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ABSTRACT 

This research was designed to examine the school improvement program implementation 

by focusing on its practices and challenges in selected Secondary Schools of Kirkos Sub-

City To this end descriptive survey design was employed. Both quantitative and 

qualitative methods were used in the study. The study was guided by questions; such as, 

what are the practices of SIP implementation in secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City? 

What are the major challenges encountering the SIP implementation? Data were 

collected by means of questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, focused-group 

discussion, observation and document analysis. Accordingly, the data obtained through 

questionnaires were analyzed by using mean values and standard deviations. For the 

focused group discussion, semi-structured interviews, observation and document analysis 

the data were analyzed by using content analysis technique. Simple random sampling 

was used to select the woredas under the study and purposive sampling techniques were 

employed to the principals, school supervisors and school improvement committees. 

Simple random sampling techniques were used to teachers and students. Also focused 

group discussions were employed to parent’s student teachers association and school 

improvement committees. The major findings of the study indicated that planning SIP 

implementation lacked of conducting self-assessment to identify the current status of the 

school and limited budget was also presented as another challenge. Teachers’ attitude 

and the capacities of the school leaders; moreover, were revealed as the internal factor 

that hindered the successfulness of the program. As a result, school leaders were advised 

to conduct self-assessment and prioritized the problems when planning for school 

improvement program. It was also forwarded that after the assignment of school leaders, 

woreda education administrators would be better providing principals and cluster 

supervisors with management related or leadership training. Finally, strengthening the 

community involvement and collaborative planning were recommended to school 

principals as well as teachers of the schools. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

1.1 Introduction 

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 their teaching 

learning approaches. School improvement; moreover, is essential to enhance the involvement 

of parents and the community in school activities and to improve the effectiveness of the 

school management.  

As it is indicated in the school improvement program guidelines, there are many importance 

of school improvement program implementation. First, it enables schools to improve the 

teaching-learning process by systematically increasing the competency, efficiency and 

motivation of teachers and the management through various techniques (mutual teaching, by 

correcting weaknesses by self-evaluation and developing strong unity by exchanging 

experiences and the realistic practical training etc.). Second, it increases students ‘motivation 

for education and improving the necessary resources for education and to create suitable 

condition for learning. Third, it increases the participation of parents, communities and their 

feelings of responsibility by increasing their awareness regarding education. Finally, it 

provides quality of education by providing the necessary resources through the coordination 

of the community, non-governmental organizations, humanitarian agencies and religious 

organizations, in addition to assistance provided by the government (MoE, 2006). Besides, 

effective school improvement program minimizes wastage of educational resources by 

reducing class repetition, dropout and improving the learning capacity and academic 

achievement of students (MoE, 2006).  

Ensuring the provision of quality and relevant education to its citizens is a challenging issue 

for any country. The provision of quality education got its strengths. Some of the problems 

identified by Khosa, (2009) are that; many schools are dysfunctional and are not 

transforming time, teaching, physical and financial resources in learning outcomes. Next, 

curriculum delivery is poor; teachers do not complete the curriculum, and pitch their teaching 

at levels than those 2 demanded by the curriculum. In addition, district support and 

monitoring functions are inadequate and ineffective. Last but not least, community support of 

schools is low. According to Incoming (1999), the major problems that challenge school 
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improvement initiatives include lacking of providing performance standards for pupils, 

teachers and staff. Ministry of Education of Ethiopia developed standard guidelines to assess 

the schools, established incentive systems, encouraged self and peer monitoring and 

evaluation, and promoted advocacy and social for quality education. All in all, the main 

challenges in School Improvement Program everywhere in the world that not much powerful 

and sustainable change happens in schooling are inability to make it happens in classrooms. 

 

1.2.   Background of the study 

The  functions  of  education  in  Ethiopia;  as  in  other  part  of  the  world,  are  many  and  

varied. Education promotes the development and extension of our democratic beliefs, 

contributes to the realization of individual potentialities, and prepares the way for future 

progress and change. It transmits and perpetuates the cultural achievements of each 

generation as well as advancing the economic well-being of the nation. According to World 

Bank (1995:19), education is a major instrument for economic growth and social 

development. Psacharopoulos (1987:423), also writes that ascertaining minimum  level of 

educational provision is necessary to a country in order to better  attain  a  reasonably  high  

rate  of  economic  growth.  These are only a few of the many reasons why schools are 

organized. 

To improve the quality of education in the country, the Federal Democratic Republic of 

Ethiopia issued two policy documents entitled, Education and Training Policy and Education 

Sector Strategy in  1994.Though  these  policies  stressed  the  need  to  address  issues  of  

access, equity, relevance,  quality  and  efficiency.  They initially, focused on improving 

education access and equity.  The  Government  then  started  to  emphasize  the  importance  

of  school  governance.  For example,  the  Education  Sector  Development  Programmed  

(ESDP  I)  (MOE  1998)  defined  the roles and responsibilities of school governance at the 

federal, regional and  district level. Another program  recently  developed  and  currently  

under  implementation  is  the  General  Education Quality  Improvement  Package  (GEQIP)  

which  has  six  pillars  in  it.  These  are;  School Improvement  program  (SIP),  Teachers‘  

Development  Program  (TDP),  Civics  and  Ethical Education,  Curriculum  Improvement  
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Program,  Information  and  Communication  Technology (ICT) and Management and 

Administration Program (MAP). 

Although  there  are  six  different  pillars  in  General  Education  Quality  Improvement  

Package (GEQIP) as indicated above, there is a substantial agreement that  all of the other 

five pillars (that is;  Teachers‘  Development  Program  (TDP),  Civics  and  Ethical  

Education,  Curriculum Improvement  Program,  Information  and  Communication  

Technology  (ICT)  and  Management and Administration Program (MAP)  are there to 

strengthen School Improvement Program  (SIP), because all of them are inputs for SIP which  

gives more attention to  student achievement. The School  Improvement  Program  comprises  

four  domains,  12  elements,  26  standards  and  88indicators;  all  of  them  targeting  at  

improving  students’  performance  in  general  education  sub sector.  Therefore, the 

researcher chose to concentrate on SIP looking at the practices, challenges and opportunities 

existed in the implementation of School Improvement Program. 

School Improvement Program in this context  is described as a concept that has a major goal 

of improving students‘ performance in schools throughout  the development of a school 

assessment system  which  is  undertaken  against  the  four school  domains.  The  four  

domains  include  the teaching  learning  process,  school  leadership  and  management,  safe  

and  healthy  school environment,  and  relations  among  parents,  community  and  school  

which  are  expressed  as community  involvement  domain  (MOE,  1999).The  elements  

and  indicators  of  SIP  are interdependent and complementary to each other, which are 

directed towards attaining the major goals of improving students‘ performance. 

The school  improvement approach starts with schools and their stakeholders undertaking a 

self-assessment  to  identify  their  goals  followed  by  development  and  implementation  of  

a  school improvement  plan.  The  schools  are  also  required  to  maintain  information  or  

data  on  the effectiveness of their plans. The school improvement assessment methodology 

will be critical in strengthening the planning and utilization of the school grant and other 

resources which in turn will realize measurable gains in school performance and the quality 

of education (MoE, 1999). In 2006-2007, the Moe developed the school self-assessment form 

with assistance from regional education bureau and teachers’ education institutions. The 

purpose of the assessment is to review where the school is currently and to identify the area‘s 
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most in need of development. It identifies four domains as the most significant areas in need 

of school improvement within each domain failure of school improvement efforts include 

several perspectives and standards (MoE, 1999). 

