problem to school improvement program in developing countries.

Similarly, the nature of educational goals often creates difficulties for planning, because they
can be difficult to measure, or so broadly defined as to be meaningless. Sometimes, measurable
goals are not measured, and where goals are seen as long-term, it is often only too easy to

distance these from the day-to-day life of the school. Implements of planning into action fail
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because plans are often drawn up without reference to the actual resources available (Hopkins

et al., 1994:178).

As a result, in Ethiopia besides the commitment of the country to improve access to primary
education, the school improvement program has launched in 2006 aiming at improving the
quality of education through enhancing students learning achievement and outcomes (MoE,
2007:57). Hence, student achievement is a reason for any educational change. Unfortunately,
the process of translating policy in to practice is so difficult to achieve, the reality, as opposed
to the rhetoric, of change is often only loosely connected to the progress of students (Hopkins
et al., 1994:12). That is why, the implementing of school improvement program is challenging

due to the following factors:

(a) Lack of committed school Leaders: most of the principals who are in the leading position
did not get adequate training of educational leadership. Even those who are trained also are not
effective in leading the schools. Due to this reason they lack the ability to design common

vision and coordinate the school community so as to lead for the attainment of the goals.

(b) Lack of conducive school environment: basically, schools should be conducive for the
students’ (female and male students) ethical improvement and academic achievement. Schools
should be prepared based on the needs and interests of students secured their school

environments. If students feel safe they attend their schooling with of interest.

(c) Lack of educational inputs (in quality and quantity): currently schools lack the required
instructional inputs. And the commitment of schools society and non governmental
organizations are not enough to solve the problem by providing instructional materials and

other financial supporting.

(d) Lack of stakeholders’ participation in strategic plan: strategic plan for schools need the
participation of all stakeholders, but most of the time the school plan is prepared by principals.
Therefore, the school mission and vision is not visible to all stakeholders and the intended
students’ outcome and ethical-centered activities are not achieved without participation (MoE,

1999:21-24).
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CHAPTER THREE

3. Research Design and Methodology
3.1 Research Method

The purpose of this study was to assess the practices and problems of school improvement
program. To realize this, descriptive survey method was employed. According to Best and
Kahn (2003:20) “descriptive survey method is appropriate to describe and interpret conditions
or relationships that exist, opinions that are held, processes that are going on, effects that are
evident or trends that are developing.” Therefore, the method particularly important for the
study to draw conclusions from the facts observed. It also helped the researcher to make
detailed description and analysis of the practices and problems of implementing school
improvement program with reference to second cycle primary schools of South East Zone of

Tigray.

3.2 Sources of Data

Both primary and secondary data sources were used in the study. Primary data was gathered
from school principals, teachers, cluster school supervisors, woreda supervisors and Parent
Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members and students, by virtue of their roles in the
schools assumed to have better information. As to complement and supplement results from
the primary data sources, secondary data sources were also examined. In this case, pertinent
documents available in the selected sample schools were used. For instance, school strategic
plans, reports, school improvement manuals, school policy, classroom facilities and school

environments were assessed in the schools.

3.3 Sample and Sampling Techniques

There are seven administrative zones in Tigray Regional National State. South East Zone of
Tigray is one of these zones. It has four woredas. Out of four woredas of the zone, three (75%
of the) woredas, namely Seharti Samre, Enderta and Hintalo Wejerat were randomly selected
to give equal chance. According to Best and Khan (2003:20) “the more the sample the more
the representative it will be”. Currently, there are 64 second cycle primary schools in the

sample woredas. Thus, two from Seharti Samre woreda, three from Enderta and four from
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Hintalo wajerat, that is, totally nine second cycle primary schools were randomly selected to

have an equal chance of being selected.

Moreover, since the school principals, cluster school supervisors and woreda supervisors are
also more responsible to exercise school improvement practices, all the school principals,
cluster school supervisors and woreda supervisors of the sample schools were selected using
purposive sampling. Accordingly, 9 school principals, 6 cluster school supervisors and 6

woreda supervisors were included in the study.

In addition to this, for the Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members, who were
selected among 81 PTSA members of the sample schools, 36(44%) PTSA members were
included based on purposive sampling techniques, which are 9 school principals, 9 parent
representatives, 9 teacher representatives and 9 student representatives. In purposive or
judgments sampling, the researcher decides as to who can provide the best information to
achieve the objective of the study (Kumar, 1990). Hence, this helped the researcher to gain
adequate and necessary information due to their participation in management and leadership of

the process of school improvement program.

,As of Best and Khan (2003:20), pointed out “when sample of groups are divided into small
groups to be compared, the researcher initially should select large enough samples, so that the
groups are of adequate size for his purpose”. Accordingly, after the teachers had been stratified
based on their sex able to get more precise information; out of 132 second cycle primary
school teachers 56(51.85%) of males and 52(48.15%) of females, which a total of 108(82%)

school teachers were included in the study.

Furthermore, regarding student respondents, currently there were 5488 students in the sample
schools. Since, the population size is beyond 5000, then a total of 180(4%) students were
selected based on their sex from grade five and above grade levels purposefully who made
school self — evaluation and since these students understand the questionnaire to reply than the
lower grade levels. Therefore, 32(17.8%) of grade 5, 32(17.8%) of grade 6, 58(32.2%) of grade
7 and 58(32.2%) of grade 8, which a total of 92(51.1%) of males and 88(48.9%) of females

were included in the study.
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3.4 Instruments of Data Collection

To obtain relevant information four types of data collection instruments were used in the study.
These were questionnaires, interviews, observation checklist and document review.

3.4.1 Questionnaire

Questionnaires were preferable to involve large size sample of the population. Koul (2006)
explains questionnaire as “a device consisting a series of questions dealing with ... social,
educational; etc, topics sent or given to an individual or a group of individuals, with the
objective of obtaining data with regard to some problems under investigation”. This study also
was employed questionnaire to obtain tangible information to respond to the basic questions.
Both open ended and closed ended questionnaire were developed as a main instrument of data
collection from the school teachers, PTSA members and students. The close-ended type of
questionnaires were yes or no answers, select from the alternatives given, or in the form of
Likert-scale model, by which the researcher had the chance to get a greater uniformity of

responses of the respondents that helped him to make it easy to be processed.

In addition to this, open-ended questionnaires were employed in order to give opportunity to
the respondents to express their feelings, perceptions, problems and intentions related to school
improvement practice in the schools. Besides, three types of questionnaires that is, one for
PTSA members; one for the school teachers, and one for students were prepared in English and
translated in to the local language (Tigrigna). This helps to alleviate unnecessary
complications in responding to the items. Most of the questionnaires were closed-ended items
set in five rating scales.
3.4.2 Interviews

Interview is the major way in which a qualitative evaluator seeks to understand the perceptions,
feelings and knowledge of people in programs through in-depth, intensive interviewing (Best
and Kahn, 1989). Both the structured and unstructured interview was used as a method of data
collection in order to get pertinent information from the school principals, cluster school
supervisors, woreda supervisors and PTSA members in the zone. Hencé, while the structured
interview was employed to obtain similar information from the four groups of interviewees,
which assures the comparability of the data gained from questionnaires, the unstructured
interview was employed to elicit more information. The instruments mainly consisted of 12

interview questions.
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The interview was held in English since the respondents (school principals & supervisors) were
degree holders. Besides, the interview was also conducted orally on one-to-one way by the

student researcher and recorded the responses of the interviewees.

3.4.3 Observation Checklists

Observation is a process in which the investigator observes what is occurring in some real life
situation. In observation, the observer can classify and record pertinent occurrences according
to some planned scheme. The main advantage of this method is that biases can be eliminated, if
observation is done accurately and the information obtained under this method relates to what
is currently happening. Observation methods have occupied an important place in descriptive

educational research (Koul, 1996 and Kothari, 1990).

Therefore, observation checklists were employed to observe the accessibility of classroom
facilities, learning facilities, school documents and the attractiveness of school environment for
children’s. Forms of observation checklists were designed to observe classroom facilities and

school environments.

3.4.4 Document Reviews
In order to substantiate data obtained through other instruments, the researcher reviewed
documents such as: strategic and annual plan, reports from the schools and education offices,
assessment formats and policy documents. The central theme for the document review was to

identify what was planed and what was implemented regarding school improvement program.

3.5 Pilot Testing

A pilot testing of the questionnaires was carried out in two randomly selected primary schools
(at Aynalem and Hawatsu complete primary schools) with 20 teachers and 20 students prior to
the actual field work to keep the reliability of the instrument. Hence, the reliability coefficient
was 0.902. Based of the analysis of the pilot study, some repeated and confusing items were

modified and discarded to make the questionnaires clear.
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3.6 Procedures of Data Collection
After contacts had been made with the woreda supervisors, with the school principals and
cluster school supervisors, the structured and unstructured interview were administrated by the

student researcher so as to get adequate information.

As of the school teachers and students, after they had been identified from each school, the
open-ended and close-ended questionnaires were distributed to the 108 school teachers and 180
students of the 9 sample schools. The student researcher together with the assistant data
collectors (the unit leaders) administrated the questionnaires that helped all the two groups of
respondents filled in and returned the questionnaires, and to provide the necessary clarification
for questions raised on some of the items from respondents. On the other hand, the

questionnaires were filed-in by the PTSA members.

3.7 The Method of Data Analysis

In analyzing the data obtained from the school teachers, PTSA members and students, the
questionnaires distributed were collected and filled in to SPSS sheet and interpretations were
made with the help of percentages to show the total respondents response on each items out of
100; mean values to show average values of responden‘gs; chi-square tests to analyze if there is
any significant difference between responses of respondents about practices and problems of
school improvement program implementation process and O‘Ile_\_NMQVA test to see if there
exists and significant difference between the groups. And it was supplemented by qualitatively

analyzed data from the open-ended questionnaires.

3.8 Ethical Considerations

After contacts had been made with the woreda supervisors, cluster school supervisors and
school principals, information was given to the respondents about the purpose of the research
project. The respondents were also told about the confidentiality of the data obtained through
the interview made with them. Hence, after gaining verbal consents, the interview was

conducted, and pseudo names were used to quote the response collected from the interviews.
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CHAPETR FOUR

4. Presentations and Analysis of Data

This chapter of the study deals with the analysis and interpretation of data collected for the
study and has two sections. The first section reports on the characteristics of the respondents.
The second deals with the presentation, analysis and interpretation of the data collected from
the respondents through different data gathering tools on school improvement program. In
doing so, while respondents were asked to rate using the five point Likert-scales that say
strongly agree (5), agree (4), undecided (3), disagree (2) and strongly disagree (1). Based on
the five point Likert-scales in to three options that is, disagreed, undecided and agreed
interpreted the data analysis. Level of agreement for means score value: *“< 2.50 = strongly
disagreed; 2.50 < Mean < 3.00 = disagreed; 3.00 = undecided; 3.00 < Mean < 3.75 =

moderately agreed and > 3.75 = strongly agreed.”

4.1 Characteristics of the Respondents
Different categories of respondents were included in the study to diversify the source of
information. Accordingly, 108 school teachers, 36 PTSA members, 180 students, 6 cluster

school supervisors and 6 woreda supervisors were selected for the study.

As indicated in table 4.1 below, the sex of respondents, all primary school principals, cluster
school supervisors and woreda expert (supervisors) were males. The gender parity indexes for
students show 92(51.1%) were males and 88 (48.9%) were females. This shows fair
distribution of student respondents along their sex is kept in the study and the student
respondents were taken from the upper primary schools or above grade 5 (from the second
cycle). The teacher respondents, 56(51.85%) were males and 52(48.15%) were females. The
majority of Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members 27(75%) were males and

9(25%) were females.

Concerning the age of respondents, about 69(63.89%) teacher respondents and 7(17.44%) of
Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were found to be on the age

range of 21-30 years. 33(30.56%) of teacher respondents and 12(33.33%) of Parent Teacher
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Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were also found to be on the age range of
31-40 years. Again, about 6(5.55%) of teacher respondents and 8(22.22%) of Parent Teacher
Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were found to be on the age range of 41-50
years while the majority of the rest respondents’ (cluster school supervisors, school principals

and woreda supervisors) age fall between 31-40 years.

Table 4.1: Sex, Age, Qualification, Work experience, Grade level and SIP related training

Respondents
. Teachers PTSA Students principals  Cluster school WOES
Variables members supervisors
N % N % N % N % N % N %
Male 56 51.85 27 75 92 S5l = -- 6 100 6 100
g  Female 52 4815 9 25 88 489 - - - - - -
Total 108 100 36 100 180 100 - = 6 100 6 100
Below 21 -- - 9 33.33 180 100  -- - -- -- - -
21-30 years 69 6389 7 25.92 -- -- -- -- -- - - --
Eﬂ 31-40 years 33 3056 5 18.52 - - 7 7178 6 100 6 100
41-50 years 6 5.55 6 22.22 -- -- z 2222 -- -- - --
Total 108 100 27 100 180 100 9 100 6 100 6 100
- Certificate - - -- -- - - - - - -- - -
3 Diploma 98 9074 10 27.78 - -- - - - -- -- --
5‘..;7' § 1" Degree 10 9.26 4 25 - - 9 100 6 100 6 100
& Others - - 17 4222 - - - - - -- - -
Total 108 100 36 100 -- -- 9 100 6 100 6 100
o 1-4years 33 3055 25 6944 -- - 4 4444 - -- -- -
w & S-8years 40 37.04 7 19.44 - - I 111 1 16.67 - -
5% 9-12years 18 16.67 2 5.56 - - 3 3333 3 50.00 4  66.67
=8 s years 17 1574 2 5.56 - - 2 2222 2 33.33 2 3333
¥ Total 108 100 36 100 - - 9 100 6 100 6 100
Grade 5 -- - - - 32 178 - -- -- - - -
. Grade 6 -- - - - 32 178 - -- -- - - -
g g Grade? -- - -- - 58 322 - - - - - --
C = Grade 8 -- -- - - 58 322 - -- -- - - --
Total -- -- -- -- 180 100 - - -- - - --
. 40  37.04 17 472 19 106 8 88.89 6 100 6 100
& No 68 6296 19 52.8 161 894 1 1111 -- - - -
a '§ Total 108 100 36 100 180 100 9 100 6 100 6 100

Where: WOES = Woreda Office Education Supervisors

Concerning the age of respondents, about 69(63.89%) teacher respondents and 7(17.44%) of
Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were found to be on the age
range of 21-30 years. 33(30.56%) of teacher respondents and 12(33.33%) of Parent Teacher
Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were also found to be on the age range of

31-40 years. Again, about 6(5.55%) of teacher respondents and 8(22.22%) of Parent Teacher
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Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were found to be on the age range of 41-50
years while the majority of the rest respondents’ (cluster school supervisors, school principals

and woreda supervisors) age fall between 31-40 years.

As table 4.1 shows, the educational level of the respondents, that is, all woreda supervisors,
cluster school supervisors and school principals were degree holders. The vast majority
90.74% of the teacher’s respondent were diploma holders. In support of this, each woredas
education office report shows, the total second cycle primary school teachers are diploma
holders. About 9.26% were degree holders. 27.78% and 25% of Parent Teacher Student
Association (PTSA) members were diploma and degree holders respectively. Whereas, the
remaining of 42.22% of Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members respondents

were students and parents, which their level of qualification falls between grade four and eight.

Regarding respondents work experience, the majority of teacher respondents, 37.04% were
found in the service category of five to eight years. 30.55% of teachers’ respondents’ service
category below five years and 16.67% of teachers” work experience were found between 9 up
to 12 years category. The rest of teacher respondents 15.74% work experience fall above 12
years. Although, the majority of Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) member
respondents’, work experience (69.4%) of the total respondents were found in the work
experience category of 1-4 years. Moreover, 25% of the total respondents were found in the
work experience category of 5-12 years. Whereas, the remaining Parent Teacher Student
Association (PTSA) member respondents’ work experience as PTSA members were found in

the work experience category of above 12 years.

In addition, the majority of school principals’ work experiences, 44.44% of the total
respondents were found in the work experience category of 1-4 years. Moreover, 1(11.11%) of
the total respondents was found in the work experience category of 5-8 years. Furthermore, the
remaining respondents’ work experience falls above 8 years. Moreover, almost the majority of
woreda supervisors (66.67%) and cluster school supervisors (66.67%) respondents were found
in the work experience category of 9-12 years respectively. 33.33% of the respondents were

found in the work experiences of above 12 years for each.
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Regarding grade level of respondents, as indicated in table 4.1, the majority of student
respondents (64.4%) were taken from grade 7 and 8 proportionally. The remaining 35.5% of
the respondents were also taken from grade levels of 5 and 6. This implies that they are likely
to have better understanding of issues under study though they may be capable to provide the

required information properly.

Moreover, in relation to school improvement program training, the majority of the total school
teacher respondents (62.96%), PTSA members (52.8%), and students (89.4%) were not
obtained school improvement program related training. However, the rest school teacher
respondents (37.04%), PTSA members (47.2%), (with school principals), and students (10.6%)
were obtained school improvement program related training with in teaching-learning process.
On the other hand, all of the woreda supervisors, cluster school supervisors and school

principals (except one) were attended training on school improvement program.