School improvement is a systematic and planned effort to change both the learning 

conditions and other related internal conditions in schools, with the main aim of more 

effective achievement of educational goals.  However,  the  school  does  not  act  on  its  

own  since  it  is  a  part  of  the education system with which it should work cooperatively to 

achieve the highest levels of quality (Hopkins and Lagerweij, 1997).  

The success of any program depends upon the participation of stakeholders in terms of 

physical, financial and moral support. If the stakeholders believe that a certain plan or 

program addresses their needs and reflects their aspirations, then they will definitely show 

their concern for it.  If they feel that it is necessary to implement a plan; then, they can create 

environment which could contribute to the success of the plan. If the plan or program 

involves the stakeholders from the designing stage to the implementation as well as to the 

evaluation, then the success of plan could be ensured. The introduction of SIP has created an 

environment where the stakeholders could feel that the plan is necessary for the school 

development where their children are learning. The effort  has  further  been  providing  the  

stakeholders  with  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the designing  and  implementation  of  

the  plan.  During  the  discussion,  teachers  and  head-teachers expressed  the  view  that  the  

process  is  autonomy:  it  either  belongs  to  a  centralized  or  to  a decentralized education 

system. So, irrespective  of the system‘s  educational policy, the school can  intervene  by  

modifying  its  own  internal  educational  policy  (Theophilides  and  Stylianides,2000; Hoy 

and Miskel,  2008).  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  their  teaching  learning  approaches.  Moreover, school improvement 

is essential to enhance the involvement of parents and the community in the schools 

management.  

The importance of implementing SIP as indicated in school improvement guideline are: first 

it enables  the  school  to  improve  the  teaching-learning  process  by  systematically  

increasing  the competency,  efficiency  and  motivation  of  teachers  and  the  management  
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through  various techniques  (mutual  teaching  by  correcting  weakness  by  self-evaluation  

and  developing  strong unity  by  exchanges  the  experiences  and  the  realistic  practical  

training).  Second, it increases students’ achievement or education and improving the 

necessary resources for education and to create suitable condition for learning.  Third,  it  

increases  the  participation  of  parents  and  the community and their feeling of 

responsibility by increasing their awareness regarding education and  lastly  it  provides  

quality  of  education  by  providing  the  necessary  resources  through  the coordination  of  

the  community,  nongovernmental  organizations,  in  addition  to  assistance provided by 

the government (MoE, 2006).  In light of these facts, this study intended to examine the 

practices of SIP implementation in secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City. Assessment of the 

major challenges encountered during the implementation of SIP was also conducted. 

Moreover, the study had looked into the opportunities existed which the schools could have 

been used  to enhance  the  implementation  of  SIP  but  they  did  not  use  in  Secondary  

Schools  of  Kirkos Sub-City. 

1.3. Statement of the problem 

Ensuring  the  provision  of  quality  and  relevant  education  to  its  citizens  has  been  the  

most challenging concern to developing countries. Some of the problems identified by Khosa 

(2009) include,  many  schools  are  lacking  quality  education  and  are  not  transforming  

time,  teaching, physical and financial resources in learning outcomes.  Besides that, 

curriculum delivery is poor; teachers do not complete the curriculum, and pitch their teaching 

at levels than those demanded by the curriculum.  In addition, district support and monitoring 

functions are inadequate and ineffective.  Last  but  not  least,  community  support  of  

schools  is  low.  To  incoming  (1999),  the major  problem  that  challenges  school  

improvement  initiatives  include,  lacking  of  providing performance standards for pupils, 

teachers and staff develop a standard guide system to assess the schools, establish incentive 

systems encourage self and peer monitoring and evaluation, and promote advocacy and 

social for quality education.  

Generally, the main challenge in school improvement everywhere is that not much powerful 

and sustainable change happens in schooling is inability to make it happens in classrooms. 

Although many of the SIP initiatives were related to teaching and assessment practices, we 
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heard little to suggest that classroom practices being transformed in ways that would lead to 

improve students leaning (Earl et al, 2003). 

According to Education Commission for Improvement (2000), schools can only make a 

lasting difference  when  they  focus  on  specific  goals  and  strategies  for  change.  School 

improvement planning is a process through which schools set goals for improvement and 

make decisions about how and when these goals will be achieved. The ultimate objective of 

the process is to improve student achievement levels by enhancing the way curriculum is 

delivered, by creating a positive environment  for  learning,  and  by  increasing  the  degree  

to  which  parents  are  involved  in  their children‘s  learning  at  school  and  in  the  home.  

Schools  have  to  design  and  invent  their  own solutions  for  specific  problems  and  

improvement  in  general. Creemers and Reezigt (1997) School improvement can also 

provide new insights and new possibilities for effective school factors. 

As  a  result,  alongside  ESDPs  and  GEQIP,  the  Federal  Democratic  Republic  of  

Ethiopia  has designed and implemented the School Improvement Programmed (SIP). One of 

the main focuses of this was strengthening school management and parent and community 

partnership in order to improve decision-making at school level (MOE 2005:  56).  The  

document  outlined  the  main components  of  school  management  and  administration  as:  

head-teacher  and  assistant  head teacher; school management committees at various levels 

(comprising teachers, students, parents and  representatives of the local community); and 

educational experts and supervisors working at various levels outside the school. These 

parties are expected to take responsibility for  problems and  weaknesses  that  arise  in  

schools,  and  they  play  leading  roles  in  implementing  effective practices  and  decisions  

(MOE  2007).Various  studies  have  been  carried  out  on  the implementation of school 

improvement program in government primary and secondary schools.  

Among these DerejeHafosha (2013), RahelAshagre (2014), AbderaGudisa (2011), 

IsayasAmpune (2009), EsayasGorfe (2010), and AdemWado (2011) are some to be 

mentioned. The findings  of  many  of  these  studies  for  example;  DerejeHafosha  (2013)  

and  IsayasAmpune(2009) indicate that  educational leaders lacked  enough capacity to 

implement SIP. In addition it is  also  showed  that  absence  of  adequately  trained  school  
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leaders  in  the  field  of educational leadership and management added to the weak 

implementation of the program.  

Thus,  this  proposition  confirms  that  school  improvement  program  is  the  corner  stone  

for  all school  improvement  activities.  Moreover,  it  can  also  be  noted  that  the  quality  

of  school improvement program implementation largely depends upon the presence  of 

adequately trained school  leaders  in  the  field  of  educational  leadership  and  

management.  However, the current practices showed that educational leaders have no 

enough capacity to implement SIP.  Thus, the absence  of  adequately  trained  school  

leaders  in  the  field  of  educational  leadership  and management would add to the weak 

implementation of the school improvement program. 

The  purpose  of  this  study;  therefore,  was  to  examine  the  practices  of  SIP  

implementation  in secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City. Assessment of the major 

challenges encountered during the implementation of SIP was also conducted.  Moreover,  

the  study  had looked  into  the  opportunities  existed  which  the  schools  could  have  been  

used  to  enhance  the implementation  of  SIP  but  they  did  not  use  in  Secondary  Schools  

of Kirkos Sub-City. 

Based on these, the study was expected to give answers to the following basic questions: 

1. What are the practices of SIP implementation in Secondary Schools of Kirkos 

Sub-City? 

           2.  What are the major challenges encountering the SIP implementation? 

1.4. Objectives of the study 

1.4.1. General objective 

The general objective of this study was to examine practices and challenges of SIP 

implementation in the government Secondary Schools of Kirkos Sub-City. 
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1.4.2. Specific objective 

In order to fulfill the above mentioned broad aim, some specific objectives were needed to be  

addressed. Specifically; therefore, the research would see to:   

1.  To identify the current practices of SIP implementation in government secondary  

Schools of Kirkos Sub-City.  

2.  To describe the challenges encountering the implementation of SIP in government 

 Secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City. 

1.5.  Significance of the study 

As  it  is  stated  in  the  review  of  Ethiopian  Education  Training  Policy  and  its  

Implementation (2008)  the  assumption  is  that  the  education  system  should  be  relevant  

for  the  nation‘s  overall development and that strategies should and can be implemented. 

There is also a clear assumption that an education policy should have a positive impact on 

beneficiaries, otherwise it should not be  formulated  since  it  leads  to  the  wastage  of  

human,  material  and  financial  resources.  So, to ‘achieve this objective schools are place 

where the implementation takes place. 

Thus, the study was significant to the field of education in that it allowed principals and 

teachers to understand the main focus of SIP as it is related to school improvement in 

general.    Besides that, the result of this study would provide principals and teachers a better 

understanding of the main  impediment  in  improving  school  quality;  that  is,  changing  

the  mentality  of  the  society. Moreover,  the  study  would  provide  principals  and  

teachers  a  better  understanding  of  what behaviors the faculty must possess that would 

create  a sense of shared purpose and a learning community in which the organizational goals 

are everyone‘s goals.  This study would also allow principals  and  teachers  to  understand  

what  is  needed  in  order  to  increase  the  academic performance  of  both  students  and  

teachers  within  their  schools.  This  is  because;  in  the  very beginning,  principals  need  

to be able to  justify  creating  and  sustaining  school  improvement program implementation 
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experiences in their school, which would later help teachers at the same time to  take 

responsibility for  problems and weaknesses that arise in schools.  Furthermore, this study 

would contribute to the available body of knowledge related to practices and challenges of 

SIP implementation in schools.  

In  addition  to  the  significance  of  the  study  to  educational  field  in  general,  the  study  

was  also important  to  the  school  system  where  the  study  was  conducted.  The study 

could provide principals and teachers with the information that could bring real change in the 

lives of those who were involved in teaching and learning; that is, parents, teachers and 

students.  

1.6.  Delimitation of the study 

Programs  of  school  improvement  are  very  essential  in  improving  students‘  

achievement. However, it would be very difficult to investigate the practices and challenges 

of SIP at all levels of  school  system  and  in  all  regional  states  of  the  country  even  in  

Kirkos Sub City. Since it was very difficult to manage successfully and come up with an 

optimum result in such large area, the study was delimited to the assessment of the practices 

and challenges of the implementation of SIP in secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City. Here, 

how the schools were implementing SIP, the factors hindered the effective implementation of 

the program and the possible ways to implement the program effectively were assessed. 

In this of sub city, there were 11 woredas and5 secondary schools. The study delimited to 

cover only governmental secondary schools.  Out  of  the  total  governmental  secondary  

schools  in  the zone,  5  of  them  were  selected  for  the  study.  Principals,  vice  principals,  

teachers,  supervisors, students  and  school  improvement  program  committee  were  

selected  as  the  participants  in  the sample study. 

1.7.  Limitations of the study 

The limitations of this study were five in number.  First, there was a possibility of low-level 

responses from the respondents. The length of the surveys could lead some teachers to 

quickly and thoughtlessly answer questions to complete the survey.  The principal‘s and 

supervisor‘s interviews as well as students’ and school improvement committee‘s focused 
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group discussions were highly focused. As a result, interview and focused group discussion 

times might not have been used efficiently.    Second, respondents could answer more or less 

survey questionnaires positively due to the knowledge that the data they gave were used in 

the study. Some  teacher respondents  might  have  answered  more  positively  due  to  

believing  their  school  was  being judged;  some  might  have  answered  less  positively  for  

the  same  reason.  Third, there was discrepancy due to answering relative to the other 

answers. Fourth, there was a less than optimal return rate of survey questionnaires. The 

return rate was 95 % for teachers’ surveys over all schools.  The  higher  the  return  rate  the  

more  reliable  the  data;  therefore,  unless  100%  of  the surveys  were  returned,  the  rate  

was  less  than  optimal.  Finally, there was lack of quality information as to why teachers felt 

as they did during the study.  

1.8.  Operational definitions of key terms 

 Improvement: Is the action of providing better than previous situation. 

 Improvement program in education:  further enhancing its strategic goals of 

developing  and  implementing  standards  to  improve  the  access  and  quality  of 

Education for all children to achieve at high level with long term aim. 

 Principals: The managerial staff and professional leaders in charge of schools. 

 Program:  Is a schedule or planned serious of events related to the activities in long 

term aim 

 .School  improvement  program:-is  a  concept  focused  in  increasing  the  academic 

performance  of  students  by  conducting  self-evaluation  on  various  school  domains  

by improving learning input and the following process (MOE, 2006). 

 School  improvement  Committee:-It  is committee  which  established  from  the  

school community and parents to support implementation of SIP in the schools (MOE, 

2006). 

 Secondary School: is a schooling system offering a post elementary school program 

(from Grade 9 to 12). In Ethiopian context duration consists of two years of general 

secondary education. 
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1.9. Organization of the study 

This study was organized in to five chapters.  The first chapter dealt with the problem and its 

approach. The second is concerned with the review of related literature while the third 

chapter provided the readers with the research designs and methodology of the study. The 

fourth chapter contained presentation, analysis and interpretation of data while the fifth 

chapter covered with the summary of the major findings, conclusion and recommendations. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

The study  mainly  aimed  at  assessing  the  practices and  challenges of  SIP implementation  

in  secondary  high  schools  of Kirkos Sub-City.  In  order  to  strengthen  and support the 

study by theoretical frameworks and practical experiences,  an attempt was made to review  

the  related  literature,  summarize  studies  of  previous  researches,  books  and  internet 

sources. 

2.1. The nature & essence of school improvement 

Different people conceptualize and perceive the term school in different ways. Authorities 

also define the term school in different ways of expressions the prominent writer Bollen in 

Reynolds et al. (1996:12) elaborated school as it is a very complex entity in itself and is part 

of a complex educational system with local and national components.  Furthermore, input, 

process and output system was suggested as a very fundamental to conceptualize school 

system. School is an open system organization that interacts with supra system and its 

environment.  This statement supports that schools are the organization that expected to 

satisfy the needs of community and exists by the existence of the community. Schools need 

to be changed if they are not going to meet the needs of today‘s students and society. 

The  organizational  nature  of  school  and  rate  of  the  changing  situation  may  have  an  

effect  on functions of the school system. Schools have an integral component of our ever-

changing society helps  to  create  environment  where  in  our  schools  must  not  only  

survive,  but  also  meets  the difficult  challenge  of  providing   for  educational  needs  of  a  

highly  diversified  client.  Schools must serve the learning needs of the rich, the poor, the 

aged, the gifted, the disadvantaged, and the hand capped (Spiva1978). 