In their responses to the open-ended question, the respondents have suggested the following
possible solutions for the perceived problems:

=% Providing short term training for all stakeholders

“4 Allocate adequate resources

4 Exercising continuous follow up and evaluation mechanisms

4% Developing experience sharing activities among schools

= Strengthening collaboration with other sectors, parents and influential groups

4 Encouraging and reinforcing school leaders and school teachers, etc.

4.2 Preparation for School Improvement Program

The school communities and stakeholders in the schools were expected to know the practice
of school improvement program in solving teaching-learning problems. In doing so, they
were supposed to have ample knowledge and capacity on objectives and preparations of
school improvement process and how to prepare and plan its practices. Hence, as presented
in table 4.2 and table 4.3 the data obtained from the filled were analyzed using percentages,
which were supported by the data collected through interview, document review and

observation.
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Table 4.2: Objectives of School Improvement

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X?
e disagreed undecided agreed value  calculated
S. f % f % f %
1 Strengthening school T 2 1.8 10 93 96 88.8 4.27
internal capacity for P 4 11.1 10 27.8 22 61.1 3.75
school improvement g 13 72 34 189 133 739 397 18555

Tot 19 58 54 167 251 77.5 4.05
2 Establishing the 3 28 17 157 88 814 4.19
quality of teaching p 3 83 8 222 25 694 3.83

-

learning process S 11 61 29 161 140 778 406 891

Tot 17 52 54 167 253 781 4.08

3 Creating democratic T 7 6.5 12 11.1 89 824 412

leadership and p 3 83 13 361 20 556 3.6l
managementsystem g ¢ g9 33 1.1 121 700 3.88 16890

Tot 26 80 63 194 235 725 3.93

4 Improving quality of T 32 29.7 18 16.7 58 83,7 337

student learning p 9 25 10 278 17 472 328
SHicanies S 58 323 37 206 8 473 315 10989

Tot 99 30,6 65 20.1 160 494 3.24

5 Improving parent and T 31 28.7 9 8.3 68 629 345

community ~ school p 21 583 9 250 6 167 2.50
relations S 84 467 28 156 68 370 290 42439

Tot 136 41.9 46 142 142 43.8 3.04

The table value X = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom

Key: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

As can be seen from table 4.2, the data respective to item 1, 2 and 3, the majority groups of
the total respondents, 77.5%, 78.1% and 72.5% reported that an agreement on the
strengthening objectives of school internal capacity for school improvement; establishing the
quality of teaching learning objectives and creating objectives of democratic leadership and
management system were highly exercised at the school level with weighted mean values of
4.05, 4.08 and 3.93 respectively. On the other side, 5.8%, 5.2% and 8.0% of the total
respondents implied that they didn’t agree on the effective practices of these activities.
Again, the remaining percent of the total respondents also replied undecided. Hence, it is
possible to say that these activities were sufficiently exercised at the school level and their
existence are found to be an opportunities for improving school improvement program. As
can be observed from the data respective to items 4 of table 4.2, 53.7% of school teachers,

47.2% PTSA members, and 47.3% of students reported that their agreement on objectives to
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improve quality of student learning outcomes were exercised moderately at the school level
with weighted mean values of 3.24. This indicates that the contribution of this item for

school improvement was not enough as intended.

With regard to item 5 of the same table, the three groups of respondents rated differently
about improving parent and community school relation objective. Hence, 62.9% of the
school teachers rated as agrees with weighted mean value of 3.45 which is above average,
while 58.3% of PTSA members and 46.7% of students rated disagree with mean values of

2.50 and 2.90 which are below average.

A Chi-square test was computed to see whether there is a difference in response among
respondents. Accordingly, the computed Chi-square values X* = 18.555, X* = 16.890 and
X%= 42.439 for items 1, 3 and 5 of the table respectively are larger than the table value
X?=15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom. This implies that there
is a significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents
concerning the purpose or objectives of school improvement program for effective

implementation.

In this regard, the data obtained from the interview conducted with the school principals,
cluster school supervisors, woredas supervisors and PTSA members, except the PTSA
members were revealed that almost all they have a clear idea on the general purposes and
objectives of school improvement program. This could be the reflection of the fact that
participants may have a clear understanding on the key purpose and objective of school
improvement program and it is an opportunity to achieve better result in teaching learning
process. Therefore, from the results of the Chi-square tests and the data gained from
interview, it is possible to conclude that the majority groups of respondents aware of the

objective or purposes of school improvement program.
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Table 4.3: School Readiness and Preparation

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X
e disagree undecided agree value  value
. f % f % f %
1 Leaders ability in T 49 45.3 17 157 42 389 2.88
understanding of P 18 50 13 36.1 5 139 253
SIP implementation g 79 33.8 31 175 70 389 293 14.966

Tot 146 45 61 18.8 117 361  2.87

2 Leaders capacityto T 52 48.1 24 22.2 32 297 276
exert efforts to P 15 417 9 25 12 333 297
enhance staff S 9 50 38 211 52 288 277 2874
commitment
Tot 157 48.4 71 219 96 297 279
3 Schools efforts to T 43 39.9 21 19.4 44 40.8 3.06
mobilize resources  p 15 417 8 232 13 361 297
and allocation time S 94 522 30 16.7 56 31.1 266 14.153
for discussion of SI ’ ’ ’ '
agthias Tot 152  46.7 59 182 113 349 2.83
4  Efforts in T 25 933 22 204 61 56.5 3.45
identification of P 17 472 9 25 10 278 286
change agent before S 33 183 64 35.6 83 46.1 335 24.518
implementation )
Tot 75 232 95 293 154 475 3.33
5 Efforts made to T 55 509 17 177 36 333 270
map and understand  p 12 334 9 25 15 417 3.7
14.749

the existing school ¢ g6 477 38 211 56 312 281
culture for change
Tot 153 472 64 198 107 330 281

The table value X" = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom

Key: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

In item 4 of the table 4.3, the three groups of respondents rated differently about efforts in
identification of change agent before implementation. Hence, 56.5% of the school teachers
and 46.1% of students rated as agrees with weighted mean values of 3.45 and 3.35 which are
above average, while 47.2% of PTSA members rated disagree with mean value of 2.86 which
is below average. The computed Chi-square value X* = 24.518 is far higher than the table
value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom. Hence, there is
a significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents concerning
efforts in identification of change agent before implementation of school improvement

program.

As has been illustrated in table 4.3, from the total groups of respondents, the majority of the

school teachers, PTSA members and students that account, (45.0%), 48.4%, 46.7% and
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47.2%, for items 1, 2, 3 and 5 respectively showed their disagreement that leaders ability in
understanding of school improvement implementation; leaders capacity to exert efforts to
enhance staff commitment; schools’ effort to mobilize resources and allocation time for
discussion of school improvement activities and efforts made to map and understand the
existing school culture for change were rated as low with weighted 2.87, 2.79, 2.83 and

2.81which are below average.

The computed Chi-square value X° = 14.966, X* = 2.874, X* = 14.153 and X* = 14.749 for
items1, 2, 3 and 5 respectively are less than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level
of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom, which show there is no significance difference among
the response of the three groups of respondents concerning these activities. Hence, based on
the response of the majority, it may be possible to conclude that there was inadequate

practice of school improvement process during its preparation time.

Similarly, the principals, cluster school supervisors, and woreda supervisors reported that,
during preparation for school improvement program there was no full of understanding,
training was not given sufficiently for all stakeholders and even the school principals were
not manage its preparation. Therefore, based on the results of the chi-square tests and the
data gained from interview, it is possible to understand the school improvement process may
negatively affect its practice during the period of readiness and preparation at the primary

schools.

Generally, it is possible to say from the obtained responses and interview guides that the
majority of activities related to school readiness and preparation are not practiced effectively.
This difference among respondents might create due to the fact that, the schools effort in
identification of change agent before implementation were not as such effective or the
respondents may not have an equal awareness on the practice of school readiness and
preparation activities. Hence, the existence of poor understanding on readiness and
preparation considered as a problem for success of school improvement program. And it may
minimize the opportunity for the schools in the way teachers, students and PTSA members

are aware of their existence and implementation of school improvement activities.
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4.3 Practices of Implementing School Improvement Domains

The review of literature revealed that the focus of the school improvement program is to
enhance quality of student learning and achievement. Therefore, under this section the main
features of school improvement program, extent to which practices of implementing school
improvement program domains, conditions for success of school improvement program and

problems encountered for school improvement program has been presented and analyzed.

4.3.1 Learning and Teaching Process
The main objective of school improvement is maximizing the learning outcomes of all
learners. To attain its objectives the process of school improvement needs to focus on
specific priorities of concern among school improvement domains. In relation to this, the
school improvement framework of MoE (2007b) suggests that teachers need to adjust their
teaching approach according to the needs of the students. Therefore, the school improvement
efforts focus on the learning needs of students and to apply appropriate teaching methods.

Table 4.4: Respondents’ Response for Teachers Related Process

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X’
e  disagreed undecided agreed value calculated
s f % f % f %

1 Allocation of the T 11 102 11 102 8 79.6 4.04
instructional period to 8§ 222 10 278 18 50 3.42
instructional purposes 21 117 22 122 137 76.1 4.00 23.064

t 40 124 43 133 241 744 395
14 129 11 102 83 769 4.05
§ 222 13 361 15 417 331
26 144 21 117 133 739 3.88 30.856

To
ot 48 148 45 139 231 712 3.87
0

P
S
2 Teachers effort in T
preparing  learning P
lessons of teaching- S
P
S
S

-

learning process
3  Teachers practice in T
using different active

35 324 13 12 60 536 332

20 555 6 167 10 277 2.69
teaching methods and 99 55 22 122 59 328 2.74 20.000

teaching aids t 154 475 41 127 129 398 293

< Students are active T 41 38 12 11.1 55 509 340

with different P 7 194 9 25 20 558 358
teaching  strategies 74 412 32 17.8 74 41.1 3.09 18.506

used by teachers Tot 122 37.7 53 164 149 46.0 3.25

5  Teachers participation T 17 158 20 185 71 658 3.75

in school curriculum P 12 333 11 306 13 36.1 3.11
design and evaluate S 33 183 36 20 111 622 3.58 18.287

Tot 62 192 67 20.7 195 602 3.59

-

The tabie vaiue X” = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Key: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total
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The data corresponding to items 1 and 2 of table 4.4, indicates that the majority of
respondents, 74.4% and 71.2% reported that the whole allocation of the instructional period
were used to instructional purposes and teachers effort in preparing learning lessons of
teaching-learning process were rated as high with weighted mean values of 3.95 and 3.87.
The data also indicated that 12.4% and 14.8% of the participants didn’t agree that the whole
allocation of the instructional period to instructional purposes and teachers effort in preparing
learning lessons of teaching-learning process. The respondents who replied undecided also
cover 13.3% and 13.9% respectively. Besides this, the weighted mean value of item 1 in
table 3 is 4.03. This shows that the allocation of the instructional period and teachers’ effort
in preparing learning lessons of teaching-learning process were highly practiced to

instructional period strongly in these schools.

The computed Chi-square value X* = 23.064 and X = 30.856, for items] and 2 respectively
are larger than the table value X% =15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of
freedom, which show there is a significance difference among the response of the three
groups of respondents concerning the whole allocation of the instructional period were used
to instructional purposes and teachers effort in preparing learning lessons of teaching-

learning process.

In addition the data in items 4 and 5, of table 4.4, also clearly indicated that the majority
number of respondents 46.0% and 60.23% responded their agreement that activity of students
with different teaching strategies used by teachers and teachers participation in school
curriculum design and evaluate were moderately practiced. The data also reveals that
considerable amount of respondents, 37.7% and 19.7% reported that they didn’t agree on the
activity of students with different teaching strategies used by teachers and teachers’
participation in school curriculum design and evaluate at the school level. 16.4% and 20.7%

of respondents also replied undecided.

Besides this, the weighted mean value of items 4 and 5 in table 4.4, are 3.25 and 3.59.
Therefore, it is possible to say that these activities were moderately practiced in the primary

schools. The computed Chi-square value X = 18.506 and X* = 18.287, for items 4 and 5
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respectively are larger than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with
eight degrees of freedom, which show there is a significance difference among the response
of the three groups of respondents concerning the activity of students with different teaching
strategies used by teachers and teachers participation in school curriculum design and

evaluate.

In item 3 of table 4.4, the three groups of respondents rated differently about teachers
practice in using different active teaching methods and teaching aids. Hence, 55.6% of the
school teachers rated as agrees with weighted mean value of 3.32 which is above average,
while 55.5% of PTSA members and 55% of students rated disagree with mean values of 2.69
and 2.47 which are below average. The computed Chi-square value X* = 20.000 is higher
than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom.
Hence, there is a significance difference among the response of the three groups of
respondents concerning teachers practice in using different active teaching methods and

teaching aids of school improvement activity.

The data gathered from an interviewed of principals, cluster schools supervisors, and
woredas supervisors participants also indicated that the activity of students with different
teaching strategies used by teachers; teachers participation in school curriculum design and
evaluate and teachers practice in using different active teaching methods and teaching aids

were not adequately practiced at the schools.

Hence, based the results of the chi-square test and the data gained from interview, it is
possible to conclude that the practices of these activities were moderately practiced in the
sample primary schools. Except, those PTSA members and students of participants were not

aware of these activities for school improvement implementation.
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Table 4.5: Respondents’ Response for Students Related Process

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X
e disagree undecided agree value value
S. f % f % f %
1 Students self T 29 269 17 157 62 574 341
confidence in their P 12 333 11 306 13 36.1  3.06
ability to learn S 50 278 40 222 90 500 331 8.087

=]

ot 91 281 68 21 165 51 331
2 Engagement of T 27 250 17 157 64 59.2 351
students based on the p 14 389 7 194 15 417 3.1

quality of theirwork ¢ 7; 394 33 178 77 428 303 16885
Tot 112 345 56 173 156 481 3.19
3 Expectation of the T 11 102 9 83 88 81.4 4.05
school, studentstodo p | 28 5 139 30 83.4  4.08
their best by setting ¢ 37 173 32 178 117 65 372 19338
standards to meet
by etbse HSOMISS Tot 43 133 46 142 235 725 3.87
4 Teachers feedback is T 13 12.1 10 93 85 78.9  3.95
quick and targeted to p 4 111 8§ 222 24 46.7  3.86
learning assessment, » ’ '
-t Tot 47 145 45 139 232 716 3.85
5 Formal ways of T 22 204 19 176 67 61 3.64
students to negotiate p 16 445 8§ 222 12 333 2.94
and comment on g 37 296 22 122 121 673 3.64 28982
curriculum
Tot 75 231 49 151 200 617 3.56
6 Students understand T 29 269 11 10.2 68 63.0 3.60
how to relate what p 19 528 8 222 9 250  2.69
they learn at school to S 57 317 36 20 87 484 321 26.417

real-life situations
Tot 105 324 55 17 164 50.6 3.28

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Key: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total
As it has been shown in items 3 and 4 of table 4.5, the majority groups of the school teachers,
PTSA members and student respondents, with total percentages of 72.5% and 71.6%
respectively for items 3 and 4, reported their agreement that the expectation of the school,
students to do their best by setting standards to meet better outcomes and teachers’ timely
feedback to all forms of students’ learning assessment, class work, home work and
examinations were adequately practiced at the sample primary schools. Again, with the total
percentages of 13.3% and 14.5% for items 3 and 4 expressed their disagreement to these
activities. The remaining 14.2% and 13.9% of the respondents also replied undecided on
these issues.
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The computed Chi-square value X* = 15.338 and X* = 8.351 for items 3 and 4 respectively
are less than the table value X> = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of
freedom, which show there is no significance difference among the response of the three
groups of respondents concerning the expectation of the schools’ students to do their best by
setting standards to meet better outcomes and teachers’ timely feedback to all forms of
students’ learning assessment, class work, home work and examinations were adequately
practiced at the sample primary schools. Hence, based on the response of the majority, it may
be possible to conclude that there were adequate practices of these activities at the level with

weighted mean values of 3.87 and 3.85 respectively for items of 3 and 4.

On the other hand, the data corresponding to item 5 of table 4.5, indicates that great number
of respondents, 61.7% reported that their agreement on formal ways of students to negotiate
and comment on curriculum at classroom. Again, 15.1% of the total respondents also replied
that undecided. The remaining 23.1% of respondents responded that they didn’t agree that on
formal ways of students to negotiate and comment on curriculum at classroom. This implies

that, the activity was moderately practiced with weighted mean value of 3.56.

In addition to this, the majority groups of the school teachers, PTSA members and student
respondents, with total percentages of 51.0%, 48.1% and 50.6% respectively for items 1, 2
and 6, reported their agreement that students self confidence in their ability to learn;
engagement of students based on the quality of their work; and students understand how to
relate what they learn at school to real-life situations were moderately practiced at the sample
schools. Whereas, with total percentages of 28.1%, 34.5% and 32.4% for items 1, 2 and 6
expressed their disagreement to these activities. The remaining 21%, 17.3% and 17% of the
respondents also replied that undecided on these issues. The computed Chi-square value
X?=8.087 and X* = 14.885 for items 1 and 2 respectively are less than the table value
X?=15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom, which show there is
no significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents concerning
these issues. Based on this, it is possible to say the implementation of the activities was
moderately practiced with weighted mean values of 3.31, 3.19 and 3.28. However, data
gathered from an interviewed of principals, cluster schools supervisors, and woredas

supervisors participants indicated that the level of progress or change observed at the school
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level in teaching-learning process as such not clearly stated or documented using
expectations (standards) on their school. Besides, based on an interview of these participants,
each school were not documented their school rank during the past three years result, to
understand whether or not a change at their school level in teaching-learning process.
Therefore, it is possible to conclude that, the respondents might not have clear information on
the progress of teaching-learning process for effective implementation of school

improvement program.

4.3.2 Leadership and Management Domain
School leadership and management bodies are essentially expected to effectively set clear
direction for the school, prepare strategic plan based on effective and through evaluation and
set priorities for improvement leading to high quality education. They also establish link with
parents, other organizations and the wider community to promote the care of students and
enhance learning (ACT Government, 2004:22).

Table 4.6: Leadership and Management (management related)

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X’
e disagree undecided agree calculated
S. f % f % f %o

1 Ability to set T 26 24 18 167 64 592 342
directions and guide P 5 139 7 194 24 66.7 3.81
the school community § 66 367 35 194 79 439 3.04 25.155
in alignment with SIP 1ot 97 30 60 185 167 51.5 3.25

2 The identified ongoing T 34 315 10 93 64 592 345
improvement problems p 14 389 11 306 11 306 3.03
are given immediate 17.165
management Tot 123 380 63 194 138 426 3.16

3 School leadership T 12 112 17 157 79 732 3.76
practice mn p 17 473 10 278 9 25 2.83
articulating  clear ¢ 98 155 33 183 119 661 372 8534
vision in  school
strategic: i Tot 57 17.6 60 155 207 63.8 3.63

4 School leadership T 10 93 25 23.1 73 676 3.80
practice inp 2 56 9 250 25 695 392
communicating g 49 223 43 239 97 539 345 14017
school vision,

mission, goal, ... Tot 52 161 77 238 195 60.2 3.62

The table value X = 155073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Key: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher §=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total
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As it has been shown in items 3 and 5 of table 4.6, the majority groups of the school teachers,
PTSA members and student respondents, with total percentages of 63.8% and 60.2%
respectively for items 3 and 5, reported their agreement that school leadership practice in
articulating clear vision in school strategic plan and communicating school vision, mission,
goal, and objectives to all stakeholders were moderately practiced at the sample primary
schools. Again, with the total percentages of 17.6% and 16.1%, for items 3 and 5 expressed
their disagreement to these activities. The remaining 15.5% and 23.8% of the respondents
also replied that undecided on these issues. The computed Chi-square value X* = 38.534 and
X2 =16.017 for items 3 and 5 respectively are larger than the table value X* = 15.5073 at
significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom. Hence, there is a significance
difference among the response of the three groups of respondents concerning school
leadership practice in articulating clear vision in school strategic plan and communicating

school vision, mission, goal, and objectives to all stakeholders.