In this regard, the basic change of the school leads us to the school improvement and coping 

with the changing context of the school improvement. The phrase school improvement 

interpreted in various  writers  in  to  several  meanings  having  the  same  or  nearly  the  

same  concept.  Jeilu (2010:173) states that a school improvement is an activity to improve 

the input and process in order to improve teaching and learning outcomes.  
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According to MacBeath (2006:112), school improvement program is described in 

government  document  as  critical  professional  friend  to  the  school,  helping  its 

leadership to evaluate its performance, identifying priorities for improvement and 

planning  effective  change.  The role of school improvement program is to build the 

schools capacity to improve the attainment of pupils and to achieve other key 

outcomes for pupils that bear on attainment.  

School improvement is the process to make the school a place that attracts the pupils to stay 

in it to learn and success in their educations.  In  the  same  manner,  Vein  Hulpia  and  

Valck  (2004) conceptualize  the  phrase  school  improvement  as  a  dynamic,  planned  

rational  change  process with structural and cultural aspect. School improvement is a process 

that is planned along three phases known as initiation, implementation and 

institutionalization.  These writers state that the plan for school improvement is not one shot; 

it is the process needs the change of the structure in the school and change in the cultural 

aspect of the system. Moreover the plan for improvement requires the creation of awareness 

in the implementers and monitoring the implementation from time to time. 

Mackb  (2006),  prepared  the  essence  guidance  and  principles  of  school  improvement  

program which  includes:  strict  adherence  to  confidentiality,  respect  to  the  school  

autonomy  to  plan  its development  starting  from  the  school‘s  self-evaluation  and  needs  

of  the  community,  focus  on pupil‘s achievement and the many factors which influence it 

including the importance of pupil‘s well-being,  professional  challenge  and  support  so  that  

the  head  teachers  feel  that  practice  is improved  by  interaction  with  the  school  

improvement  program  and  there  is  evidence -based assessment  of  the  school‘s  

performance  and  its  strategies  for  improving  and  learning, intervention  on  inverse  

promotion  to  success,  coherence  so  that  external  agencies  consistently support the 

school‘s normal cycles of evaluation, planning and action. 

Generally,  school  improvement  is  an  approach  to  educational  change  rested  on  a  

number  of assumptions, among which is a key focus on the internal condition of a school. 

These include not only  the  teaching  and  learning  activities  of  the  schools,  but  also  its  

organizational  norms, professional  learning  system,  knowledge  transform  process,  

leadership  arrangements  and  its receptiveness to external learning (Hopikins,  2005:86). 
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The range of school improvement goals includes those related to pupils, teachers and school 

organization. School improvements ultimate aim is to enhance pupil‘s progress, achievement 

and development Rob Halsall, (1998:8). This means that school improvement program is a 

systematical, sustained effort aimed at changing the learning  conditions  and  other  related  

internal  conditions  in  schools  with  the  ultimate  aims  of accomplishing educational goals 

more effectively. 

2.2. Historical development of school improvement program 

In the past decades, educational authorities have embarked up on an exercise that has come to 

be known as the restructuring of education.  Recently, the issue of educational change and 

transformation is becoming the current and worldwide agenda. 

According  to  Townsend  (1997:16-17),  school  improvement  approach  in  the  past  thirty  

years approaches have been characterized by two different sets of assumptions. In the 1960s,  

school improvement  internationally  displayed  a  technological  view  of  change,  in  which  

curriculum innovations were mainly introduced top down‘ to schools from outside. The focus 

was on the schools formal organization and curriculum, outcomes were taken as given, and 

the innovation was targeted at the school rather than individual teachers. 

 In the  second  assumptions and  approach of school improvement paradigm of the early 

1980s,school  improvement  was  characterized  by  a  bottom-up  approach  to  school  

improvement, in which improvement attempts were owned by those within schools, although 

outside consultants or  experts   could  offer  knowledge  for  possible  use.  By the late 

(1980s), the journey was also undertaken to enable schools to evaluate their processes and 

outcomes (Townsend, 1997:17). 

The fourth phase was lasted by the year 1990s. Marzano, (2003:158) states that school 

improvement in this phase was characterized by systemic school reform. It does not mean 

that the fourth phase is the end era of school improvement, but this phase was pioneer for the 

current approach of school improvement.  

Furthermore;  Hopkins  2001:16-17,  states that the fundamental approach that enables the 

current educational  change  for  the  development  of  the  recent  comprehensive  approach  
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to  school improvement  consists  of  achievement  oriented,  enquire  based,  aspiration,  

teacher  leadership, capacity  building,  interventionist,  and  strategic  external  support,  

collaborative  and  change oriented approach. This recent approach guaranties to satisfy the 

need of current society, students and the overall objective of the government. 

2.3. The rationale and principles of school improvement program 

2.3.1. The rationale for school improvement program 

Under  a  topic,  frames  for  organizational  change‖  Broman  and  Deal  (1984)  in  Jones,  

and Mallow, (1988:124-125), have described organizations from four different perspectives:  

Human resources frame-involves changing people through training, coaching and personal 

shifts.  Structural  frame  restructuring  goals, technology  and  tables  of 

organization  on  the  assumption  that  form  and  function  are  rationally  related. 

Political terms a distribution of power among shifting coalitions of groups formed by 

their self-interests and past interactions.  Symbolic  frame,-leaders  refocus 

meanings,  values  and  visions  to  create  a  new  organizational  ethos.  School 

reformers need all four frames to recognize the incredible complexities of human 

resources, strategies and structures, power struggles, and cultural meanings present 

in every organizational change. 

As to Gallagher 2004:2:3, school excellence as a concept specialize that teachers ‘role 

determine student learning and their outcomes.  Assuring high student outcome, as the basis 

for its existence, schools are targeting strategies toward classroom instruction where teachers 

take the unique and key responsibility. Such initiative, therefore, enable schools provide 

quality learning and enhance their effectiveness. 

Hopkins,  and Ainiscow  (1993:289-291),  further indicate that the logic of school 

improvement is developed to make their project work well-guided, on grounds of the given 

assumptions, that is, outcomes for students and staff; school culture the aggregate of values, 

norms, and beliefs that characterize the way in which a group of people behave with in a 

specific organizational setting; the  school‘s  background  and  organization;  the  chosen  

improvement  priorities  some  aspect  of curriculum,  assessment  or  classroom  process;  
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the   conditions  necessary  to  support  such changes—frame  works,  the  roles  and  

responsibilities  school  needs  to  get  work  done;  and  the school improvement strategy—

are the deliberate actions or sequence of actions taken by a school staff in order to implement 

identified curriculum or organizational priorities.  

2.3.2. Principles of school improvement 

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

and Ornstein (1991:294) have listed the following guiding principles that need to be owned 

in school improvement process:  (i)  Schools should employ a set of goals and missions 

which are easy to understand,  (ii)  Students‘  achievement  must  be  continuously  checked  

and  evaluated,    (iii) Schools need to help all students especially the low achievers need to 

be tutored and enrichment program should be opened for high talented students, (iv)  

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

their knowledge, information and to develop positive thinking, (v)  Every teachers needs to 

contribute to successful implementation of school improvement  program,  (vi)  Teachers  

must  involve  in  staff  development  by  planning implementing  it,  (vii)  School  

environment  has  to  be  safe  and  health,  (viii)  School community relationship  should  be  

strengthened  so  that  community  and  parents  needs  to  involve  in  SIP implementation, 

and (ix) School leadership should be shared among staff, students and parent. 

2.4. Components of general education quality improvement package  

(GEQIP) 

In  the document of GEQIP (2007), it is  indicated that  the SIP components  is again divided 

into two    sub  components  which  are  the  school  improvement  program  (SIP);  and  the  

school  grant program. The document further describes the main objectives of the component 

as improving the capacity of school to prioritize needs and to develop a school improvement 

program, enhance school  and  community  participation  in  resource  utilization  decision  

government  capacity  to deliver specified amount of school grants at the Woreda level and 

improve learning environment by  providing  sufficient  resource  to  school,  and  resource  

generation;  improving  the  school environment.  



17 
 

2.5. The domain of school improvement program 

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

its  main focus  is  enhancing  students  learning  outcome.  It serves as coordinating 

activities, planning, monitoring and evaluation etc.  of school tasks.  Domains  of  SIP  are  

varying  from  country  to country  based  on  their  priorities.  For instance, MoE (2006) and 

ACT (2009) divided school domains in to four categories.  

According to ACT the four domains of the schools includes: learning and teaching, leading 

and managing, conductive environment and community involvement. The domains represent 

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

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

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

2.5.1. Teaching and learning domain 

Teaching and learning 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  manner  experiences  and  how  progress  will  

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

because the criteria differ for every instructional situation and every teacher. 

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

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

learning  process  the main determinant of educational outcomes. Fulan (1992) in Harris, 

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

learning in the pursuit of sustained school improvement. Curriculum is the issue that could be 

taken in to account in the processes of teaching-learning processes. In development and 

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

institutional delivery and evaluation of the curriculum. 
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2.5.2. Conducive learning environment domain 

Environment  describes  the  promotion  of  positive  and  respectful  relationships  able,  

welcoming and inclusive in safe and productive learning environments strongly engaged and 

participate in the  broad  range  of  learning  opportunities.  The decision about their learning 

and their contributions are valued. In a safe school disciplined environment personal and 

school property are not subject to thief.  Hence, safe conducive climate and healthy school 

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

environment consists of focus, students empowerment and students support and decisive 

domain for the implementation of school improvement program.  

2.5.3. Community involvement domain 

According  to  Van  and  Lamer  (1990:25-32),  in  Kruger  (1996), parent  involvement  is  

the active and willing participation of parents in a wide range of school and home based 

activities which  may  be  educational  or  non-educational.  It extends from supporting and 

upholding the school ethos to supervising children‘s homework at home. Parents 

‘involvement implies mutual cooperation, sharing and support. ‘‘  

Community  involvement  domain  describes  the  development  quality,  ongoing  

community relationship  and  networks.  Schools  are  responsive  to  community  

expectations,  suitable  for learning,  school  administration  and  community  participation.  

Community participation in educational affairs is one of the most important. Community 

participation is a process through which stakeholders shared control over development 

initiatives.  

As to Van (1990:1924) in Kruger,  (1996:78), parent involvement is a matter of principle; 

parent involvement in formal education is legally prescribed; formal education on its own 

cannot fully satisfy the demands of the twenty- first century; guarantee for maintenance of 

community values; the  high  costs  of  education  requires  that  funds  be  utilized  in  the  

best  possible  ways;  the intellectual  development  of  the  child  calls  for  parent-teachers  

cooperation.  Similarly, McNergney, et.al.  (2004:194),  further  indicates  that  good  schools  

and  good  homes  go  together. Evidence  suggests  that  connection  between  home  and  



19 
 

school  help  students  adjust  and  learn. Parents  boost  their  children‘s  academic  

achievement  by  exposing  them  to  intellectually stimulating experiences, requesting 

information, and participating in school governance. 

According to MoE (1996:83), has also indicated the following activities as a means for 

parents to get school; helping children with homework, fund raising ; maintenance building 

and supporting of pupil‘s; organization functions at school helping with extracurricular and 

supporting school activities. Several reports on community involvement indicate that school 

in general and teacher and students in particular benefits a lot from the involvement of the 

community in the issue of schools (MoE, 2006).  

Van  (1990:25-32)  in  Kruger,  (1996:78-79),  emphasize  the  following  merits  of  parent 

involvement for the teacher,  the pupil and the school: engender parent-  teacher positive 

spirit, trust, support, lightning  of teacher  work load,  and knowledge of circumstances of 

students at home;  improvement  of  pupil‘s  learning  performance  and  school  attendance,  

illumination  of learning and behavioral problems, increase in pupil‘s sense of security and 

emotional stability, improvement  of  unity  and  coordination  of  education,  valuable  

service  in  the  interests  of  the school, improved support from the community and can lead 

to greater financial support. 

 Dodd,  and  Konzal,  (2000:240),  suggest  that  many  people  in  a  community  have  few  

links  to schools-  these include, single people, married couples without children and older 

parents whose children are no longer in school. Others who work in the local business, profit 

organizations and places of worship do not live in the community. Yet schools affect them. 

Their attitudes toward the schools affect the schools-especially when school budgets are 

debated and decided.  

According to Kruger, (1996:110-111), marketing has an essentially dual character… to view 

the school from the point of market; changing in attitude of very one wit in the school so that 

they are able to share that marketing perspective. Once this fundamental change has taken 

place, the school  management  can  considered  the  best  way  of  communicating  with  the  

market… information to the market on what the schools offers; convincing the market to take 

advantage of those offers…there are four distinct phases in promotion-  draw the attention of 
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potential clients; generate  interest  in  the  product  on  offer;  create  a  desire  for  the  

advantage  of  the  product; encourage  action  on  the  part  of  the  part  of  those  who  are  

convinced  of  these  advantages.  As Cheng,  (2005:487),  has  also  suggested  the  

following  developmental  program  for  parental involvement  in  education:  environmental  

scanning  of  current  situation;  identify  the  strategic needs  of  the  school  and  parents;  

design  and  develop a development  program  including objectives, methods, implementation 

time frame, resource allocation, evaluation and monitoring mechanism; implementation of 

plan; monitoring and evaluation. 

2.5.4. Leadership and management domain 

The leading management domain is considered with communicating a clear vision for a 

school and establishing effective management structures.  Leaders  set  directions  guide  the  

school community  alignment  of  its  purpose  and  practice.  Effective  leadership  within  

the  school  is collegial  student  centered  and  teachers  focus  promoting  a  collective  

responsibility  for improvement.  

Harris and Linda (2003) describe the concept of leader ship by explaining the leadership is an 

enacted variable depend up on interactions between leader follower and context. South 

(2004, p.1)  also  noted  the  leadership  and  context  when  the  state  that;  Leadership  is  

contingent  upon environmental  and  contextual  factors.  One characteristic that marks out 

successful leader of school is to understand the contexts in which they operate. Leader ship is 

a shared function and only expresses itself with and though others. But it cannot delegate. 

The expansions of leadership is empowering others to led and improve schools.  

Empowerment  as  Arcaro,  (1997:14)  states  :  people  are  encouraged  to  be  open,  

creative,  and innovative in finding new ways to work within the system enable everyone 

achieve the system wide vision‖ leadership a critical and essential variable in the process of 

generating capacity for school  improvement.  It  builds  capacity  for  individuals  flourish  

and  for  school  to  continually improve and change. 