Similarly, the school principals, cluster school supervisors and woreda supervisors, during
the interview conducted with them and reviewed document school leadership practice in
articulating clear vision in school strategic plan and communicating school vision, mission,
goal, and objectives to all stakeholders were tried to show on their school. Though, there was

moderate contribution at the school level for implementing school improvement program.

As cab be observed from the data respective to items 1 and 2 of the table 4.6, some of the
total respondents, 51.1% and 42.6% reported their agreement on the ability to set directions
and guide the school community in alignment with school improvement program and giving
immediate solution for ongoing improvement problems by the school management which
were expressed as moderately practiced. On the other side, 18.5% and 19.4% of the total
groups of respondents expressed their disagreement on the effective implementation of these
activities. Considerable amount of the total respondents, 51.5% and 42.6 were also replied
undecided. The computed Chi-square value X* = 25.155 and X* = 17.165 for items 1 and 2
respectively are larger than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with
eight degrees of freedom. Hence, there is a significance difference among the response of the

three groups of respondents concerning school leadership practice in articulating clear vision
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in school strategic plan and communicating school vision, mission, goal, and objectives to all

stakeholders.

Therefore, as indicated in the chi-square results, from the data gained in the interview

reviewed document, it is possible to conclude that the majority items of management relation

activities of leadership and management were not sufficiently contribute in improving school

improvement practice.

Table 4.7: Leadership and Management (stakeholder’s related issues)

No. Activities R Alternative frequency Mean x?
e disagree undecided agree value calculated
s. f % f % f %
1 Schools strategic plans T 10 9.3 15 13.9 83 76.8 3.94
are developed as P 6 16.7 4 11.1 26 72.2 3.81
p 2 S 28 15.6 36 20.6 116 64.4 3.70 8.572
result of self
I — Tot 44 136 55 170 225 694  3.79
2 The wvalues, ethics, T 16 14.9 22 20.4 70 64.8 3.69
guide principles and 11 306 10 27.8 15 417 325 5301
purposefofdtheb SChO;l S 40 222 33 183 107 594  3.53
are detined by the ., 6 27 65 200 192 593 3.5
whole school commu.
3 The commitment of T 48 44.4 19 17.6 41 38.0 2.74
school community to p 16 445 10 288 10 288 294 o
fe‘;“ZT vision of the g o1 505 40 222 49 272 283
Rl Tot 155 478 69 213 100 309  2.83
4 Stakeholders 28 26 17 15.7 63 583 3.44
commitment to realize P 20 55.5 12 333 4 11.1 247 18.912
vision of the school S 77 428 50 278 53 295 287
Tot 165 50.9 80 24.7 79 244 2.73
5 Monitoring and T 25 23.1 18 16.7 65 60.2 3.54
evaluation  on  SI 16 445 15 333 8 22 275
implementation process is e i 35 55§ _ $iE 24.520
evident among the school § * : * *
mgt and all stakeholders Tot 98 30.2 68 21 158 488 3.24
The table value X* = 155073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Key: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

As can be seen from table 4.7, the data respective to item 1 indicates that the majority of

respondents, 69.4% reported that their agreement schools’ strategic plan were developed as a

result of self assessment practice. On the other side, 13.6% of the participants replied that

the schools’ strategic plan were not developed as a result of self assessment practice 17.0%

of the participants also replied that undecided for this item. The computed Chi-square value
X* = 8.572 for item 1 which is less than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of
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0.05 with eight degrees of freedom, which show there is no significance difference among
the response of the three groups of respondents concerning schools’ strategic plan
preparation as a result of self assessment practice. Based on this, schools’ strategic planning
preparation as a result of self assessment practice was highly practice with weighted mean

value of 3.79.

The data in items 2 and 5 of table 4.7, the data corresponding to these items reveals that great
amount of the total respondents, 59.3% and 48.8% reported that the values, ethics, guide
principles and purpose of the school and monitoring and evaluation on school improvement
implementation process were rated as moderately defined and known by the whole school
community and all stakeholders. But on the other side, from those of total respondents who
replied strongly disagree and disagree accounts 20.7% and 30.2% for items 2 and 5
respectively. Those respondents who replied undecided also cover 20.1% and 21% of the
total respondents. The weighted mean score for these items are 3.55 and 3.24; this implies

that these activities have been fairly practiced in the schools.

As can be observed from the data respective to items 3 and 4 of the same table, some of the
total respondents 47.8% and 50.9% reported that their disagreement on the commitment of
school community and stakeholders to realize vision of the school were inadequately
practiced at the schools. On the other side, the commitment of school community and
stakeholders to realize vision of the school was rated as an agreement by a group of
respondents, 30.9% and 24.4% on the effective implementation of these activities.
Considerable amount of the total respondents, 21.3% and 24.7% also replied undecided. This
implies that the commitment of school community and stakeholders to realize vision of the
school was rated as low with weighted mean values of 2.86 and 2.73 which are below

average.

According to the observed document review, all the sample primary schools’ strategic plans
have included, out comes, strategies, resources and measures of achievements. The problem
was that these schools have never clearly put the required out comes, strategies, resources
and measures of achievements. In addition, all the sample schools’ strategic plan incorporates

goals, values, ethics, guiding principles and purpose of the school improvement program.
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The reviewed documents have also showed that from total sample schools, Zban-albe,
Mynebri and Adi-gudom were tried to link educational standards to teachers expectation and
student performance in their strategic plan. But, majority of the schools were not considered
to link educational standards to teachers expectation and student performance. Furthermore,
6 of the schools were documented the number of staff involved in professional learning and
its frequency. However, 3 of the schools (Arena, Mymekden and Myshipti) were not clearly

documented the staff involvement and its frequency in professional learning.

Generally, it is possible to interpret from the obtained responses that the majority of activities
related to leadership and management domain are moderately practiced in the sample
schools. This might be considered as an opportunity successful implementation of the school
improvement program. However, two of these activities are negatively affect the school
improvement process. As the result, these activities need to be improved for successful

implementation in the study area.

4.3.3: School Community Involvement Domain
As Sergiovanni (1998, in Dimmock, 2000:281) claims, schools reflect the values of their
particular communities such as students, parents, teachers etc. and each will be different for
understanding of school improvement practices. Therefore it is vital to mobilize pupils,
parents and other members of the community in support of school activities (Hopkins,
1994:141). In relation to this, Lave and Wenger (1991 in Harris, 2008:134) propose that
when learning in communities of practice, participants gradually absorb and are absorbed in a
‘culture of practice’, giving them exemplars, leading to shared meanings, a sense of

belonging and increased understanding.
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Table 4.8: School Community Involvement

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X
e disagree undecided agree value  value
s. f % f % f %
I The school develop T 22 204 23 213 63 583 351
effective r/ship with P 15 41.7 7 194 14 389 3.08
parents to support § 86 478 26 144 68 378 297 29.074
student engagement o 133 379 56 173 145 468 3.6
with learning
2 Teachers held T 37 343 18 167 53 49.0 3.20
consultation  with p 16 445 9 25 11 306 2.83
parents of students’ at S 108 60 23 128 49 272 258 26939
least once a month ’ ’ '
Tot 161 49.7 50 154 113 349 2.82
3 Parents are servingon T 42 389 20 185 36 426 3.02
committees of the p 12 334 10 278 14 389 3.3
school management S 6 40 59 1289 56 311 2.83 21.912
body effectively ’ ' '
Tot 126 389 82 253 116 358 291
4 Continuous T 19 176 23 213 66 61.1 3.55
evaluation of the p 14 389 8 222 14 389 3,08
?gﬁgf\fﬂfmm prf)’;:’;f S 69 383 37 206 74 411 309 16730
is part of the school’s  Tot 102 315 68 21 154 475 3.6
5  Parents and T 23 213 16 148 69 639 3.62
communities  are p |2 333 10 278 14 389 3.1
involved in  self g 95 139 44 244 111 616 361 22274
assessment
Tot 60 185 70 21.6 194 599 3.6
6  Regular schedule is T 21 194 14 13 73 676 3.69
arranged to report p 10 278 7 194 19 528 336 9.868
students progress and g 45 233 35 194 103 573 342
achievement
Tot 73 226 56 173 195 60.1 3.1

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom

Where: Res = Respondents

The data corresponding to items 1, 4, 5 and 6 of table 4.8, indicates that the majority groups
of respondents, 46.8%, 47.5%, 59.9%, and 60.1% reported that they agreed on the
development of effective relationship with parents to support student engagement with
learning at the school; continuous evaluation of school parents involvement in self
assessment program and arrangement of regular schedule to report students progress and
achievement. On the other side some number of the total respondents, 37.9%, 31.5%, 18.5%,
and 22.6% for items 1, 4, 5 and 6 replied that they didn’t agree on these activities. The
respondents who replied undecided also cover 17.3%, 21.0%, 21.6% and 17.3%. Therefore,

this implies that the development of effective relationship with parents to support student
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engagement with learning at the school; continuous evaluation of school parents involvement
in self assessment program and arrangement of regular schedule to report students’ progress
and achievement activities were moderately practiced in the sample schools with weighted

mean values of 3.16, 3.16, 3.56 and 3.51 for items 1, 4, 5 and 6 respectively.

As can be seen from table 4.8, the data respective to items 2 and 3 indicates that large portion
of respondents, 49.7% and 38.9% of the total respondents replied that they didn’t agree on
consultation of teachers with parents of students at least once a month and serving of parents
on committees of the school management body effectively. On the other side, considerable
number of respondents, 34.9% and 35.8% described their agreement on the issues. And
remarkable amount of respondents, 15.4% and 25.3% for these items also reported that lack
of awareness in these activities. The weighted mean value of items 2 and 3 of table 4.8
indicated 2.82 and 2.91 respectively. From this point of view we can interpret that
consultation with parents of students at least once a month and involvement of parents in the

schools’ management body were practiced as low in the sample schools.

According to the observed document review, 7 of the total sample schools didn’t have a plan
for welcome parents and to make them feel part of the school. Form an interview school’s
principals said that, as usual those activities were performed at the beginning of a year. But, 2
of the schools (Zban-albe and Mynebri) have been a written document about this activity at

each quarter of a year.

Generally, based on the results of the chi-square tests and the data gained from reviewed
document, it could be suggested that the majority of activities related to school community
involvement were moderately practiced at the sample schools. However, consultation of
teachers with parents of students at least once a month and serving of parents on committees
of the school management body effectively were negatively affect the school improvement
program though their contribution to improve achievement of students were not as such
required.
4.3.4 Safe and Health School Environment

Educational environments need to be safe, supportive, welcoming and inclusive for all

learners regardless of their differences. In line with this, Nielson (1997 in Belay, 2010:14)
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suggests that creating a positive and comfortable learning environment is essential if the
educational experiences are to be successful and rewarding for all students.

Table 4.9: Safe and Health School Environment (Students’ related issues)

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X
3 disagree undecided agree value calculated
S. f % f % f Y%
1 Classroom is created T 33 306 12 111 63 583 337 17741
as safe and secure P 10 278 9 25 17 473 3.25
learning environment g 37 205 23 128 120 66.6 3.63

Tot 80 247 44 136 200 618 3.50
41 315 12 1.1 62 594 331
15 417 9 23 12 334 298

2 There is  mutual
understanding b/n and

I

among students, & oy 395 34 189 75 417 302 1332I
teachers, and school
sommiy Tot 120 371 55 17 149 46.00 3.1
3  Participation of T 33 305 9 83 66 61.1 3.4l
students in extra- p 11 306 6 167 19 528 3.8
curricular activities S 40 222 41 228 99 550 3 .40 12.690
Tot 84 260 56 173 184 56.8 3.39
4 Well care for school T 21 19.4 15 139 72  66.7 3.70
facilities, furniture p 5 13.9 9 25 i | 3.61
and laboratory ¢ 44 044 26 144 110 612 358 S92

equipments is evident
Tot 70 216 50 154 204 630 3.62

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom

Key: Res = Respondents f={frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

As it has been shown in items 1, 2, 3 and 4 of table 4.9, the majority groups of the school
teachers, PTSA members and student respondents, with total percentages of 61.8%, 46.0%,
56.8% and 63.0% respectively for items 1, 2, 3 and 4, mentioned their agreement that
classroom is creation of safe and secure learning environment at classroom; existence of
mutual understanding between and among students, teachers, and school community;
participation of students in extra-curricular activities and well care of school facilities,
furniture and laboratory equipments were rated as moderate practice. Again, with the total
percentages of 24.7%, 37.1%, 26.0% and 21.6%, for items 1, 2, 3 and 4 respectively
expressed their disagreement to these activities. Moreover, 13.6%, 17.0%, 17.3% and 15.4%
of the respondents also replied that undecided on these issues. The computed Chi-square
value X* = 15.321, X* = 12.690, and X* = 8.192 for items 2, 3, and 4 which is less than the
table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom, which

show there is no significance difference among the response of the three groups of
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respondents concerning the given issues. This implies that, the activities had not been
successfully implemented at the schools with weighted mean values of 3.50, 3.11, 3.39 and

3.62 for each item respectively.

As the researcher observed from reviewed documents concerning safe and enabling school
environment domains, the reviewed documents have indicated that the majority of the sample
schools, 7 were relatively fair with the existence of facilities and safe and secure learning
environment. In addition to this, the reviewed documents were not showed the participation
of students in health and relationship programs. Except, Mynebri and Zban-albe were tried to
participate in health and relationship program with health center to take first aid training
program. Therefore, from the results of the chi-square tests of the majority items and the data
obtained from reviewed document, one possibly concludes that the majority of these
activities were not implemented as they intended at the sample schools.

Table 4.10: Safe and Health School Environment (Leaders’ related issues)

No. Activities Alternative frequency mean X
disagreed undecided agreed value

f % f % f Y

30 21T 15 139 63 58.3 3.34
8 222 13 36.1 15 41.7 331

! 86 468 31 172 63 35 2.80 28.890
access to learning q.¢ 134 382 59 182 141 435  3.04

outcomes
2 Leaders ability to 22 204 23 213 63 58.4 3.56

create opportunity to p |2 333 8 222 16 444 322

1 Encouragement  of
students with special
needs to have equal

K- ?2 o X

-

use external change S 59 289 42 233 86 47.8 324 11.831
for internal change ] ' ) ’
Tot 86 265 73 225 165 509 3.35
3 School leaders T 10 93 11 102 87 806 395
commitment o p 4 111 10 278 22 611 372
promote a learning o 98 155 44 244 108 600 362 16127
community '
Tot 42 133 65 201 177 670 3.74
4 The school mgt" T 40 371 20 185 48 444 320
informs teachers and p 13 361 12 333 11 306  3.00
students about the S 74 411 37 206 69 383 3.08 9.134

detailed records of
disciplinary problems Tot 127 392 69 213 128 395 3.11

5 Treatment of students T 29 26.9 8 7.4 7l 65.8 3.50
by teaches in p 12 333 7 194 17 472 328

attending clesses S 45 25 28 156 107 595 341 1947
Tot 86 266 43 133 195 602 3.42

The table value X’ = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total
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As shown in items 3 of table 4.10, the majority groups of respondents, with total percentages
of 67.0% were made an agreement with school leaders’ commitment to promote a learning
community. On the contrary a few number of respondents, 13.3% showed their disagreement
on these activities. 20.1% also cover by those groups of respondents who responded
undecided. The weighted mean value of this given item is 3.74. Hence, this implies that
school leaders’ commitment to promote a learning community was strongly practiced in the

sample schools.

The calculated chi-square value X* = 16.127 for item 3 which is larger than the table value
X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom. Hence, there is a
significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents concerning

school leaders’ commitment to promote a learning community.

The data corresponding to items 1, 2, 4 and 5 of table 4.10, remarkable portion of
participants, with total percentages of 43.5%, 50.9%, 39.5% and 60.2% mentioned that their
agreement on encouragement of students with special needs to have equal access to learning
outcomes; leaders’ ability in create of opportunities to use external change for internal
change; informing detailed records of disciplinary problems to school teachers and students
by the school management and treatment of students by teachers in attending classes. On the
other side, considerable amount of the total respondents, with to total percentage of 38.2%,
26.5%, 39.2% and 26.6% reported that these school improvement activities were not
practically applied on the sample schools. The participants who responded undecided also
cover 18.2%, 22.5%, 21.3% and 13.3% respectively. This implies that the given leaders
related issues of the activities were rated as moderately practiced with weighted mean values
of 3.04, 3.35, 3.11 and 3.42 for items 1, 2, 4 and 5 respectively.

A Chi-square test was calculated to check whether opinion difference exists among the three
groups or not, on all these items. Accordingly, the calculated value X* = 11.831, X* =9.134,
and X? = 15.457 for items 2, 4, and 5 which is less than the table value X*> = 15.5073 at

significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom, which show there is no significance
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difference among the response of the three groups of respondents concerning the given

issues. This implies that, the activities had not been fully practiced at the schools.

As the researcher observed from reviewed documents concerning safe and enabling school
environment domains, the reviewed documents have indicated that all 9(100%) of the sample
schools were placed a written policy and disciplinary cases at the level of their school. The
reviewed document also showed that, 7(77.78%) of the sample schools did not have an
awareness on a professional code of practice and a conflict resolution document /mechanism/
in able to use as a guide for the future. The remaining 2(22.22%) of the schools (Zban-albe,
and arena) were tried to documented a professional code of practice and a conflict resolution
mechanism. In line with this, concerning a detail record of all accidents or disciplinary
problems occurred in the school to prevent their repetition, the reviewed document showed
that none of these schools were recorded accidents or disciplinary problems occurred in the

school.

Finally, based on the results of the chi-square tests, the data gained from interview and
reviewed document, it is possible to conclude that the majority of activities related to save
and health school environment practices were moderately practiced at the sample schools

though their contribution to improve school improvement program were not as such required.

4.4 Conditions for School Improvement

The school communities and stakeholders in the schools were expected to know the practice
of school improvement program in solving teaching-learning problems. In doing so, they
were supposed to have ample knowledge and capacity on internal and external conditions of
school improvement process and how to implement its practices. Hence, as presented from
table 4.11 up to table 4.18 the data obtained from the filled were analyzed using percentages,
which were supported by the data, collected through interview, document review and

observation.