School  leadership  plays  a  great  role  in  implementing  school  improvement  programs.  

To implement school improvement programs effectively and sustainable school leadership 

capacity has to be enhanced. Hopkins et al, 2001  in Harries et al. (2003:122) point out 
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school capacity is the  collective  competency  of  the  school  to  bring  about  effective  

change.  School principal empower other to lead and serves as catalyst for changes (Harris 

and Linda Lambert, (2003:38-39). Hal Linger and Heck, 1996 (in Harris et al.2003) indicate 

four areas in which head teacher influences the school. The first is through establishing and 

conveying the purpose and goal of the schools. A second through the inter play between the 

schools organization and its social network. A  third  is  trough  influence  over  people  and  

fourth  is  a  relation  to  organizational  culture. Successful leaders articulate a vision for 

their schools so that everyone articulates a vision for their school.  So  that  everyone  

understands  the  vision  shares  authority,  responsibility  and accountability to accomplish it 

(Lovis and Miles, 1990 in Harris and Daniel Muijes 2005:15).  

Cheng 2005:283-285, suggested school leadership can be performed in terms of the 

following five  critical  dimensions:  Human  leadership-involves  showing  high  sensibility  

and  concern for other’s  needs;  structural  leadership-  implies  strong  emphasis  for  careful  

planning  and  clear timeliness;  political  leadership-demands  anticipating  and  dealing  

skillfully  with  organizational conflict; cultural and symbolic leadership-  involve the use of 

celebrations and symbols to shape values,  build  moral;  and  educational  leadership-  

involves  encouragement  of  teachers  to continuously develop their professional 

competence.  

Harris,  (2001),  in  Harris  (2002:11),  indicates  that school  improvement  research  has  re 

enforced the importance of leadership in securing school-  level change. It has shown that 

leaders with in improving schools have vision and derive change forward. It has also 

demonstrated with in improving schools leadership is shared and distributed.  Harris, 

(2002:5), has also urged that the success of any school improvement effort will ultimately 

depend on the context in which it takes place. It will not occur by chance but requires a 

conscious effort to create an environment that is supportive of risk taking and mutual 

learning. Explicit efforts need to be made to foster trust,  to  develop  the  relationships  

within  the  schools  and  to  create  the  conditions  for improvement to occur. School leaders 

have an important role to play in creating those conditions. 
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2.6. Responsibilities of key stakeholders 

According to MoE (2010), school improvement program guidelines states the responsibilities 

of governmental structure that govern the overall school improvement program. Some of 

them are:(i)  The  MoE  will  be  responsible  for  the  coordination  of  the  national  SIP,  

translate,  print  and distribute SIP guidelines to all Regions, sub city, Woredas and Schools 

based on the allocations.(ii)  The regional education  bureaus will be responsible for the 

success of the SIP in each region. Translate, print, and distribute the SIP guidelines.  

Organize sub city and Woreda training workshop on the SIP guidelines and monitor the SIP 

implementation.  (iii)  The Sub City Education Office (SCEO) staff will be responsible for 

providing supervision and advisory support to woredas by supervising the woreda SIP 

training workshops, monitor the SIP implementation. (iv) Woreda education office (WEO) 

will be responsible for the success of the school improvement program implementation in 

each woreda. By selecting three representatives from each school to attend the Woreda  SIP  

training  workshop,  organize  Woreda  school   improvement  program  worship, provide  

support  to  schools,  monitor  school  grants  program,  undertaking  the  school  self-

evaluation. 

2.7. Problems for implementation of school improvement program (SIP) 

The  school  improvement  program  is  complex  process  which  can  be  challenged  by  

different factors during its implementation. In this respect, Fullan (2001:89-90) has noted that 

when a new imitative is introduced undoable it will create difficult to both individuals and 

institution. Thus for success of the program it need to consider challenging factors prior to 

the implementation of the program  and  in due process rendering quality and relevant 

education to citizen has been the most challenging concern to almost all countries. It is even 

more serious in developing countries like ours.  A  lot  of  attempts  made  in  reform  and  

improvement  to  change.  Endeavour has been facing challenge. 

Some of the problems identified by Khosa (2009), indicate that many schools are 

dysfunctional and  are  not  transforming  teaching  schedules,  physical  and  financial  

resources  in  learning  out comes next to curriculum delivery is  poor; teachers do not 

complete the curriculum and pitch their teaching at levels then those demanded by the 
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curriculum. In addition, district supports and monitoring functions are inadequate and 

ineffective.  Last not least, community supports of schools are low. The major problems that 

challenge school improvement initiative include lack of  performance  standards  provision  

for  pupils,  teachers  and  staff  do  not  develop  a  standard guidance  system  to  assess  the  

schools,  establish  incentive  system  encourage  self  and  peer monitoring and evaluation 

and promote advocacy and social for quality education generally, the main  challenge  in  

school  improvement  everywhere  in  the  world  that  not  match  powerful  and sustainable 

change happens in schooling is inability to make  it happens in classrooms. Although many 

of the SIP initiatives were related to teaching and assessment practices, we heard little to 

suggest  that  classroom  practices  were  being  transformed  in  ways  that  would  lead  to 

improve students‘ learning (Earlet al., 2003). 

Stoll and Fink (1996:55) also indicate that lack of commitment or reluctant to change at 

schools as the other major challenge for the successful implementation of SIP. Besides that, 

Anderson (1992:84)  states  that  other  reluctant  to  change  can  happen  due  to  lack  of  

awareness  on  the purpose of intended change, lack of knowledge and skills needed to make 

the change happen, and the belief that the changes will not make any difference to them/their 

students.  

According  to  the  school  improvement  program  manual  (MoE,  2007:2-3),  the  obstacles  

of  SIP implementation  include  lack  of  commitment  to  depart  from  traditional  practice,  

absence  of responsible  organized   effort  at  all  levels  which  could  direct  and  monitor  

the  program implementation,  shortage  of  training,  lack  of  initiative  and  good  look  on  

the  part  of  some teachers and school leaders, absence of awareness creation among 

stakeholders and absence of clearly  stated  role  about   the  participation  level  of  each  

stakeholders.  Similarly,  Harris  in Hopkins (2009:19) has noted difficulty to change school 

management arrangement and working culture  as  one  of  the  challenge  to  SIP  in  

developing  countries.  In  our  case;  too,  school improvement  program  seemed  as  it  was  

challenged  by  lack  of  necessary  inputs,  lack  of commitment, low level of motivation and 

poor leadership practices in the schools. 
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2.8. School grant as a factor influencing school improvement 

The  ministry  of  education  has  begun  allocating  schools  with  grant  to  support  school 

improvement program and bring  quality education in the schools. In 2009, MoE issued a 

manual to implement school grant which has been previously stated in the blueprint book. 

School grant is  an  initiative  designed  by  government  partners  (donors)  to  be  

administered  by  general education  quality improvement packages (GEQIP).  It is designed 

with the intention to build a capacity to the teaching learning and improve quality of 

alternative basic education, primary and secondary education of government and public 

schools MoE (2009).  School  grant  should  be spent  to  inputs  that  improve  school  

performance  and  the  quality  of  education.  School grant guidelines specified items that 

cannot be spent on the given grant to strictly direct the money for improvement and avoid 

misuse. 

Accordingly,  items  prohibited  from  spending  funds  of  school  grant  includes  new  

building classrooms,  teachers‘  salaries  and  per  dimes,  PTA  members  payment,  

Television,  fuel  and weapons MoE (2009). School grant funds must be used for items that 

would improve the quality of educations at schools.  The  source  of  fund  is  GEQIP  from  

the  center;  that  is ,  ministry  of education  and  allocated  it  to  the  regions.  Allocations of 

school grant is good start that helps schools to buy necessary inputs to support school 

improvement endeavors.  

2.9. School facilities as a factor of influencing school improvement program 

Clean, quiet, safe, comfortable and healthy environment are an important part of teaching and 

learning.  On  this  account,  scholars  suggested  that  school  facilities  can  facilitate  the 

implementation of school improvement program. For example, Bishop (1995:111), states that 

the ability  of  school  facilities  such  as  teaching  materials  and  equipment,  laboratory  

apparatus, specialist work rooms, the media of communication, the design of the class room 

influence on the students learning. From the author view point; therefore, it is clear that 

school facilities can enhance or affect students’ learning. This in turn, would make school 

facilities to affect school improvement program implementation. 
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2.10. Monitoring and evaluation for school improvement program 

Questions arisen in school improvement program implementation such as what does it mean 

to be improving school?  And how can it be measured?  need  to  be  answered  and  decision  

about schools  and  children  are  likely  to  be  based  on  these  evidences.  This point 

stretched to the evaluation process in areas of intense activity for several decades; they are in 

many ways, still in their infancy (Earl et al, 2003).  The  work  that  has  been  done  in  many  

different   countries; certainly, extended knowledge and understanding about ways in which 

education and the broader and  community  can  engage  in  the  process  of  improving  

school.  Goldstein  1998  in  Earl  et  al (2003)  indicates  that  the  academic  research  

community  is  just  beginning  to  become  more effective  and  to  develop  research  

methodologies  and  analysis  technique  that  capture  the complexity  of  change.  It  is  

imperative  that  the  concept  of  the  school  improvement  is  just beginning to establish 

some comprehensive models of how school can change to became more effective  and  to  

develop  research  methodologies  and  analysis  techniques  that  capture  the complexity  of  

change.  It  is  impressive  that  the  concept  of  the  school  improvement  is  clearly defined  

and  understood  and  the  measurements  used  to  represent  in  congruent  within  the 

definition. The implication of measuring school improvement is for reaching with regard to 

the trends in evaluating of school improvement initiatives. 

2.11. Countries experience in school improvement implementation 

This  part  dealt  with  some  experience  over  the  world  which  exercised  SIP.  

Accordingly, an attempt has been made to assess of their research findings and literatures on 

the issue of SIP on the ground long history on the development of the program and 

experience. 

2.11.1. The case of USA 

Goodlad (1966) in Lieberman, (2005:2), discussing about the roots of school improvement in 

the context of the USA states that:  
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…sponsored  by  the  growing  infusion  of  federal  funds  through  the  national  defense 

education  act  of  1958,  the  national  science  foundation  and  other  private  

foundations educators began to look more closely at schools, classrooms and the 

curriculum and how to improve theme, who  was to take responsibilities to take 

change? How were they to be made? What conditions would be necessary to 

support serious reform? These were some questions  that  were  gaining  national  

attention  as,  for  the  first  time,  large  amounts  of federal funds were being 

appropriate to improve school. 

Expanding  Goodlad‘s  idea,  Smith  and  Giacquinta  also  in  Liberman,  (2005:3),  stated  

that curriculum  reform  efforts,  civil  right  movement  pressures,  commitment  towards,  

war  on poverty‖, and money provided for a wide variety of educational programs to support 

equity and the improvement of school eventually cause evaluation of how school used the 

money and how the program for change actually made their into school practice that led to 

understand school as social organizations and the enormous difficulties that were involved in 

trying to change them and all of which to give ground for the beginning of school 

improvement. As a response to Evans statement,  Harris,  (2002),  argues  as  follows:  within  

the  United  States;  particularly, school improvement  efforts  are  yet  the  success  of  

restructuring  as  a  means  of  improving  schools remains questionable‖.  

According to Jones, et al.  (1988:5),  the  following  were  focus  areas  of  school  

improvement strategies for Americans since world war II; new math, flexible schedule ling, 

desegregation, educational television, management by objectives, open classrooms, 

competency based curricula, micro-computers,  master  teachers  or  merit  pay  plans,  

teachers  preparations  programs,  and  mainstreaming‖ special needs students. 

Passow (1989) in Cookson, et al. (1992:454-455), have also discussed the following futures 

of the  two  waves  of  the  post  1980s:  the  first  wave  was  concerned  primarily  with  the  

issue  of accountability  and  achievement  with  a  top-down  reform  measure  represented  

by   increased graduation requirements; toughened curriculum mandates; and increased the 

use of standardized test scores to measure student achievement proven being ineffective to 

dealing with the schools numerous problems. The second wave was more decentralized to the 

local and school levels. 
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2.11.2. Arab Republic of Egypt 

According to Cookson, et al. (1992:150-153), educational reform in Egypt goes back to 

1868. And educational reform that took place in between 1868 and 1952 includes: 

democratization of education, with free and compulsory education; encouraging female 

education; coverage versus quality; and improvement of teachers’ training.  Especially  in  

1980s,  efforts  were  also  made through a series of declarations which aimed at  –  

expanding compulsory education; improving quality  of  education;  linking  education  to  

development  and  productivity;  keeping  up  with  the expansion of knowledge and 

advancement of science and technology to respond to information explosion;  requiring  

flexibility  in  the  education  system;  and  demanding  closer  links  between education and 

the work force. 

Obsolete  administrative  and  management  procedures;  centralization;  statue  based  on  

merit  but not seniority; duplication of effort; weak communication among  sectors, 

departments, schools; teachers  shortage  and  lack  of  training;  problems  of  curriculum  

development;  lack  of  physical facilities   and  educational  materials;  academic  versus  

technical  education;  drop  outs  and repetitions;  problems  of  improving  technical  

education;  universalization  of  basic  education; illiteracy; and the miss-match between 

skills acquired and skills required in the job market.  

2.11.3. United Kingdom 

United  Kingdom  is  one  of  the  countries  that  have  a  long  history  by  exercising  school 

improvement  program  to  enhance  the  provision  of  quality  education.  According  to  

Hopkins (1987:8), school improvement in the UK which provided a context for more detailed 

discussion of the four major themes that emanated from International  SIP: namely school-

based review for school  improvement,  the  role  of  external  support,  the  role  of  the  

head-teacher  and  internal change  agents  in  school  improvement  and  the  development  

and  implementation  of  school improvement policies by education authorities. International 

school improvement program (ISIP) aimed in the UK improve teaching and learning of the 

pupils. As Hopkins et al. (1994:74) study since 1990s the model of IQEA is become the 

activities of the many schools across the world. 
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Improvement  of  quality  education  for  all  (IQEA)  is  the  result  of  international  school 

improvement program which focuses on the improvement of teaching-learning by improving 

the main  agents  of  the  school.  Supporting  this  idea  Hopkins  (2002:71)  has  discussed  

that  IQEA project  is  fundamentally  based  up  on  central  premises  that  without  an  

equal  focus  on  the development  of  capacity,  or  internal  conditions  of  the  school  and  

classroom  development, innovative  work  quickly  becomes  marginalized.  This  implies  

that  development  focusing  to improve some area or  partial improvement is not guarantee 

the school improvement; rather, the entire  system  needs  the  emphasis  to  be  treated  well  

to  bring  quality  education  and  to  realize school improvement. 