4.4.1 Internal Conditions
In the pursuit of changes that enhance the achievement of students, the internal conditions of

the school have much more chance of success for school improvement (Hopkins, 2002:20).
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Therefore, the internal school conditions (in staff development, student involvement,
collaborative planning and school leadership are interrelated as a series of concentric rings
and when all these are pulling in the same direction, then the aspiration of school

improvement have much more chance of success.

4.4.1.1 School-Based Staff Development
It is vital strategies for staff development should be linked to school improvement. Schools
with successful staff development arrangements tend to have long-term policies that link
individual needs to school irnpro;ement efforts (Hopkins, 1994:125).
Table 4.11: School-Based Staff Development

No. Activities R Alternative frequency Mean X’
e disagree undecided agree value calculat
S. f % f % f Yo ed
1 Professional learning is T 18 167 11 102 79 732 377
valued for school S 53 295 34 189 93 51,7 337 12959
improvement (such as, CPD)  Tot 71 247 45 15,6 172 59.7 3.35
2 Classroom is considered as T 14 129 17 157 77 713 3.80
the centre of staff § 47  26.1 36 20 97 539 345 9.366
development Tot 61 212 53 184 174 604 3.39
3 Encouragement of individual T 17 158 21 194 70 648 3.70
staff  efforts for their S 32 178 51 283 97 539 343 3.688
professional development Tot 49 17.0 72 25 167 58.0 341
4  Need assessment is practiced T 55 5093 20 1851 33 3055 283
for staff development to S 82 4555 48 2666 50 2778 2.78 2.488
improve learning outcomes Tot 137 476 68 236 83 288 281
5  Collaborative way of working T 9 8.3 13 12 86 79.6 3.90
r/ship, sprit of team work and S 73 405 27 15 80 444 312  39.539
communication among staff Tot 82 285 40 139 166 57.6 3.29
6  School allocate sufficient time T 46 426 15 133 47 235 3.08
for staff development S 105 583 43 239 32 17.8 255 22.846
Tot 151 524 58 201 79 274 275
7  Staff involvement in action T 21 195 16 148 71 657 3.6l
research is increased to solve S 63 35 45 25 72 40 3.05 17913

school improvement process  Tot 84 292 61 212 143 49.7 320

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f={frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot="Total

The data corresponding to items 1, 2, 3, 5 and 7 of table 4.11, shows that the majority groups
- of respondents, with total percentages of 59.7, 60.4, 58.0, 57.6 and 49.7 reported that value of
professional learning (CPD) for school improvement; use of classroom as the centre of staff
development; encouragement of individual staff efforts” for their professional development;

collaborative way of working relationship, sprit of team work and communication among the
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staff and involvement staff of in action research to solve school improvement process were
moderately practiced. On the contrast, 24.7%, 21.2%, 17.0%, 28.5% and 29.2% of the total
number of respondents, for items 1, 2, 3, 5 and 7 replied that they didn’t agree on these
issues, which their practice is low. 15.6%, 18.4%, 25%, 13.9% and 21.2% covered by
participants who responded undecided. Therefore, this implies that value of professional
learning (CPD) for school improvement; use of classroom as the centre of staff development;
encouragement of individual staff efforts’ for their professional development; collaborative
way of working relationship, sprit of team work and communication among the staff and
involvement staff of in action research to solve school improvement process were
inadequately practiced at the school level with weighted mean values ranging from a

minimum value of 3.20 up to a maximum value of 3.41.

In addition, the data in items 4 and 6 of table 4.11, also clearly indicates that majority number
groups of respondents, with percentages of 47.6% and 52.4%, they didn’t agree on practice
of need assessment for staff development to improve learning outcomes and allocation of
sufficient time for staff development at the schools. On the contrary, the data also indicated
that remarkable number of respondents, 28.8% and 27.4% agreed on the practice of need
assessment for staff development to improve learning outcomes and their schools for
allocation of sufficient time to staff development. Again, 23.6% and 20.1% of participants
rated that undecided. Hence, the practices of the activities were rated as low with weighted
mean value of 2.81 and 2.75 for each item respectively, which are below the expected mean

value.

The calculated chi-square value X? = 9.366, X? = 3.66 and X* = 2.488 for items 2, 3 and 4
respectively, which are smaller than the table value X* = 9.4877 at significant level of 0.05
with four degrees of freedom. This implies that there is no significance difference among the
response of the three groups of respondents regarding practice of need assessment for staff
development to improve learning outcomes. On the other hand, the computed chi-square
value X* = 12.959, X? = 39.539, X* = 22.846 and X’ = 17.913 for items 1, 5, 6 and 7 are
greater than the table value X* = 9.4877 at significant level of 0.05 with four degrees of
freedom. This means that there is a significance difference among the response of the three

groups of respondents regarding allocation of sufficient time for staff development at the
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schools. Supporting this idea, the information obtained from the school principals, cluster
school supervisors, and woreda supervisors, except the PTSA members revealed that use of
professional learning (CPD) for school improvement; encouragement of individual staff
efforts for their professional development and collaborative way of working relationship,
sprit of team work and communication among the staff were tried to applied at the primary

schools.

Generally, based on the results of the chi-square testes and the data collected, it is possible to
suggest that the three groups of respondents had aware of with majority of school based-staff
development activities. This in turn will have good opportunity to practice school
improvement process at the primary schools. However, two of these activities negatively
affect the school improvement practice.
4.4.1.2 Students Involvement

According to Hopkins (1994:141), an emphasis on cooperative learning in the classroom is a
way of facilitating student involvement. This involvement can also improve academic
standards, self-esteem, social relationships and personal development.

Table 4.12: Students Involvement

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mea T
disagree  undecided agree n calculated
f % f %  § %  value

is encouraged, it is 5 139 6 16.7 25 695 3.86
integral ~ to  all 23 128 21 117 136 755 392 16730
2 Tot 44 13.6 34 105 246 760 3.91
2 Students feel happy T 14 13 27 25 67 627 3.64
in their involvement p 9 25 8 222 19 527 347

e
s.

1 Students participation T 16 148 7 6.5 85 787 3.91
P
S

of school policies and S 34 189 32 178 114 633 352 11.687
decisions ' ' ' '
Tot 50 176 67 20.7 200 51.7 3.56
3  Staffs feel happywith T 6 56 10 93 92 851 4.17
their participation in p ¢ 167 8 222 22 61.1 3.58
SRR Cecasionk S 22 122 32 178 126 70 3.8 18220
Tot 34 105 50 154 240 741 391
4 Schools create T 16 148 21 194 71 658 370 15.171

opportunities  for p 16 444 9 25 11 306 292
stdents in 1o sl o 43 o039 33 178 105 583 am

regulating and vaiue
their participation Tot 75 232 62 191 187 57.7 3.24

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total
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As can be seen from table 4.12, the data respective to items 1 and 3 shows that the great
majority of respondents, 76.0% and 51.7% of the total respondents reported that
encouragement of students participation in all activities and participation of students in
school decisions were strongly practiced. The data also reveals that minor amount of
respondents, 113.6% and 10.5% responded that the participants didn’t agree that
encouragement of students’ participation in all activities and participation of students in
school decisions were high. The respondents who replied undecided also cover 10.5% and
15.4%. And the weighted mean value of items 1 and 3 in table 4.12 showed 3.86 and 3.91
respectively. Therefore, the respondents agreed that there were effective encouragement of

students’ participation in all activities including school decisions.

In addition, the data the data in items 2 and 4 of table 4.12, indicates that great portion of
respondents, with total percentages of 51.7% and 57.7% replied that students feel happy in
their involvement of school policies and opportunities created by schools for students in to
self-regulating were practiced moderately. On the other side, the data shows that,
considerable amount of the total respondents, 17.6% and 23.2% responded that these
activities were not practiced as required. A few numbers of respondents, 20.7% and 19.1%
were rated as undecided. As a result, large numbers of respondents agreed that students feel
happy in their involvement of school policies and opportunities created by schools for
students in to self-regulating activities were implemented moderately with weighted mean

value of 3.56 and 3.24 for items 2 and 4 respectively.

The computed Chi-square value X* = 11.687 and X* = 15.171 for items 2, and 4 which is less
than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom,
which show there is no significance difference among the response of the three groups of
respondents concerning the given issues. This implies that, the activities had not been
successfully implemented at the schools with weighted mean values of 3.50, 3.11, 3.39 and

3.62 for each item respectively.

Therefore, based on the results of the chi-square tests and the data gained, it could be
suggested that the critical analysis and discussion of the data indicated in table above could

enable the researcher to generalize that the efforts exerted to enhance the involvement of
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students in school decisions and the opportunities created by schools for students in to self-
regulating activities were sufficiently exercised as required in the internal conditions of
school improvement activities though this might be considered as an opportunity for effective

implementation school improvement process.

4.4.1.3 Collaborative Planning
Hopkins and Jackson (2003 in Harris, 2008:134) note that ‘successful schools create
collaborative environments which encourages involvement, professional development,
mutual support and assistance in problem solving’. Hence, collaborative planning preparation
is the best possible way of implementing school improvement program.

Table 4.13: Collaborative Planning

No. Activities R Alternative frequency W. X’
e  disagreed undecided agreed mean calculated
S. f % f % f %
1  The collective T 23 213 15 139 70 648 3.68
planning culture is P 8 222 9 25 19 528 3.3
encouraged S 35 195 26 144 119 661 3.69 06487

Tot 66 204 50 154 208 642 3.67

2 School communities T 23 213 24 222 61 564 353
are aware of the

P 15 41.7 9 25 12 333 3.00
priorities of school Y 15 51 283 102 567 3.54 22.246
improvement program ' 3 '
Tot 65 201 84 259 175 541 348
3 School communities T 21 195 20 125 67 62 3.56
collaborative s p 12 333 8 222 19 445 317
RGouEA ¢ @ 35 38 211 T 48 s
reviewing and
modifying SIP Tot 96 298 66 204 62 50 3.30

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

As depicted in items 1, 2 and 3 of table 4.13, great portion of the total respondents, 64.2%,
54.1% and 50% responded that the encouragement of collective planning culture; aware of
priorities of school improvement activities by the school communities and encourage of
school communities collaborative in reviewing and modifying school improvement plan were
moderately practiced . On the other side, encouragement of collective planning culture;
aware of priorities of school improvement activities by the school communities and
encourage of school communities collaborative in reviewing and modifying school

improvement plan were rated by considerable number of respondents, with to total
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percentages of 20.4%, 20.1% and 29.8% for their disagree, which implies that these activities

didn’t exercised as intended. The rest groups of the total respondents replied undecided.

The calculated chi-square value X* = 6.487 and X* = 14.662 for items 1, and 3 which is less
than the table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom,
which show there is no significance difference among the response of the three groups of
respondents concerning the above issues. Hence, the encouragement of collective planning
culture; aware of priorities of school improvement activities by the school communities and
encourage of school communities collaborative in reviewing and modifying school
improvement plan were moderately practiced with weighted mean values of 3.67, 3.48 and
3.30.
Generally, the obtained responses for collaborative planning activities were moderately
practiced in the schools. This might be indicated that the contribution of the activities to
school improvement program was not adequately implemented.

4.4.1.4 School Leadership
Successful educational leaders develop their districts and schools as effective organization
that support and sustain the performance of administrators and teachers as well as students
(Bykenneth, 2006:66). Similarly, the relationship between leadership and school
improvement imply that giving others responsibility and developing others is the basic
possible way of the school moving forward (Day, Harris and Hadfield, 1999 in Harris,
2008:134).

As can be seen in items 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 of table 4.14 below, the data clearly shows that use of
reflective practices to appropriate managing people; giving of opportunity for others to lead
school improvement activities; demonstrating of effective resource management system;
school leaders’ ability to solve problems and formulating and demonstrating vision and long
range planning of the school were rated as moderately practiced with total percentages of
64.9, 42.0, 54.5, 62.5 and 60.8 for items 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 respectively. Whereas, considerable
portion of respondents, 19.8%, 33.3%, 25%, 22.9% and 17.7% were reported their
disagreement on these issues. Again some numbers of respondents, with 15.3%, 24.7%,
20.5%, 14.6% and 21.5% reported that they didn’t able to decide on the practice of these
school leadership activities. As a result, the practices of school leadership activities at the
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primary school were not sufficiently adequate with weighted mean values ranging from a
minimum mean value of 3.09 up to a maximum mean value of 3.45 for items 1, 2, 3,4 and §
respectively.

Table 4.14: School Leadership

Alternative frequency W. x*
disagree  undecided agree mean calculated

No. Activities

1 Use of reflective 18 167 18 16.7 72 66.6 3.69
practices to achieve 39 217 26 144 115 639 3.57 1.151

SI practice Tot 57 198 44 153 187 64.9 3.45

2 Opportunity is given T 41 38 26 241 41 38 3.06
for others to lead S 55 36 45 25 80 44.4 326 1.810
school ~improvement .0 96 333 71 247 121 420 3.09

R
e
S. f % f % f %
T
S

activities

3 School’s lship tta/m T 18 167 20 185 70 648 3.66
demonstrates S 54 30 39 217 87 482 326
effective resourcemgt o 75 259 59 205 157 545 330 5490
system to achieve
learning outcomes

4 Ability to solve T 16 148 12 11.1 80 741 3.74
problems in § 50 278 30 167 100 555 335 10.082
implementing 1.0 66 220 42 146 180 625 3.40
educational activities

5  Formulate and T 22 204 23 213 63 584 353

demonstrate  vision § 29 161 39 21.7 112 622 3.61 0.864

and long ~range . & 1m0 6 215 175 608 3.43
planning of the school

The table value X* = 9.4877 at significant level of 0.05 with four degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student Tot=Total

The calculated chi-square value X* = 1.151, X* = 1.810, X* = 8.490 and X* = 0.864 for items
1,2, 3, and 5 which is less than the table value X* = 9.4877 at significant level of 0.05 with
four degrees of freedom, which show there is no significance difference among the response
of the three groups of respondents regarding use of reflective practices to appropriate
managing people; giving of opportunity for others to lead school improvement activities;
demonstrating of effective resource management system; school leaders’ ability to solve

problems and formulating and demonstrating vision and long range planning of the school.

Finally, it is possible to conclude that the majority of the school leadership activities had not
been implemented enough at the sample schools. Hence, the respondents agreed on their

relatively fair practice at improving school improvement process.
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4.4.2 External Condition

4.4.2.1 Environmental conditions

It is important to think of schools in the context of their environments, requiring the heads of

schools to spend more time managing transactions between their schools and environmental

conditions.

Table 4.15: Environmental conditions

No. Activities R Alternative frequency W. X’
e disagree  undecided agree mea calculated
S. f % f % f % n

1 School leaders in T 24 222 27 23 57 527 3.44
articulating the needs P 11 30.6 10 27.8 15 41.7 322
of the school to the § 32 178 40 222 108 60 3.60 10.036
local community to 4, g7 397 77 238 180 555 3.50
meet the community
expectations

2 School leaders T 64 592 16 148 28 259 2.60
responsibility tobuild  p 20 556 9 25 7 195 253
bridges bin diffessnit ¢ o5 516 40 222 47 261 270 OM
categories of
stakeholders for SI Tot 177 54.7 65 201 82 253 2.65

3 Promoting the stqdent T 48 444 20 185 40 37 2.85
and ~~ professionsl p o3 g9 ¢ 167 7 194 242
learning agenda with 7.643
the media & influential S 85 47.2 42 23.3 53 29.5 2.73 .
community groups Tot 156 482 68 21 100 309 2.73

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

From item 1 to item 3 in table 4.15, respondents were asked to rate their agreement on the

effective implementation of environmental conditions for school improvement activities in

their respective schools, and consequently the above data was found.

As the data corresponding to item 1 of table 4.15, indicates that the majority groups of

respondents, 55.5% (37.0% agree and 18.5% strongly agree), agreed that their school

leaders’ ability in articulating the needs of the school to the local community to meet the

community expectations were as moderately practiced. The data also indicated that 20.7%

(3.1% strongly disagree and 17.6 disagree) of the participants didn’t agree that their school

leaders in articulating the needs of the school to the local community to meet the community

expectations were practiced as they need. The participants who replied undecided cover

23.8%. Hence, the weighted mean score of this item is 3.50, which is above average,



The calculated chi-square value X* = 10.036 for items 1, which is less than the table value
X*=15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom, which show there is
no significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents concerning
school leaders’ ability in articulating the needs of the school to the local community to meet
the community expectations. Therefore, school leaders’ ability in articulating the needs of the
school to the local community to meet the community expectations was practiced moderately

in their school.

The data in items 2 and 3 of table 4.15, reveals that the majority groups of respondents, with
total percentages of 54.7% and 48.2% for items 2 and 3 respectively, reported that they didn’t
agree on the school leaders responsibility to build bridges between different categories of
stakeholders for school improvement and ability to promote the student and professional
learning agenda with the media and influential community groups. But, 25.3% and 30.9% of
the total respondents agreed that the school leaders responsibility to build bridges between
different categories of stakeholders for school improvement and ability to promote the
student and professional learning agenda with the media and influential community groups

have been made on their schools.

On the other hand, the data also showed 20.1% and 21.0% of respondents was responded
undecided for items 2 and 3 respectively. A chi-square test was also computed to see whether
there was difference among the response of the three groups of respondents. Hence, the
computed chi-square values for items 2 and 3, X* = 7.644 and X* = 7.643 which are less than
the table value of chi-square X* = 15.5073 at 0.05 significant level with eight degrees of
freedom. This implies that there is no significance difference among the response of the three
groups of respondents regarding the above issues. The weighted mean values of these items
are 2.65 and 2.73 for items of 2 and 3 respectively, which are below average. This implies
that, the efforts of school leader responsibility to build bridges between different categories
of stakeholders for school improvement and ability to promote the student and professional

learning agenda with the media and influential community groups were very low.

Finally, from the chi-square test results and the data obtained, it seems clear that the

environmental conditions in the primary schools are not successfully to improve school
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improvement program. This in turn, may show us that these activities exercised in the
schools were practiced inefficiently.

4.4.2.2 Capacity Building
Without a clear focus on ‘capacity’, a school will be unable to sustain continuous
improvement efforts, or to manage change effectively. From a relatively simple perspective,
capacity building is concerned with providing opportunities for people to work together in a
new way. And it is concerned with developing the conditions, skills and abilities to manage
and facilitate productive school-level change (Harris, 2008:133).
Table 4.16: Capacity Building

No. Activities R Alternative frequency W. X’
e disagree undecided agree mean  calculated
s. f % f % f %
1 Commitment and T 60 55.6 14 13 34 315 2.64
readiness for change by P 16 444 11 30.6 9 25 2.89
school leaders, woreda S 73 40.5 39 17.8 75 41.7 2.97 18.979

experts ...
Tot 149 46 57 176 118 36.4 2.85

2 Provision of supervisor T 64 59.2 11 10.2 33 30.6 2.69
service, advice and p 47 472 8 22 11 305 292
clarification of policy 9.673

S 83 46.1 37 20.6 60 333 2.88
Tot 164 50.7 56 17.3 104 32.1 2.82
3 Leading experience T 43 445 16 14.8 44  40.74 296
sharing and working p g 50 6 167 12 334 289
relationship 15.171
S 65 36.1 32 17.8 83 45.7 3.08
Tot 131 40.4 54 16.7 139 42.9 3.02
4 Capacity to allocate T 58 5370 7 6.48 43  39.81 2.82
sufficient budget from g g5 47220 33 1833 62 3444 292 7932
woreda education
ol Tot 143 497 40 139 105 365  2.87
5 School leaders abilityto T 35 324 23 21.3 50 46.3 3.18

provide training for g 34 1839 42 233 104 578 349 6937
professional growth
Tot 69 240 65 226 154 535  3.30

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total

As depicted in items 3 and 5 of table 4.16 significant portions of the total respondents, 42.9%
and 53.5% responded that leaders’ ability in leading experience sharing and working
relationship among schools and providing training for professional growth were rated as
agreed. On the contrary, 40.4% and 24.0% of the total respondents replied their disagreement
on these issues. Where as, 16.7% and 22.6% of the total respondents also reported that
undecided.
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The computed chi-square values for items 3 and 5 X* = 15.171 and X* = 6.937 which are less
than the table value of chi-square X* = 15.5073 and at 0.05 significant levels with eight
degrees of freedom, which show there is no significance difference among the response of
the three groups of respondents concerning leaders’ ability in leading experience sharing and
working relationship among schools and providing training for professional growth. Hence,
based on the response of the majority, it may be possible to interpret that the practice of
leaders’ ability in leading experience sharing and working relationship among schools and
providing training for professional growth were relatively fair exercised at the sample

schools with weighted mean values of 3.02 and 3.30 for items 3 and 5 respectively.

On the other hand, as indicated in table 4.16, among the total respondents, the majority of the
school teachers, PTSA members and students with total percentages of 46%, 50.7% and
49.7% for items 1, 2, and 4 respectively rate their disagreement that school leaders’ and
woreda experts commitment and readiness for change; provision of supervisors service,
advice and clarification of policy and allocation of sufficient budget from woredas education
officers. However, 36.4%, 32.1% and 36.5% of the three groups of respondents responded
agree. Again, 17.6%, 17.3% and 13.9% were also rated as undecided. The calculated chi-
square values for items 2 and 4 X* = 9.673 and X* = 7.932 which are less than the table value
of chi-square X% =15.5073 and at 0.05 significant levels with eight degrees of freedom, this
implies that there is no significance difference among the response of the three groups of
respondents concerning the above given issues. Hence, based on the response of the majority,
it may be possible to interpret that the practice of these activities were not effectively
implemented with weighted mean values of 2.85, 2.82 and 2.87 for items 1, 2 and 4

respectively, which are below average.

Similarly, the school principals, cluster school supervisors, and woredas supervisors
responded that, during the interview conducted, there exist lack of commitment and readiness
for change; inadequate supervisory service and lack of adequate budget from the woreda

levels and school communities.

Thus, based on the results of chi-square tests and the data obtained, it is possible to suggest

that the majority of capacity building activities were rated as low, though school leaders’ and
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woreda experts commitment and readiness for change; provision of supervisors service,
advice and clarification of policy and allocation of sufficient budget from woredas education

officers had negatively affect the implementation of school improvement program.

4.4.2.3 Policy Issues
The existence of a clear policy and intervention strategies are vital for success of school
improvement program implementation. According to Marzano (2003:116) in the context of
school improvement, policy can be viewed as the implementation framework that guides the
action of school activities.

Table 4.17: Policy Issues

No. Activities R Alternative frequency mean X
e disagree undecided agree value
s. f % f % f %
1 schools provide wide T 12 176 21 194 68 639 3.61
range of policy options P 5 139 6 167 25 694 3.78
and sapgies for g 30 167 48 267 12 567 6 17

choice
Tot 55 17 75 23.1 194 59.7 3.63
2 School policies allow T 18 16.7 18 16.7 72 67.6 3.61
stakeholders P 4 1.1 9 25 23 639 375
participation 24.948

S 40 222 38 211 102 566 3.45

Tot 62 19.1 65 20.1 197  60.8 3.54

3 Clear strategies are in T 48 4444 23 2130 37 34.26 2.74

place 1o monitor and. p 15 417 9 25 12 B4 254
evaluate the school 5 3.121

improvement process S 92 51.11 42 2333 46 4259 276

Tot 155 478 74 228 95 293 2.81

The table value X* = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom

Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P=PTSA Tot=Total
Table 4.17, depicted a sort of information on the condition of policy issues and strategies. As
can be seen from items 1 and 2 of table 4.17, averagely great portion of respondents, 59.7%
and 60.8% were rated as moderate practice of schools in providing a wide range of policy
options for choice and the school policies allow stakeholders participation. On the other side,
schools in providing a wide range of policy options for choice and participation of
stakeholders in school policy were reported by remarkable amounts of respondents, 17.0%
and 19.1% of the total percentages showed their disagreement on the issues. Again, 23.1%
and 20.1% responded undecided for items 1 and 2 respectively. The weighted mean value of

these items indicated in table 20 as 3.63 and 3.54. In line with this, schools in providing a
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wide range of policy options for choice and stakeholders participation in school policy issues
were moderately practiced.

The calculated chi-square values for item 1 X* = 15.171 which is less than the table value of
chi-square X* = 15.5073 at 0.05 significant levels with eight degrees of freedom, this means
that there is no significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents
concerning the above given issues. On the other hand, the computed chi-square value
X?=24.948 for item 2 is greater than the table value X> = 9.4877 at significant level of 0.05
with eight degrees of freedom. This implies that there is a significance difference among the

response of the three groups of respondents regarding the above issues.

With regarding item 3, the three groups of respondents, that is, 44.44% of the school
teachers, 41.70% of PTSA members and 51.11% of students responded that clear strategies
were not placed at the school level to monitor and evaluate the school improvement process.
The weighted mean score rated by the school teachers, PTSA members and students 2.81,
which is below average. This implies that there is lack of clear strategies to monitoring and

evaluating the school improvement process.

The calculated chi-square values for item 3 X* = 3.121 which is less than the table value of
X? = 15.5073 at 0.05 significant levels with eight degrees of freedom, this means that there
is no significance difference among the response of the three groups of respondents
concerning the above given issues.

Generally, the existence of clear policy options, participation of stakeholders in school
polices and clear strategies in the school have a vital role in successful implementation of
school improvement activities. Hence, it can be concluded that the existence of a wide range
policy options and participation of all stakeholders were practiced moderately in the sample
schools. However, it is possible to say that, the existence of clear strategies was not well
established to follow and evaluate the success of school improvement process at the school
level.

4.4.2.4 Cultural Issues

A school’s culture is dynamic and constantly evolving despite the dominant perception of
stability. Successful schools consciously develop organizational culture that is supportive of
the teaching-learning process. Hence, it creates strong interdependence, shared responsibility

and collective commitment (Hopkins, 1994:88-93).
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Table 4.18: Cultural Issues

No. Activities Alternative frequency Mean x?
disagreed undecided agreed value calculated
f % f % f %

53 49.07 18 16.67 37 3426 2.90
13 36.1 11 306 12 334 2.97

84 366 33 183 63 35 28 995
Tot 150 4630 62 1913 121 37.35 2.89
2 Uniformity of values and 36 334 18 16.7 54 50 3.29
practices across school 6 16.7 9 25 21 58.4 3.58
districts 9.666
S 67 372 34 189 79 439 3.14

Tot 109 33.6 61 18.8 154 475 3.14

| Identifying solutions for
social problems

v gHe e D

~ =

3 Students’ cultural T 31 28.7 11 10.2 66 61.1 3.42
orientation be utilized to P 11 30.6 6 16.7 19 52.7 3.28
inform classroom 19.732
il S 50 277 47 261 8 361 322

Tot 92 284 64 198 168 51.8 3.29

4 Students’ aspirations, T 33 30.6 15 13.9 60 555 3.30

values, perceptions, and  p 9 25 11 301 16 444 331

behaviors learning in the 11.741
school S 64 356 30 167 86 477 3.20

Tot 106 32.7 56 173 162 48 3:17

The table value X’ = 15.5073 at significant level of 0.05 with eight degrees of freedom
Where: Res = Respondents f=frequency T =Teacher S=Student P =PTSA Tot=Total

With the opportunities given for practice and problems of school improvement program
respondents were asked to rate cultural issues. As indicated in items 2, 3, and 4 of table 4.18,
the three groups of respondents, with total percentages of 47.5%, 51.8% and 48.0% were
agreed for uniformity of values and practices across school districts; utilization of students’
cultural orientation to inform classroom practices and students” aspirations, perceptions, and
behaviors learning in the school. However, 33.6%, 28.4% and 32.7% of the total respondents
didn’t agree on these issues. Again, with 18.8%, 19.8% and 17.3% of respondents replied
undecided for items 2, 3, and 4 respectively. This implies that, uniformity of values and
practices across school districts; utilization of students’ cultural orientation to inform
classroom practices and students’ aspirations, perceptions, and behaviors learning in the
school were rated as moderate practiced at the schools with weighted mean values of 3.14,

3.29 and 3.17.

The computed chi-square values for item 2 and 4 X% =9.666 and X*= 11.741 were found to
be less than the table value of X* = 15.5073 at 0.05 significant levels with eight degrees of
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freedom, which implies that there is no significance difference among the response of the
three groups of respondents concerning uniformity of values and practices across school
districts and students’ aspirations, perceptions, and behaviors learning in the school for items

2 and 4 respectively.

In the first item, they were asked the extent to which identifying solutions for social problems
are practiced at their school. Accordingly, the majority of school teachers (49.07%), PTSA
members (36.10%) and students (36.60%) didn’t agree on the on adequate practice of
identifying solutions for social problems. On the contrary, considerable amount of the school
teachers (34.26%), PTSA members (33.40%) and students (35.00%) of the respondents
replied their agreement. Again, school teachers (16.67%), PTSA members (30.60%) and
students (18.30%) of the total respondents responded that undecided. This means that, the
practice of identifying solutions for social problems was not adequately exercised at the
sample schools with weighted mean value of 2.89. Hence, the computed chi-square values
for item 1 X* = 9.955 were found to be less than the table value of X* = 15.5073 at 0.05
significant levels with eight degrees of freedom, which implies that there is no significance
difference among the response of the three groups of respondents regarding identifying

solutions for social problems.

Generally, the success of school improvement process is associated with cultural activities. In
line with this, Walker et al. (1998 in Harris, 2003:13) described that the importance and
pervasiveness of trust are implicit in our effort to establish communities of learners and the
generative setting for the expression of our shared educational ambitions. Therefore, it is
possible to suggest that the majority activities of cultural issues had not sufficiently practiced
at the schools, especially the activity which identifying solutions for social problems, though

its contribution is negatively affect the school improvement program.

4.5 Problems Encountered in Implementing School Improvement Program

Accordingly, as it can be seen from tables 4.19, below shown the three groups of respondents
were asked to rate their level of agreement to the statements, which describe problems

encountered in implementing school improvement program in primary schools.
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Table 4.19: Problems Encountered in Implementing SIP

No. activities Respondents One way ANOVA
Teachers Parents Students w. F Fa
M SD M SD M SD mean | value

1 Absence of consistent awareness | 2.73 | .882 | 2.67 | .828 | 2.64 | .801 |2.69 | 0.174
raising about SI among the
school community by the school
mgt’

2 Lack of clear vision about school | 2.84 | 919 |2.94 | .860 |2.57 |.794 |2.76 |2.077
improvement

3 Difficulty to change existing | 2.72 | .895 |2.25 | .604 |2.69 | .8B16 | 2.68 5.327
culture of the school

4 Poor SI strategic planning on the | 2.40 | .723 | 2.44 | .695 | 2.49 | .728 248 1.366
part of school management

5 Lack of continuous training and | 2.55 | .847 | 2.56 | .772 | 2.52 | .763 2.49 0.068
evaluation a

6 transfer of high experienced | 2.81 | .891 | 2,50 |.736 |2.70 | .862 | 2.71 1.763 | en
teachers to other sectors ::’

7 Lack of access to recent research | 2.58 | .844 | 2.44 | .607 | 2.82 | .885 |2.69 | 4.133 =
information i

8 Absence of effective experience | 2.67 | .886 |2.81 |.822 |2.73 |.884 |273 |0.521 | B
sharing within and among s
schools 3!

9 Shortage of budget and low | 249 | .815 247 | .696 | 2.78 | .898 | 2.66 | 5.650 ‘g
financial support from &
stakeholders b

10 | Lack of encouragement for |2.35 | .688 |2.75 | .874 |2.57 |.792 | 2.38 4524 | &
effective teachers, school 9
leaders, parents and students | %

11 | Poor practice of school leaders | 2.34 | .713 | 3.00 | .862 | 2.59 | .782 | 2.46 1039 | 3
in searching external fund to g
promote SIP s

12 | Poor practice of woreda |2.59 |.854 | 236 |.639 |2.87 |.865 |[272 |7484 | E
education officers in searching ©
external fund to promote school
improvement program

13 | Poor practice of WEO officers in | 2.87 | .938 | 3.36 | .833 | 2.78 | .862 2.84 6.513
monitoring and supervising to
progress of SIP

14 | Low stakeholders involvement | 2.47 | 922 | 2.52 | .811 | 2.78 | .884 | 2.49 | 2.870
in school improvement program

15 | Over work load on the part of | 2.57 | .800 | 2.39 | .688 | 2.82 | .859 | 2.69 | 5.807
teaching staff

16 | Low commitment of local | 2.41 | .684 | 2.58 | .806 | 2.66 | .778 2i32 3.018
political leaders

Level of agreement: “> 3.50 = not problem at all; 2.50 -3.49 = moderate problems; < 2.50 = serious problems.” If the

calculated F exceeds 3.02 at a = 05 implies that the given means are different.

As shown from table 4.19, the absence of consistence awareness rising about school

improvement program among the school community by the school management; lack of clear

vision about school improvement; difficulty to change the existing cultures of the school;
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transfer of high experienced teachers to other sectors; lack of access to recent research
information; absence of effective experience sharing within and among schools; shortage of
budget and low financial support from stakeholders; poor practices of woreda education
officers in searching external fund, monitoring and supervising to promote school
improvement program; and over work load on the part of teaching staff were rated as
moderate problems with weighted mean values ranging from a minimum mean value of 2.50

up to a maximum mean value of 2.87.

On the other hand, the notion of poor school improvement strategic planning on the part of
school management; lack of continuous training and evaluation; lack of encouragement for
effective teachers, school leaders, parents and students; poor practice of school leaders in
searching external fund to promote school improvement program; low stakeholders
involvement in school improvement program; and low commitment of local political leaders

were rated as serious problems with weighted mean score values from 2.32 up to 2.49.

The comparison of the three means further tested using one way ANOVA to see if there
exists and significant difference between the groups. Accordingly, with respect to items 1, 2,
4,5,6, 8, 14, and 16, the one way ANOVA computed at 0.05 level of significance with 2 and
321 degrees of freedom became F=0.174, F=2.074, F=1.366, F=0.068, F=1.763, F=0.521,

=2.870, and F=3.018, which are less than the critical value F=3.020 for each item
respectively. This implies that there was no statistically significant mean difference in
opinion between the responses of the three groups of respondents. Hence, the three groups of

respondents have equivalent perception on the issues.

Therefore, based on the responses of the majority, it is possible to conclude that problems
encountered in implementing school improvement program, like poor school improvement
strategic planning on the part of school management; lack of continuous training and
evaluation; lack of encouragement for effective teachers, school leaders, parents and
students; poor practice of school leaders in searching external fund to promote school
improvement program; low stakeholders involvement in school improvement program; and
low commitment of local political leaders had been negatively affect the school improvement

program.
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CHAPTER FIVE

5. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

Under this chapter, summary of the major findings, the conclusions have drawn on the basis
of major findings and recommendations that are assumed to show solutions for effective

implementation of school improvement program.

5.1 Summary of the Major Findings
The general objectives of this study was to assess what is presently happening in the practices
and problems of implementing school improvement program in South East Zone of second
cycle primary schools. To this end, the study attempted to answer the following basic research
questions:
1. To what extent the schools undertook relevant preparation before implementing school
improvement program in the zone?
2. To what extent schools practice the domains of school improvement program?
3. To what extent schools do implement the conditions of school improvement program?
4. What problems did affect the implementation of school improvement program in these
schools?
To meet this purpose, the study was conducted in nine second cycle primary schools in South
Fast Zone of Tigray Regional National State. In doing so, the necessary information was
gathered mainly through questionnaires filled by school teachers, Parent Teacher Student
Association (PTSA) members and students. Furthermore, interview was conducted with 9
school principals, 6 cluster school supervisors, and 6 woreda experts(supervisors) to extract
information that need clarification. In addition, document review and observation checklists
were also employed. The data was analyzed and interpreted by using different statistical tools
such as chi-square test, one way ANOVA, percentages and weighted mean values. Based on

the analysis made, the major findings of the study are presented here under:

5.1.1. Characteristics of the Respondents
Sex of the respondents, all primary school principals, cluster school supervisors and woreda
expert (supervisors) were males. 92(51.1%) were males students and 88 (48.9%) were females

students. This shows fair distribution of student respondents along their sex is kept in the study
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and the student respondents were taken from the upper primary schools or above grade 5 (from
the second cycle). The teacher respondents, 56(51.85%) were males and 52(48.15%) were
females which the distribution of teachers respondents along their sex is kept in the study. The

majority of Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members 26 (72.2%) were males.

Regarding the qualification of education, all woreda supervisors and cluster school supervisors
were degree holders. 90.74% of the teacher’s respondents were diploma holders. In support of
this, each woreda education office report shows, the total second cycle primary school teachers
are diploma holders. And 9.26% of teacher respondents were degree holders respectively. 25%
of Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members were degree; 27.78% of Parent
Teacher Student Association (PTSA) members were diploma and 42.22% of Parent Teacher
Student Association (PTSA) members respondents were students and parents, which their level

of qualification falls between grade four and eight.

Concerning the age of respondents, about 69 (63.89%) teacher respondents and 10 (27.8%) of
Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were found to be on the age
range of 21-30 years. 33 (30.56%) of teacher respondents and 20 (55.6%) of Parent Teacher
Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were also found to be on the age range of
31-40 years. Again, about 6 (5.55%) of teacher respondents and 6 (16.7%) of Parent Teacher
Student Association (PTSA) member respondents were found to be on the age range of 41-50
years while the majority of the rest respondents’ (cluster school supervisors, school principals

and woreda supervisors) age fall between 31-40 years.

Regarding respondents work experience, the majority of teacher respondents, 67.59% were
found in the service category of ten or below ten years. The rest of teacher respondents
(32.41%) work experience fall above 10 years. Whereas, the majority of Parent Teacher
Student Association (PTSA) member respondents’, work experience (69.44%) of the total
respondents were found in the work experience category of 1-4 years. Whereas, the remaining
Parent Teacher Student Association (PTSA) member respondents’ work experience as PTSA

members were found in the work experience category of 4-10 years. Moreover, in relation to
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school improvement program training, the majority of the total respondents, 74.11% were not

obtained school improvement program related training.

5.1.2 Preparation for School Improvement Program
5.1.2.1 Objectives of School Improvement Program
Knowing the purposes or objectives of school improvement program is a frame work for
effective practice of its implementation. 88.8% of the school teachers, PTSA members
(61.1%), students (73.9%) and all of the interviewees were responded that the objectives of the
school depend on strengthening school internal capacity for school improvement. All the
interviewees, 81.4% of the school teachers, PTSA members (69.4%) and student respondents
(77.8%) reported that establishing quality of teaching learning objectives at the school level
was described and its contribution was rated as high. About 82.4% of the school teachers,
55.6% of PTSA members, 70.0% of students and some of the interviewees’ respondents
responded that there was a stated objective to create democratic leadership and management
system at the school level then its contribution was rated as high with weighted mean values of

3.93,

However, the objectives of improving quality of student learning outcomes and purposc of
school community relations description at the during preparation period is not known by the
groups of respondents which were rated as undecided with weighted mean values of 3.24 and

3.04 respectively, and its contribution is low.

5.1.2.2 Readiness for School Improvement
The study revealed that, a list of five items indicated school readiness before school
improvement implementation. Among these five items, the efforts in identification of change
agent before implementation were practiced moderately with its weighted mean values of

3.33.

However, the leaders ability in understanding of the implementing of school improvement
process; leaders capacity to exert efforts to enhance staff commitment; school efforts to
mobilize resources and allocation time for discussion of improvement activities and school

leaders effort made to map and understand the existing school culture for change were not
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understood well during preparation, which were rated as low with weighted mean values of

ranging from 2.79 up to 2.87, which are below the average value.

5.1.3 Practices of School Improvement Domains
5.1.3.1 The Learning Teaching Domain
All the three groups of respondents had positive attitude towards the allocation of
instructional period to instructional purposes; teachers feedback is timely to all forms of
students’ learning assessment, class work, home work, tests and examinations; the effort of
teachers in preparing learning lessons of teaching-learning process and expectation of the
schools, students to do their best by setting standards to meet better outcomes were reported
highly practiced at the school level with a minimum mean values of 3.85 up to a maximum
mean values of 3.95. Again, the majority of the respondents showed an agreement on the
students self confidence in their ability to learn; the activity of students with different
teaching strategies used by teachers; the teachers participation in school curriculum design
and evaluate the shortcoming of the curriculum; the practices of formal way of students to
negotiate and comment on curriculum at the classroom; the practice of engagement of
student based on the quality of their work and students understanding how to relate what they
learn at school to real-life situations which rated as moderately practiced with weighted mean

values ranging from 3.19 up to 3.59.

However, the three groups of respondents were not understood the efforts of teachers practice
in using different active learning methods and teaching aids with weighted mean values of

2.93 respectively.

5.1.3.2 Leadership and Management
All the three groups of respondents agreed that the developed schools strategic plan as a
result of self assessment and encouragement of school leaders in collaborative to articulate
vision of the school were highly practiced though their contribution to school improvement
was rated as high with weighted mean values of ranging from 3.79 up to 3.87. Furthermore,
those groups of respondents (teachers, PTSA members and students) reported for items like
ability to set directions and guide the school community in alignment of its purpose and

practice of the school improvement program; school leadership practice in articulating clear
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vision in school strategic plan; school leadership practice in communicating school vision,
mission, goal, and objectives to all stakeholders; defining the values, ethics, guide principles
and purposes of the school to the whole school community; and the immediate response by
the school management to solve ongoing improvement problems were moderately practiced
at the school level with a minimum weighted mean values of 3.25 up to a maximum

weighted mean values of 3.63.

Although high portion of the school teachers, PTSA members, students and all of the
interviewees didn’t agree on the commitment of school community and all stakeholders to
realize vision of the school; on monitoring and evaluation of school improvement
implementation process by the school management and all stakeholders though their
practiced were rated as undecided with weighted mean values of ranging from 2.73, 2.83 and

3.16 respectively.

5.1.3.3 School Community Involvement
The findings of the study revealed the involvement of parents and communities in self
assessment and arrangement of regular schedule for reporting students’ progress and
achievement were moderately practiced at the sample schools with weighted mean values of

3.56 and 3.51 respectively.

On the other side, the schools effective relationships with parent to support engagement with
learning; consultation of teachers with parents of students’ repeatedly and serving of parents
on committees of the school management were reported as low by the groups of respondents
with weighted mean values of ranging from 2.82 up to 3.16, that indicates lack of awareness

on the items.

The findings of the study also showed that the majority groups of the respondents didn’t
agree that the continuous evaluation of the school’s parent involvement program as part of
the school’s daily operation with weighed mean values of 2.24. Similarly, the interviewees of
woreda supervisors and cluster school supervisors mentioned that the existence of weak
practice in continuous evaluation of school’s parent involvement program at the primary

schools.
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5.1.3.4 Safe and Health School Environment
The findings f the study showed that the majority of the school teachers (80.6%), PTSA members
(61.1%), students (60%) and the interviewees showed that school leaders’ commitment to promote a

learning community were highly practiced with weighted mean values of 3.74.

The findings also revealed that the great number of respondents, teacher (averagely 62.04%),
PTSA members (averagely 50.56%), and students (averagely 57.62%) were mentioned that
creation of safe and secure learning environment at classroom; leaders ability to create
opportunity to use external change for internal change; well care for school facilities,
furniture and laboratory equipments; participation of students in extra-curricular activities;
and treatment of students by teachers in attending classes as moderately practiced with a

minimum weighted mean values of 3.39 up to a maximum weighted mean values of 3.62.

However, the existence of mutual understanding between and among students, teachers, and
school community; encouragement of students with special needs to have equal access to
learning outcomes (for instance, students with physical disabilities and impairment, fast,
average and slow learners) and informs of detailed records of disciplinary problems to school
teachers and students by the school management to minimize their repetition were rated as
low with weighted mean values of 3.11, 3.04 and 3.11 respectively, which are near to the

average value.

5.1.4 Conditions for School Improvement
5.1.4.1 School-Based Staff Development
School-based staff development is among the components of the internal condition used for
improving school improvement program. Teachers/Staff development is a base for school
development. Accordingly, as the findings of the study indicated that the majority groups of
respondents (percentage ranging from 55.5% - 57.1%) for items 1, 2, 3 and 5 reported that
their agreement in moderate practice of these activities with weighted mean values of ranging

from 3.38-3.53.

On the other hand, the findings indicated that considerable amount of the total respondents

did not agree on the items 4, 6 and 7 were rated as low with weighted mean values of 2.81,
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2.75 and 3.20 respectively, which are lower or nearer to average value. Moreover, from the
interview held with school principals, cluster school supervisors and woreda supervisors

were also strengthening the weak exercises of these issues at the school levels.

5.1.4.2 Students Involvement
The majority of the school teachers (78.70%), PTSA members (69.50%) and the students
(75.50%) mentioned that integration of students’ participation to all activities and their
participation in school decision making were highly encouraged with weighted mean values

of 3.91 for each item.

Although, from the total 324 respondents, the majority of the school teachers (65.8%) and
students (58.30%) reported that facilitating opportunities for students in to self-regulating
activities and students value their involvement in school policies and decisions were rated as
moderate exercised at the school with weighted mean values of 3.56 and 3.47, except to the

PTSA members (44.4%) that didn’t agree on the practice of these items.

5.1.4.3 Collaborative Planning
The school commitment to collaborative planning is one of the key components of internal
enabling conditions for effective implementation of school improvement program.
Concerning this issue, the majority of the total respondents, teachers (average of 65.3%) and
students (average of 62.2%), except the PTSA members of respondents had a positive
attitude towards moderate practice of collective planning culture and aware of the priorities
of school improvement activities by school communities with weighted mean values of 3.67
and 3.48 though their contribution on success of school improvement process rated as

moderate.

On the other hand, the majority groups of the majority of the school teachers (62.00%),
PTSA members (44.5%) and students (43.8%), were rated as inadequately to the practice of
school communities collaborative in reviewing and modifying school improvement plan at

their school with weighted mean values of 3.17.
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5.1.4.4 Concerning School Leadership
The school leadership management is also one of the basic component that guiding for

effective internal conditions to improve school improvement program. Accordingly, the
findings of the study showed that the majority groups of respondents (teachers and students)
rated their agreement on moderate practice for items 1, 3, 4, and 5 with grand total
percentages of 64.9%, 54.5%, 62.5% and 60.8%. Though, the contribution of these activities
for success of school improvement program was rated as moderate with weighted mean
values of 3.45, 3.30, 3.40 and 3.43 respectively. However, giving opportunity to others to
lead school improvement activities and was rated as low with weighted mean values of 3.09.

Hence, majority groups of the respondents were lack of awareness on this issue.

5.1.4.5 Environmental Condition
Environmental condition is one of the components of school external condition for improving
school improvement program. As the findings of the study shows the school leaders’ ability
in articulating the needs of the school to meet the community expectations was found
moderate practiced as rated by 55.5% the total respondents with weighted mean values of
3.50. Whereas, the school leaders’ responsibility to build bridges between different
categories of stakeholders for school improvement and ability to promote the students and
professional agenda with the media and influential community groups were rated as low by

the groups of respondents with weighted mean values of 2.65 and 2.73 respectively.

5.1.4.6 Capacity Building
Based on the findings, the school leaders’ ability to providing training for professional
growth was rated by the majority groups of respondents (53.5%) as moderate practice at the
schools with weighted mean values of 3.30. On the contrary, a great portion of respondents,
41.7% and 50.7% for items 1 and 2 reported that they didn’t agree on sufficient practice of
these items in the sample schools though their contribution were rated as low with weighted

mean values of 2.85 and 2.82 respectively.

Although some of the total groups of respondents were replied as low on the practices

leading experience sharing and working relationships and allocation of sufficient budget
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from woreda education officers with weighted mean values of 3.02 and 3.01 which almost

similar to average mean score value.

5.1.4.7 Policy Issues
Regarding the policy issues of external conditions, the findings revealed that the majority
groups of respondents, (59.7% and 60.8%) mentioned that the providing of wide rage of
policy options and stakeholders participation in school policies were rated as moderately
exercised. Hence, their contribution rated as moderate for school improvement process with
weighted mean values of 3.63 and 3.54. However, considerable numbers of the total
respondents, on the existence of clear strategies to monitor and evaluate the school
improvement process were rated as low. Therefore, its contribution to improve school

improvement program is low with weighted mean values of 2.81.

5.1.4.8 Cultural Issues
The findings of the study showed that uniformity of values and practices across school
districts and utilization of students’ cultural orientation in classroom practices were rated by
the majority groups of total respondents, (47.5% and 51.8%) as moderately exercised with

weighted mean values of 3.14 and 3.29 for each item.

However, considerable number of the total respondents, (43.2%) mentioned that they didn’t
agree on adequate practice of schools in identifying solutions for social problems with

weighted mean values of 2.89.

5.1.5 Problems Encountered in Implementing School Improvement Program
As a school system is a very complex entity in itself, and is part of the complex educational
system with local and national components. Accordingly, as it is presented in table 4.19, all
the items are stated negatively and the respondents were asked to respond how much such
problems are assumed to be a problem or not in their respective schools. Therefore, the study
has revealed that poor school improvement strategic planning on the part of school
management; lack of continuous training and evaluation; lack of encouragement for effective
teachers, school leaders, parents and students; poor practice of school leaders in searching

external fund to promote school improvement program; low stakeholders involvement in
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school improvement program; and low commitment of local political leaders were rated as
serious problems with weighted mean score values from 2.32 up to 2.49. However, the
remaining of these activities of problems encountered in implementing school improvement

program was rated as moderate problems at the sample schools.

Although, the availability of toilet both for male and female separately; availability of water
supply, lack of school fence, inadequate service of library; poor use of laboratory room,
equipment, chemicals, and science kits; poor application of pedagogical centers and teaching
aids and inaccessibility of self-assessment school improvement documents and data were

observed as the major problems to progress school improvement program.

5.2 Conclusions

During the preparation period major possible objectives of school improvement activities had
been defined. However, its preparation for implementation was not clearly undertaken based
on the procedures for preparation. For instance, the schools effort in identification of change
agent before implementation and leaders capacity to exert efforts to enhance staff
commitment was not implemented effectively. It is highlighted fact that the existence of clear
understanding of objectives and readiness for preparations is vital for success of its
implementation. Hence, these activities might have negative impact on the attainment of

school improvement program.

The teaching learning process activities have been highly practiced at the school levels. For
instance, use of the whole instructional period to instructional purposes and teachers effort
in preparation of lessons for teaching; teachers effort in preparing learning lessons of
teaching-learning process; feedback of teachers to all forms of students learning assessment
and expectation of the school, students to do their best by setting standards have been highly
implemented and some of these activities also moderately practiced. Hence, these activities
related to teaching-learning domains have a positive impact to improve the quality of

education through enhancing students learning achievement and outcomes.

The findings that deal with school leadership and management domain clearly indicate the

development of school strategic plans as self assessment and encouragement of school
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leaders in collaborative to articulate vision of the school were highly exercised at the school
levels. Therefore, it is possible to suggest that, these activities are considered as the

opportunity for school improvement practices.

On the other hand, the commitment of school community and stakeholders to realize vision
of the school practices was rated as low. Thus, these activities had been negatively affected
to school improvement implementation. Moreover, school leaders’ ability to set directions
and guide the school community in alignment with school improvement program; giving of
immediate response by the school management to improvement problems and monitoring
and evaluation to school improvement implementation process by the school management
and all stakeholders were rated as moderate. But, according to Harris, (2005:1) success will
depend up on the ability of leaders to harness the capacity of locals, to enhance sense and
meaning and to build communities of responsibility. As a result, the leadership and
management domain activities have less contribution for success of school improvement

practices.

The analysis of the school community involvement showed that the practices of school
community involvement in developing effective relationship with parents to support student
engagement with learning; consultation teachers with parents of students’ at least once a
month; serving parents on committees of the school management body effectively and
continuous evaluation of the school’s parent involvement program were found to be rated as
low. On the other hand, the practices of involvement of parents and communities in self
assessment and arrangement of regular schedule to report student’s progress and achievement
were also found to be moderately exercised. However, it is believed that schools are
responsive to community expectations, value diversity and encourage contribution.
Therefore, this leads to lack of provision of adequate training for the schools community on
school community involvement and their contribution for school improvement practice is not

satisfactory.

Moreover, as shown in the analysis of safe and health school environment domain, more of
the activities such as school leaders’ commitment to promote a learning community; the

existence of safe and secure learning environment; well care of school facilities, furniture and
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laboratory equipments; students’ participation of in extra-curricular activities and treatment
of students by teachers to attending classes were rated as moderately practiced. But, the safe
and health school environment domain describes the promotion of positive and respectful
relationships which are stable and inclusive. As the result, the schools are likely to miss the

benefit that they need to improve success of school improvement program.

The school improvement conditions such as the practices of encouraging students’
participation to all activities, especially with their participation in school decisions and
encouragement of the collective planning culture were highly exercised at primary schools.
However, great portion of these activities like practice of need assessment for staff
development to improve learning outcomes; allocation of sufficient time for staff
development; school leaders’ responsibility to build bridges between different categories of
stakeholders and increased staff involvement in action research to solve school improvement
process rated as low and have been negatively affecting to progress of school improvement.
As a result, their contribution to improve school improvement program were not as expected

or less satisfactory due to

The practice of professional learning for school improvement (CPD); encouragement of
individual staff efforts for their professional development; collaborative way of working
relationship, sprit of team work and communication among staff; aware of the priorities of
school improvement program by school communities; encouragement of  school
communities collaborative in reviewing and modifying school improvement; use of reflective
practices to achieve school improvement practice; ability to solve problems in implementing
educational activities were found to be less exercised. Hence, schools need sustainable

approaches that build internal and external capacity for improvement.

As the finding of the study revealed that, poor school improvement strategic planning on the
part of school management; lack of continuous training and evaluation; lack of
encouragement for effective teachers, school leaders, parents and students; poor practice of
school leaders in searching external fund to promote school improvement program; low
stakeholders involvement in school improvement program; low commitment of local political

leaders and low financial support from stakeholders were rated as serious problems.
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Therefore, it is possible to suggest that majority of problems encountered in implementing
school improvement program were found to be considered as a serious problem at the

schools to success of school improvement program.

Finally, the purpose of school improvement program is improving the development of
schooling and students’ learning outcomes. However, due to lack of provision of adequate
training; lack of collaboration between the schools and partner organizations; limited support
and follow up of concerning bodies; lack of commitment; lack of financial resources;
absence of sharing experience among or between the schools etc. the practices of school
improvement program in the research area has not been implemented in line with the school

improvement framework.

5.3 Recommendations

Based on the major findings and conclusions drawn concerning the practices and problems of
implementing school improvement program in the Government second cycle primary schools
in South East Zone of Tigray Regional National State, the following recommendations are
suggested:

» School improvement need to have the necessary knowledge and skill on how to
practice or implement its progress at the school levels. In line with this, most of the
school principals, cluster school supervisors and woreda supervisor respondents had
taken training on how to prepare and implement the school improvement program at
the school levels. However, there exist a gap among these groups of respondents on
how to prepare and implement its strategic plan and annual plan of the school.
Therefore, the school principals, cluster school supervisors, woreda supervisors and
teachers collaboratively with other stakeholders should strengthen the practice of
school improvement program in order to keep its proper implementation at the school
level.

» Every school improvement practice requires skilled person who have the know how
on how to prepare during the first stage (preparation time), how to plan its strategic
and annual plan in relation to their integration, how to correlate its domains, elements
standards and indicators, how to put (arrange) priority matrix at each year and how to

implement at the schools. However, the school communities and all the stakeholders
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lack a well kept and adequate understanding on these components of school
improvement activities. Even though, no need of understanding by the school
communities and teachers. The school principals, woreda supervisors and teachers in
collaboratively with universities and regional training colleges should organize
training opportunities for school improvement program so as to enhance the school
improvement progress. Besides, the school leaders’ collaboratively with school
teachers should be developed experience sharing habits among schools to facilitate or
disseminate the school improvement program preparation and implementation to the
whole community.

It is too difficult to plan and implement any school activity. So as school
improvement program activities need sustainable approaches that build internal and
external capacity for improvement. This requires knowledge about the complex
relationship between students, teaching staff, and schools and about its process of
change. The learning and change process depend ultimately on teachers, supported in
turn by their principals, drawing on a web of internal and external support. Hence, in
school improvement, change efforts are more likely to succeed if there is agreement
and consistency between principal and all the staff, a clear plan and strategy to guide
action and out support for internal initiatives. Thus, the school principals, woreda
supervisors and cluster school supervisors should encourage teachers, students and all
stakeholders to have an understanding on school improvement program in order to
achieve the students’ learning outcomes. This can be done by incorporating the
involvement of school-based staff development; involvement of students in school
activities; initiating of collaborative planning; strengthening leadership capacity;
improving coordination among different stakeholders and efforts to change negatively
affected culture of the schools. Because, schools are social institutions that are made
to attain certain goals of the whole society in general and the local community in
particular.

Furthermore, school inputs and learning facilities are highly essential to improve
quality of students learning achievement and attainment as well as to ensure success
of school improvement program. However, schools have not adequately incorporating

the inputs and needs of students with school learning facilities to enhance school
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improvement efforts. As a result, the schools are likely to lack that the achievable
learning outcomes. In addition, the inaccessibility of the schools’ learning facilities
could also discourage the learning-teaching process. Therefore, adequate budget
should be allocated and utilized accordingly at different levels of fulfill the learning
facilities required for learning needs of learners.

Best practices of the schools, concerning the practice of school improvement program
should be organized and shared to all schools and stakeholders to enhance its
progress.

Finally, the researcher would like to recommend that further researchers need to be
conducted on the practice of implementing school improvement program to come-up

with wide scale and more detailed investigations.
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APPENDIX A,
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT
A Questionnaire to be filled by Teachers
General Instruction:
This study aimed to assess the practices and problems of implementing school improvement program.
Therefore, this questionnaire is designed to collect relevant information on the practices and problems of
implementing school improvement program. The analysis of the obtained data from field with other sources
serve to identify the current practices and problems of school improvement program in second cycle primary
schools of South East Zone of Tigray Regional National State. The information provided in the questionnaire
will be treated confidentially and used for academic purpose only. Hence, your genuine contribution will be
essential for the success of this academic endeavor. Thus, you are kindly requested to respond carefully and
honestly.
N.B. 1. Nopthat, no need of writing your name
2. Please, follow the general directions given under each part
Part One: Personal Information
1.1 Nameof the: SChool ....cocsrvvmmrsensnrsssorressssosinns WOTBAR oot s mrmssmasmsmninanmen
Instruction: please put a tick ( v ) mark on the space provided for each information.

1.2 Sex: Female [ ) Male ()
1.3 Age: below 2l years (] 21-30years [ ) 3140 years [ )

41 —50years [ ] above 50 years [__]
1.4 Qualification: MA/MSec  [_] BA/BS¢/BEd [ ] Diploma [ ]
Certificate :l Others [
1.5 Work Experience: Bellow 6 years [__] 6-10years ] 11—15years [_]
16 —20 years [ ] above 20 years [ |

1.7 Have you obtained any training on school improvement program since 2007?
Yes [] No.
1.8 If your answer tol.7 is ‘Yes’, how many times? List down the major areas or topics covered during the

training.

Thank you for your cooperation!
Part Two: Establishing Momentum for School Improvement Program
2.1 Objectives of School Improvement
The following are statements about the purpose or objectives of promoting school improvement in terms of
priorities. Please rate each objective to what extent these aspects given priorities in your school. Rate your

response from strongly agree to strongly disagree and put a tick mark (") in the space provided under the



numbers which closely represents your perception. The number indicates: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 =

Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 = strongly disagree

No | Objectives of School Improvement Program Rating scales
. 51413121
1 Objectives of SIP that strengthen internal capacity at schools are formulated
Objectives that enhance quality of teaching learning process are clearly stated
3 Objectives of SIP which enable to create democratic leadership and management

system are set properly

4 Objectives of SIP are not stated to improve quality of student learning outcomes

5 Objectives of SIP that help to Improve parent and community school relations
are well stated

2.2 School Improvement Preparation
The following are statements about the school improvement preparation that your school made before
embarking on implementation of school improvement process. Please rate each item to what extent, given
priorities in your school from strongly agree to strongly disagree and put a tick ( v' ) mark in the space provided
under the numbers which closely represents your perception using the five point scale. The number indicates:

5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 = strongly disagree

No | Preparation for SIP Rating scales
5 (4131211

1 Leaders ability in understanding of the implementation of SIP is low

2 Leaders capacity to exert efforts to enhance staff commitment is very low

3 Schools efforts to mobilize resources and allocation time for discussion of
improvement activities are not sufficient enough

4 Efforts in identification of change agent before implementation is very high

5 School leaders’ effort made to map and understand the existing school culture for
change is low

Part Three: Practices of School Improvement Domains

The following items are about the practices of school improvement domains at school level. Please rate the
extent of implementing school improvement process in your school from strongly agree to strongly disagree and
put a tick (v) mark in the space provided under the numbers which closely represents your perception using the
five point scale. The number indicates: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 =
strongly disagree

3.1 Learning and Teaching Process

No. | Items Rating scales
5 |4(3[2]1

1 The allocated periods to instructional purpose is fully used
2 Students have self confidence in their ability to learn
3 Students are engaged based on the quality of their work
4 Teachers feedback is timely to all forms of students’ learning assessment,

class work, home work, tests and examinations
5 Teachers effort in preparing learning lessons of teaching-learning process is

very great
6 Efforts of teachers practice in using different active teaching methods and

teaching aids is not satisfactory




T Students are not active with different teaching strategies used by teachers

8 School teachers are participated actively in curriculum design and evaluation

9 Expectation of students’ result to do their best by setting standards to meet
better outcomes is described

10 | Formal ways of students to negotiate and comment on curriculum is
embedded in classroom practices

11 Students understand how to relate what they learn at school to real-life
situations is very high

3.2 Leadership and Management
No. | Items Rating scales
5 14(3(2

1 Ability to set directions and guide the school community in alignment of its
purpose and practice of the school improvement program is low

2 Schools strategic plans are developed as a result of self assessment

3 School leadership practice in articulating clear vision in school strategic plan

4 School leaders encourage collaborative in articulating vision of the school is
high

5 School leadership practice in communicating school vision, mission, goal, and
objectives to all stakeholders is continuously done

6 The values, ethics, guide principles and purpose of the school are defined and
known by the whole school community
The commitment of school community to realize vision of the school is high
Stakeholders commitment to practice vision of the school is very high

9 The identified ongoing improvement problems are given immediate response
by the school management

10 | Monitoring and evaluation on school improvement implementation process is
not evidenced among the school management and all stakeholders

3.3 Save and Health School Environment
No. | Items Rating scales
514|13(2

1 Classroom is created as safe and secure learning environment

2 Leaders ability to create opportunity to use external change for internal
change is very high

3 School leaders readiness to promote a learning community is high

4 The school management inform teachers and students about the detailed
records of disciplinary problems to prevent their repetition

5 There exists well care of school facilities, furniture and laboratory equipments

6 There is mutual understanding between and among students, teachers, and
school community

7 Participation of students in extra-curricular activities is high
Treatment of students by teachers in attending classes is not remarkable

9 Encouragement of students with special needs to have equal access to learning

outcomes (for instance, students with physical disabilities and impairment,
fast, average and slow learners) is very low




! l:

3.4 School Community Involvement

No. | Items Rating scales
2 1413121
1 The school develop effective relationships with parents to support student
engagement with learning
2 Teachers’ consultation with parents of students’ at least once a month is not
practiced well
3 Serving of parents on commit‘ees of the school management body is low
4 Continuous evaluation of the school’s parent involvement program is part of
the school’s daily operation
5 Parents and communities are involved in self assessment
6 Regular schedule is arranged to report students progress and achievement

Part Four: Conditions for School Improvement

4.1 Internal Conditions
4.1.1 School-Based Staff Development

No

Items

Rating scales

5 (413121

Professional learning such as CPD is valued high for school improvement

Classroom is considered as the centre of staff development

Encouragement of individual staff effort help for their professional development

Need assessment is practiced for staff development to improve learning outcomes

wn| & wl | —

There exists collaborative way of working relationship, sprit of team work and
communication among the staff

(=)

There exists allocation of sufficient time for staff development

~l

Staff involvement in action research is increased to solve school improvement
problems as compared with the past

4.1.2 Students Involvement (participation)

No.

Mems

Rating scales

%

51413121

Students are encouraged to participate in all activities in integrated way

Students feel happy in their involvement of school policies and decisions

Teachers are encouraged to develop students’ participation in school decision
making

Schools are created opportunities for students in to self-regulating and’ value
their participation

4.1.3 Collaborative Planning

No.

[tems

Rating scales

5141321

The collective planning culture is encouraged and practiced

School communities are aware of the priorities of school improvement program

School communities collaboration is encouraged in reviewing and modifying
school improvement plan




4.1.4 School Leadership

No. | Items Rating scales
5 14(3(2]1
1 School leaders ability in reflective practices of management to achieve
improvement in teaching-learning process is highly initiated
Opportunity is given for others to lead school improvement activities
School’s leadership team are demonstrated effective resource management
system to achieve learning outcomes
-4 School leaders ability is high to solve problems in implementing educational
activities
5 School leaders have awareness in formulating and demonstrating vision and
long range plan of the school
4.2 External Conditions
4.2.1 Environmental Conditions
No. | Items Rating scales
5141321
1 School leaders capacity in articulating the needs of the school to the local
community to meet the community expectations is very high
2 School leaders responsibility to build bridges between different categories of
stakeholders for school improvement is low
3 Ability to promote the students and professional learning agenda with the media
and influential community groups is low
4.2.2 Capacity Building
No. | Items Rating scales
5141321
1 The existence of commitment and readiness for change by school leaders,
woreda experts is low
2 Provision of supervisor service, advice and clarification of policy is minimal
3 Leading experience sharing and working relationship among schools is not
practiced well
4 Capacity to allocate sufficient budget from woreda education officers is
sufficient
5 School leaders ability to provide training for professional growth is well
implemented
4.2.3 Policy Issues
No. | Items Rating scales
5141321
1 Written policy is provided with a wide range of policy options for choice
3 School policies allow stakeholders participation
5 Clear strategies are set to monitor and evaluate the school improvement

process




4.2.4 Cultural Issues

No. | Items Rating scales
5 (4(13(2]1

1 Identifying solutions for social problems is low
2 There exists uniformity of values and practices across school districts
3 Students’ aspirations, perceptions, and behaviors learning in the school is

good
4 Parents have positive aspirations and perception towards their children’s

education.

Part Five: Problems Encountered in Implementing School Improvement Program

Below are listsof possible problems assumed to affect the implementation of school improvement process.

Please rate to what extent these problems affect the school improvement progress as being observed currently in

your school from not at all a problem to very serious and put a tick (v) mark in the space provided under the

numbers which closely represents your perception using the five point scale. The number indicates:

1 = very serious; 2 = serious; 3 = Undecided; 4 = Less serious; and 5 = not at all a problem

school improvement program

No. | Items Extent of impediment
5 4 131211

1 Absence of consistent awareness raising about school improvement among the
school community by the school management

2 Lack of clear vision about school improvement

3 Lack of continuous training and evaluation

4 Shortage of budget and low financial support from stakeholders

5 Poor practice of WOE officers in monitoring and supervising to progress of SIP

6 transfer of high experienced teachers to other sectors

7 Lack of access to recent research information

8 Difficulty to change existing culture of the school

8 Lack of commitment and resistance to change by

9 Low stakeholders involvement in school improvement program

10 | Lack of encouragement for effective teachers, school leaders, parents and
students

11 Over work load on the part of teaching staff

12 | Low commitment of local political leaders

13 | Poor school improvement planning on the part of school management

14 | Absence of effective experience sharing within and among schools

15 Poor practice of school leaders in searching external fund to promote school
improvement program

16 Poor practice of woreda education officers in searching external fund to promote

5.2 Please, you are kindly requested to list down factors that hider implementing school improvement program.

5.3 What do you suggest to enhance success of school improvement program?




APPENDIX A,
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT
A Questionnaire to be Filled by PTSA Members
General Instruction:
This study aimed to assess the practices and problems of implementing school improvement program.
Therefore, this questionnaire is designed to collect relevant information on the practices and problems of
implementing school improvement program. The analysis of the obtained data from field with other sources
serve to identify the current practices and problems of school improvement program in second cycle primary
schools of South East Zone of Tigray Regional National State. The information provided in the questionnaire
will be treated confidentially and used for academic purpose only. Hence, your genuine contribution will be
essential for the success of this academic endeavor. Thus, you are kindly requested to respond carefully and
honestly.
N.B. 1. Not that, no need of writing your name
2. Please, follow the general directions given under each part
Thank you for your cooperation!

Part One: Personal Information

1.1 Name of the School ..........ccoevvviiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn. WO o e R s Gl s
Instruction: please put a tick ( v" ) mark on the space provided for each information.
1.2 Sex: Female [ Male [ ]

1.3 Age: 25yearsandbelow [] 26-45years [] 46 years and above years [__|
1.4 Your current position in the school: Principal [__]  Vice principal [__]

Teachers’ representative in PTSA [_] Parent representative in PTSA 1]
Students’ representative in PTSA [_|
1.5 Principal’s Educational Background: EdPM [__] Non-EdPM,[_] MajJor susesawess
1.6 Your current Highest Education level: 107 /122 [] BA/BSc/BEd [_|
MA/MSc [] Others dE 40V, svinismmnevmmssess
1.7 Principals Work Experience: 1-4 years [ ] 5-8years [ ]
9—12years [__] above 12 years [__|
1.8 PTSA Work Experience as PTSA members: 1-4 years [__] 5-8years [ ]
9-12years [ ] above 12 years [__]

1.9 Have you obtained any training on school improvement program since 2007?

Yes [] No. []

1.10 If your answer tol.7 is ‘Yes’, how many times? List down the major areas or topics covered during the
training.



Part Two: Establishing Momentum for School Improvement Program

2.1 Objectives of School Improvement
The following are statements about the purpose or objectives of promoting school improvement in terms of
priorities. Please rate each objective to what extent these aspects given priorities in your school. Rate your
response from strongly agree to strongly disagree and put a tick mark (¥') in the space provided under the
numbers which closely represents your perception. The number indicates: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 =

Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 = strongly disagree

No | Objectives of School Improvement Program Rating scales
514 (321

Objectives of SIP that strengthen internal capacity at schools are formulated

Objectives that enhance quality of teaching learning process are clearly stated

3 Objectives of SIP which enable to create democratic leadership and management
system are set properly

4 Objectives of SIP are not stated to improve quality of student learning outcomes

5 Objectives of SIP that help to Improve parent and community school relations
are well stated

2.2 School Improvement Preparation
The following are statements about the school improvement preparation that your school made before
embarking on implementation of school improvement process. Please rate each item to what extent, given
priorities in your school from strongly agree to strongly disagree and put a tick ( ¥ ) mark in the space provided
under the numbers which closely represents your perception using the five point scale. The number indicates:

5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 = strongly disagree

No | Preparation for SIP Rating scales
S |4[(3]2]1

1 Leaders ability in understanding of the implementation of SIP is low

2 Leaders capacity to exert efforts to enhance staff commitment is very low

3 Schools efforts to mobilize resources and allocation time for discussion of
improvement activities are not sufficient enough

4 Efforts in identification of change agent before implementation is very high

5 School leaders’ effort made to map and understand the existing school culture for
change is low

Part Three: Practices of School Improvement Domains

The following items are about the practices of school improvement domains at school level. Please rate the
extent of implementing school improvement process in your school from strongly agree to strongly disagree and
put a tick (v) mark in the space provided under the numbers which closely represents your perception using the
five point scale. The number indicates: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = Undecided; 2 = disagree; and | =
strongly disagree

3.1 Learning and Teaching Process

No. | Items Rating scales
5 14321

The allocated periods to instructional purpose is fully used

Students have self confidence in their ability to learn

Students are _engaged based on the quality of their work
Teachers feedback is timely to all forms of students’ learning assessment,

Bl N —




class work, home work, tests and examinations

5 Teachers effort in preparing learning lessons of teaching-learning process is
very great

6 Efforts of teachers practice in using different active teaching methods and
teaching aids is not satisfactory

7 Students are not active with different teaching strategies used by teachers
School teachers are participated actively in curriculum design and evaluation

9 Expectation of students’ result to do their best by setting standards to meet
better outcomes is described

10 | Formal ways of students to negotiate and comment on curriculum is
embedded in classroom practices

11 | Students understand how to relate what they learn at school to real-life
situations is very high

3.2 Leadership and Management
No. | Items Rating scales
5 14(3]2

1 Ability to set directions and guide the school community in alignment of its
purpose and practice of the school improvement program is low

2 Schools strategic plans are developed as a result of self assessment

3 School leadership practice in articulating clear vision in school strategic plan

4 School leaders encourage collaborative in articulating vision of the school is
high

5 School leadership practice in communicating school vision, mission, goal, and
objectives to all stakeholders is continuously done

6 The values, ethics, guide principles and purpose of the school are defined and
known by the whole school community
The commitment of school community to realize vision of the school is high
Stakeholders commitment to practice vision of the school is very high
The identified ongoing improvement problems are given immediate response
by the school management

10 | Monitoring and evaluation on school improvement implementation process is
not evidenced among the school management and all stakeholders

3.3 School Community Involvement
No. | Items Rating scales
514132

1 The school develop effective relationships with parents to support student
engagement with learning

2 Teachers’ consultation with parents of students’ at least once a month is not
practiced well

3 Serving of parents on committees of the school management body is low

4 Continuous evaluation of the school’s parent involvement program is part of
the school’s daily operation

5 Parents and communities are involved in self assessment

6 Regular schedule is arranged to report students progress and achievement




3.4 Save and Health School Environment

No. | Items Rating scales
5 [4]3]2
1 Classroom is created as safe and secure learning environment
2 Leaders ability to create opportunity to use external change for internal
change is very high
3 School leaders readiness to promote a learning community is high
4 The school management inform teachers and students about the detailed
records of disciplinary problems to prevent their repetition
5 There exists well care of school facilities, furniture and laboratory equipments
6 There is mutual understanding between and among students, teachers, and
school community
7 Participation of students in extra-curricular activities is high
8 Treatment of students by teachers in attending classes is not remarkable
9 Encouragement of students with special needs to have equal access to learning
outcomes (for instance, students with physical disabilities and impairment,
fast, average and slow learners) is very low

Part Four: Conditions for School Improvement

4.1 Internal Conditions

4.1.1 Students Involvement (participation)

No.

Items

Rating scales

5

4

3

2

Students are encouraged to participate in all activities in integrated way

Students feel happy in their involvement of school policies and decisions

Teachers are encouraged to develop students’ participation in school decision
making

Schools are created opportunities for students in to self-regulating and value
their participation

4.1.2 Collaborative Planning

No.

Items

Rating scales

5

4

3

2

The collective planning culture is encouraged and practiced

School communities are aware of the priorities of school improvement program

School communities collaboration is encouraged in reviewing and modifying
school improvement plan

4.2 External Conditions

4.2.1 Environmental Conditions

Items

Rating scales

5

4

3

2

School leaders capacity in articulating the needs of the school to the local
community to meet the community expectations is very high

School leaders responsibility to build bridges between different categories of
stakeholders for school improvement is low

Ability to promote the students and professional learning agenda with the media
and influential community groups is low




4.2.2 Capacity Building

education.

No. | Items Rating scales
5141321
1 The existence of commitment and readiness for change by school leaders,
woreda experts is low
2 Provision of supervisor service, advice and clarification of policy is minimal
3 Leading experience sharing and working relationship among schools is not
practiced well
4 Capacity to allocate sufficient budget from woreda education officers is
sufficient
5 School leaders ability to provide training for professional growth is well
implemented
4.2.3 Policy Issues
No. | Items Rating scales
51413121
1 Written policy is provided with a wide range of policy options for choice
2 School policies allow stakeholders participation
3 Clear strategies are set to monitor and evaluate the school improvement
process
4.2.4 Cultural Issues
No. | Items Rating scales
51413121
1 Identifying solutions for social problems is low
2 There exists uniformity of values and practices across school districts
3 Students’ aspirations, perceptions, and behaviors learning in the school is
good
4 Parents have positive aspirations and perception towards their children’s

Part Five: Problems Encountered in Implementing School Improvement Program

Below are list of possible problems assumed to affect the implementation of school improvement process.

Please rate to what extent these problems affect the school improvement progress as being observed currently in

your school from not at all a problem to very serious and put a tick (v") mark in the space provided under the

numbers which closely represents your perception using the five point scale. The number indicates:

= very serious; 2 = serious; 3 = Undecided; 4 = Less serious; and 5 = not at all a problem

No.

Items

Extent of impediment

5 |4 (3 ]|21|1

Absence of consistent awareness raising about school improvement among the

school community by the school management

Lack of clear vision about school improvement

Lack of continuous training and evaluation

Shortage of budget and low financial support from stakeholders

Poor practice of WOE officers in monitoring and supervising to progress of SIP

| | B W] o

transfer of high experienced teachers to other sectors




Lack of access to recent research information

Difficulty to change existing culture of the school

4
8

8 Lack of commitment and resistance to change by

9 Low stakeholders involvement in school improvement program

10 Lack of encouragement for effective teachers, school leaders, parents and
students

11 Over work load on the part of teaching staff

12 Low commitment of local political leaders

13 | Poor school improvement planning on the part of school management

14 | Absence of effective experience sharing within and among schools

15 | Poor practice of school leaders in searching external fund to promote school
improvement program

16 | Poor practice of woreda education officers in searching external fund to promote
school improvement program

5.2 Please, you are kindly requested to list down factors that hider implementing school improvement program.

5.3 What do you suggest to enhance success of school improvement program?

APPENDIX A;
ADDIS ABABA UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF GRADUATE STUDIES
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION o
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT
A Questionnaire to be filled by Students
General Instruction:
This study aimed to assess the practices and problems of implementing school improvement program.
Therefore, this questionnaire is designed to collect relevant information on the practices and problems of
implementing school improvement program. The analysis of the obtained data from field with other sources
serve to identify the current practices and problems of school improvement program in second cycle primary
schools of South East Zone of Tigray Regional National State. The information provided in the questionnaire
will be treated confidentially and used for academic purpose only. Hence, your genuine contribution will be
essential for the success of this academic endeavor. Thus, you are kindly requested to respond carefully and
honestly.
N.B. 1. Not that, no need of writing your name
2. Please, follow the general directions given under each part
Thank you for your cooperation!

Part One: Personal Information

1.4 Name:of'the School........couvusssincinns susvunvinyinss WOreda cvs sisssavemms s wevsisssmvsemansoneess
Instruction: please put a tick mark (¥") on the space provided for each information.
1.5 Sex: Female [ Male ]

1.6 Educational Level: Grade5 [__] Grade6 [ Grade7 [ Grade 8 []



1.7 Have you obtained any training on school improvement program since 20077

Yes, [_] No, []
1.8 If your answer tol.7 is ‘Yes’, how many times? List down the major areas or topics covered during the
training,.

Part Two: Establishing Momentum for School Improvement Program

2.1 Objectives of School Improvement
The following are statements about the purpose or objectives of promoting school improvement in terms of
priorities. Please rate each objective to what extent these aspects given priorities in your school. Rate your
response from strongly agree to strongly disagree and put a tick mark (¥) in the space provided under the
numbers which closely represents your perception. The number indicates: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 =

Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 = strongly disagree

No | Objectives of School Improvement Program Rating scales
51413 ]2 |1

Objectives of SIP that strengthen internal capacity at schools are formulated

2 Objectives that enhance quality of teaching learning process are clearly stated

3 Objectives of SIP which enable to create democratic leadership and management
system are set properly

Objectives of SIP are not stated to improve quality of student learning outcomes

8 Objectives of SIP that help to Improve parent and community school relations
are well stated

2.2 School Improvement Preparation
The following are statements about the school improvement preparation that your school made before
embarking on implementation of school improvement process. Please rate each item to what extent, given
priorities in your school from strongly agree to strongly disagree and put a tick ( v ) mark in the space provided
under the numbers which closely represents your perception using the five point scale. The number indicates:

5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = Undecided; 2 = disagree; and 1 = strongly disagree

No | Preparation for SIP Rating scales
5141321

1 Leaders ability in understanding of the implementation of SIP is low

2 Leaders capacity to exert efforts to enhance staff commitment is very low

3 Schools efforts to mobilize resources and allocation time for discussion of
improvement activities are not sufficient enough

4 Efforts in identification of change agent before implementation is very high

5 School leaders’ effort made to map and understand the existing school culture for
change is low

Part Three: Practices of School Improvement Domains
The following items are about the practices of school improvement domains at school level. Please rate the
extent of implementing school improvement process in your school from strongly agree to strongly disagree and

put a tick (v') mark in the space provided under the numbers which closely represents your perception using the



five point scale. The number indicates: 5 = strongly agree; 4 = agree; 3 = Undecided; 2 = disagree; and |1 =

strongly disagree
3.1 Learning and Teaching Process
No. | Items Rating scales
5 14[(3[2]1

The allocated periods to instructional purpose is fully used
Students have self confidence in their ability to learn

1

2

3 Students are engaged based on the quality of their work

4 Teachers feedback is timely to all forms of students’ learning assessment,
class work, home work, tests and examinations

5 Teachers effort in preparing learning lessons of teaching-learning process is
very great
6 Efforts of teachers practice in using different active teaching methods and

teaching aids is not satisfactory
Students are not active with different teaching strategies used by teachers

School teachers are participated actively in curriculum design and evaluation

Expectation of students’ result to do their best by setting standards to meet
better outcomes is described

10 | Formal ways of students to negotiate and comment on curriculum is
embedded in classroom practices

11 | Students understand how to relate what they learn at school to real-life
situations is very high

3.2 Leadership and Management

No. | Items Rating scales
5 14(3(2]1
1 Ability to set directions and guide the school community in alignment of its
purpose and practice of the school improvement program is low
2 Schools strategic plans are developed as a result of self assessment
3 School leadership practice in articulating clear vision in school strategic plan
School leaders encourage collaborative in articulating vision of the school is
high
5 Scﬁlool leadership practice in communicating school vision, mission, goal, and
objectives to all stakeholders is continuously done
6 The values, ethics, guide principles and purpose of the school are defined and

known by the whole school community
7 The commitment of school community to realize vision of the school is high

Stakeholders commitment to practice vision of the school is very high

The identified ongoing improvement problems are given immediate response
by the school management

10 | Monitoring and evaluation on school improvement implementation process is
not evidenced among the school management and all stakeholders

3.3 School Community Involvement

No. | Items Rating scales
5 |43 )21
1 The school develop effective relationships with parents to support student
engagement with learning
2 Teachers’ consultation with parents of students’ at least once a month is not

practiced well




3 Serving of parents on committees of the school management body is low

4 Continuous evaluation of the school’s parent involvement program is part of
the school’s daily operation

5 Parents and communities are involved in self assessment

6 Regular schedule is arranged to report students progress and achievement

3.4 Save and Health School Environment
No. | Items Rating scales
S5 1413 (21

Classroom is created as safe and secure learning environment

2 Leaders ability to create opportunity to use external change for internal
change is very high

3 School leaders readiness to promote a learning community is high

4 The school management inform teachers and students about the detailed
records of disciplinary problems to prevent their repetition

5 There exists well care of school facilities, furniture and laboratory equipments

6 There is mutual understanding between and among students, teachers, and
school community

i Participation of students in extra-curricular activities is high
Treatment of students by teachers in attending classes is not remarkable

9 Encouragement of students with special needs to have equal access to learning
outcomes (for instance, students with physical disabilities and impairment,
fast, average and slow learners) is very low

Part Four: Conditions for School Improvement

4.1 Internal Conditions
4.1.1 School-Based Staff Development

No | Items | Rating scales
5 [4(13]2]1

1 Professional learning such as CPD is valued high for school improvement
2 Classroom is considered as the centre of staff development
3 Encouragement of individual staff effort help for their professional development
4 Need assessment is practiced for staff development to improve learning outcomes
) There exists collaborative way of working relationship, sprit of team work and

communication among the staff
6 There exists allocation of sufficient time for staff development
7 Staff involvement in action research is increased to solve school improvement

problems as compared with the past

4.1.2 Students Involvement (participation)
No. | Items Rating scales
51413211

1 Students are encouraged to participate in all activities in integrated way
2 Students feel happy in their involvement of school policies and decisions
3 Teachers are encouraged to develop students’ participation in school decision

making
4 Schools are created opportunities for students in to self-regulating and value

their participation




4.1.3 Collaborative Planning

No. | Items Rating scales
51432
The collective planning culture is encouraged and practiced
2 School communities are aware of the priorities of school improvement program
3 School communities collaboration is encouraged in reviewing and modifying
school improvement plan
4.1.4 School Leadership
No. | Items Rating scales
514132
1 School leaders ability in reflective practices of management to achieve
improvement in teaching-learning process is highly initiated
Opportunity is given for others to lead school improvement activities
School’s leadership team are demonstrated effective resource management
system to achieve learning outcomes
4 School leaders ability is high to solve problems in implementing educational
activities
5 School leaders have awareness in formulating and demonstrating vision and
long range plan of the school
4.2 External Conditions
4.2.1 Environmental Conditions
No. | Items Rating scales
5432
1 School leaders capacity in articulating the needs of the school to the local
community to meet the community expectations is very high
2 School leaders responsibility to build bridges between different categories of
stakeholders for school improvement is low
3 Ability to promote the students and professional learning agenda with the media
and influential community groups is low
4.2.2 Capacity Building
No. | Items Rating scales
5 [4]3]2
1 The existence of commitment and readiness for change by school leaders,
woreda experts is low
2 Provision of supervisor service, advice and clarification of policy is minimal
3 Leading experience sharing and working relationship among schools is not
practiced well
4 Capacity to allocate sufficient budget from woreda education officers is
sufficient
5 School leaders ability to provide training for professional growth is well
implemented
4.2.3 Policy Issues
No. | Items Rating scales
5 14132
I Written policy is provided with a wide range of policy options for choice
3 School policies allow stakeholders participation
8 Clear strategies are set to monitor and evaluate the school improvement
process




4.2.4 Cultural Issues

No.

Items Rating scales

5

413121

Identifying solutions for social problems is low

There exists uniformity of values and practices across school districts

Students’ aspirations, perceptions, and behaviors learning in the school is
good

Parents have positive aspirations and perception towards their children’s
education. !

Part Five: Problems Encountered in Implementing School Improvement Program

Below are list of possible problems assumed to affect the implementation of school improvement process.

Please rate to what extent these problems affect the school improvement progress as being observed currently in

your school from not at all a problem to very serious and put a tick (v") mark in the space provided under the

numbers which closely represents your perception using the five point scale. The number indicates:

1 = very serious; 2 = serious; 3 = Undetided; 4 = Less serious; and 5 = not at all a problem

No.

Items

Extent of impediment

g |4 |3(2]1

Absence of consistent awareness raising about school improvement among the
school community by the school management

(3]

Lack of clear vision about school improvement

Lack of continuous training and evaluation

Shortage of budget and low financial support from stakeholders

Poor practice of WOE officers in monitoring and supervising to progress of SIP

transfer of high experienced teachers to other sectors

Lack of access to recent research information

Difficulty to change existing culture of the school

Lack of commitment and resistance to change by

Low stakeholders involvement in school improvement program

—| O SO 00 | | | | W

Lack of encouragement for effective teachers, school leaders, parents and
students

Over work load on the part of teaching staff

Low commitment of local political leaders

Poor school improvement planning on the part of school management

Absence of effective experience sharing within and among schools

Poor practice of school leaders in searching external fund to promote school
improvement program

16

Poor practice of woreda education officers in searching external fund to promote
school improvement program

5.2 Please, you are kindly requested to list down factors that hider implementing school improvement program.




5.3 What do you suggest to enhance success of school improvement program?

APPENDIX A,

Interview Questions for School Principals, Cluster School Supervisors

and Woreda Supervisors/ Experts
The objective of this interview is to collect necessary information for the study of “practices and problems of
implementing school improvement program in selected primary schools”, and to identify major problems
affecting the implementation of school improvement program at school level and to come up with some solution
that need to be considered for better learning outcomes. Since your contribution of this study is highly valued,

you are kindly respond to the interview questions presented and student research would like to assure that your

responses are strictly confidential.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation

Part One: General Information and Personal Data
SeX: iy

Afel . ccciniin

Level of Education ....... St

Experience:

As a Teacher .......... as principal ............ as SUpervisor ...........
Current Position: ............

Part Two: Give your response to the questions raised by the researcher in short and precise.
1. What is the purpose or objectives school improvement program?
2. What is your opinion concerning the readiness or school capacity to manage and support change in
your school?
3. What policy options or frameworks have been provided to school contextualize the school
improvement program?
4. What is your opinion concerning strategies used to introduce, implement and monitoring the school
improvement program?
5. What are the major observed problems in external and internal conditions associated with school
improvement program?
6. What solutions do you suggest to minimize the problems?
7. What was the school rank in during the past three years? 1% year ..... 2™ year ..... 3" year ....
Comment:

If you have any opinion, suggestion, and recommendation you well come.

........................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................



APPENDIX As

Observation Checklist
I. School Environment
1. The extent to which school have a well kept and attractive school compound
2. Hygiene and cleanliness of the school environment
3. The quality of school office
4. The availability of toilet both for male and female separately
5. Availability of water supply
6. The existence of recreation centers both for students and staff.
7. School fence
IL. Classroom Facilities :
8. The extent to which the classroom is bright, spacious and airy.
9. The availability of student furniture such as chair, table ...
10. Blackboard
I1I. Learning Facilities
11. Library
12. Laboratory room, equipment, chemicals, and science kits
13. pedagogical centers and teaching aids
IV. School Documents
14. Vision and mission of the school
15. School development plan (short term and long term plan)

16. Report documents (performance progress report, training report and minutes of different school

meeting
17. Self-assessment documents and data
18. Student assessment formats or documents

APPENDIX A

Document Review Checklist
Document review checklist will conduct based on the following school domains.

Part I: Teaching-learning Domain

No. | activities Availability
Yes No
| Teachers evaluate students learning towards instructional objectives based on
continuous assessment such as tests, exams, home work ...
2 The school has strategies and interventions to follow students progress based on
make up classes, tutorial class, special class for girls, ...
3 Classroom teachers’ record identify and analysis of contact with parent

Part 1I: Safe and Enabling School Environment Domain

No. | activities

availability

Yes No

The school has a clear policy about learning safety

The school has discipline policy

The school has a professional code of practice and a conflict resolution process

&l vl o] —

The school has a detail record of all accidents or disciplinary problems occurred in
the school to prevent their reptetion

5 Students are provided with opportunities to participate in health and relationship
programs




Part I1I: Leadership and Management Domain

No. | activities availability
Yes No
1 School strategic plan include intended outcomes, strategies, resources and
measures of achievements
2 Educational standards are linked to teachers expectations and student performance
3 The school’s strategic plan incorporates goals, values, ethics, guiding principles
and purpose of the school
4 The number of staff involved in professional learning and the frequency of this
involvement is documented

Part IV: Community Involvement Domain

No. | activities availability
Yes No
1 There is a plan for welcome parents and make them feel part of the school (school
opening day, parents’ day, ...
2 Community involvement records and minutes of meeting indicate the number of
community participation in the school
3 Community contribution is evident in terms of: money, material, labor ...
4 External organizations’ support is valued in participation of teaching-learning
process

Thank you for your cooperation!
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