2.11.4. Australia 

School improvement program in Australia has a large extent been due to state education 

system initiatives (Marsha, 1988:13).  The  emergence  of  a  very  different,  decentralized  

system  in Victoria  in  the  1980s  warrants  special  mention.  The incoming labor 

government introduced series of ministerial papers during 1982-1984 to announce the 

creation of school council, a state board of education (Marsha, 1998:14).  Moreover, this 

authority described that it is evident that other states education system in Australia are likely 

to follow the lead given by the act school authority and the Victorian education ministry in 

devolving decision making to the local school level. Many different patterns many emerge 

during the next decade, but highly likely that parents and students will be encouraged to be 

more closely involved in local school decision-making.  

School  improvement  ventures  in  the  future  are  therefore  likely  to  involve  and  should  

involve parents  and  community  members  and  students,  as  well  as  teachers  and  related  

professional group. 

2.11.5. Ethiopia 

Education is all rounded instrument and fundamental for the production of ethical citizens 

and changes the behavior of the society to the desired direction of change, adopting the 

society with the new technology and scientific innovation initiates socio-economic cultural 

development of the country. In our country, to make education an instrument of 
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development, the new policy and training was promulgated and implemented since 1994 E.C.  

The implementation of the new policy played crucial role in all levels of education in terms 

of access and equity parallel with access and equity, to improve the quality of education 

several activities have been done.  Among those  activities  developing  the  skill  and  

knowledge  of  teachers  through  different  training mechanisms, inspection and 

improvement of curriculum, educational training for the leaders of education, creation of 

awareness in community to develop the sense of ownership and increase participation  in  the  

issues  of  education,  increasing  the  supply  of  educational  materials, supporting the 

instruction in the classroom by technology and the others (MoE 1999:1). 

But supplying and accessing what mentioned above couldn‘t bring the desired result of 

education (MoE 1999:1). This statement in a sense improving some parts of school safeties 

and  narrowing the  gap  of  equity  and  access  doesn‘t  guarantee  the  role  of  education  

supposed  to  play  and problem  of  quality  yet  not  solved.  According  to  MoE  (1999),  

the  evidence  from  a  research conducted  shows  that  students  within  different  levels  

were  scoring  average  result  in  their education.  This  is  because  of  the  teaching-learning  

system  was  not  systematic  and  scientific rather  than practicing routine or traditional 

approach in teaching and learning did not focus on the  students‘  achievement.  In  response  

to  the  low  level  of  achievement  of  pupils, Ministry  of Education making of 

collaboration with the regional educators by scaling up the good practices of the schools in 

the countries and comforting with the experiences obtained from other countries schools 

improvement program was promulgated (MoE, 1999:2).  

School improvement program is designed by focusing on quality provision of  education in 

the classroom  and  improving  the  achievement  of  students‘  /learning  outcomes/by  

identifying  the domains that have an impact on learning outcomes of the pupils (MoE 

1999:1). 

In the year 1999 E.C, Ministry of Education has identified four domains of school 

improvement program by assuming high performing schools supporting students’ learning 

through best. Practices across a range of elements within the four domains of school 

improvement program. The  four  domains  are  teaching  and  learning;  safe,  conducive  

climate  and  healthy  school environment; leadership and management; and community 
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participation. These four domains are the pillars and future can be broken-down in to 

elements consisting of twelve essential points. 

When  we  generalize  school  improvement  program  in  Ethiopian  context,  the  Ministry  

of Education  has  been  engaged  in  formulation  and  implementation  of  different  policies  

and programs, one of the land marks to this effect is putting the 1994 Education and Training 

Policy along with the Education Sector Strategy and Education Sector Development Program 

(ESDP IIII)  in  place.  Another program recently developed and currently under 

implementation is the general education improvement package (GEQIP) which has six 

important pillars. Those are the following: teachers development program (TDP), School 

improvement program (SIP), civic and ethical education (CEE), information and 

communication technology (ICT), and curriculum improvement program (CIP) and 

management and leader ship. 

Although an attempt to provide basic education for all and the educational coverage has 

shown a remarkable  progress,  the  quality  of  education  provided  in  the  country  has  a  

serious  problem among  the  evidence  that  indicate  the  problem  of  quality  in  education,  

the  result  of  national learning  assessment  MoE  (2005)  in  ESDP  III,  the  national  

primary  and  secondary  leaving examination results researches on the implementation of 

curriculum, MoE (2006) are a few to mention.  Due  to  poor  quality  of  education  students,  

―achievement  for  most  subjects  is  below average‖. This is the main reason for the 

promulgation of GEQIP in Ethiopia. 
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CHAPTER THREE: THERESEARCH DESIGN 

AND METHODOLOGY 

This chapter presented the appropriate research method that was suitable for the topic under 

this study. It also described sources of data, instruments and data collection methods, sample 

and sampling techniques, and method of data analysis.  

3.1. The research design  

 

Quirk (1979) stated that the design and methodology of a research is determined by the 

purpose of the study (Quirk, 1979). The purpose of this study was to examine the current 

practices and challenges of school improvement program implementation in government 

secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City. Hence, descriptive survey design was used because it 

is appropriate to obtain an accurate description of the existing practices and major problems 

encountered in the implementation of School Improvement Program.  

 

3.2. The research methods  

 

The study was located between the two broad categories of quantitative and qualitative 

researches. Within the mixed research realm, the study adopted survey design which 

employed ample questionnaires to ask teachers to provide real information about the current 

practices of school improvement program and a series of interviews were conducted to 

ascertain the critical issues bothering principals, vice principals and supervisors; focus group 

discussions were done with students and school improvement committees and a survey of the 

teachers’ body was conducted using these issues as variables. Both qualitative and 

quantitative researches analysis, specific approach to its subject matter suited the study‘s 

quest to investigate the current practices of school improvement program in government 

secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City.  

All participants were assured that their participation in the study was voluntary and 

confidential and undertook to keep their names and all the information they provided strictly 

confidential and to use these only for research purposes. No administrative personnel had 

access to the study data at any point in the data collection process.  
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3.3. Sources of data  

Both primary and secondary sources of data were used to collect relevant data for the study. 

The primary data were collected from teachers, students, school improvement committee 

members, principals and assistance principals, and supervisors. Secondary data were 

collected by reviewing relevant policy documents and guidelines such as Education Sector 

Development Program and the School Improvement Program Blue Print and Implementation 

Manual.  

 

3.4. Instruments and procedures of data collection  

3.4.1. Instrument of data collection  

In this study, questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, focus group discussion, observation 

checklist and document analysis were employed as data collection instruments. The 

researcher believed that the combinations of different instruments were useful to obtain 

adequate information for assessing the practices, challenges and opportunities of school 

improvement program implementation. In the design of these instruments, the researcher 

used literature review as a base. As a result, this study used a combination of the following 

methods as data collection tools.  

 

3.4.1.1. Questionnaire  

The questionnaire was used for data collection because it offered considerable advantages in 

the administration. It also presented an even stimulus potentially to large numbers of people 

simultaneously and provided the investigation with an easy accumulation of data. Gay 1992 

claims that questionnaires give respondents freedom to express their views or opinion and 

also to make suggestions.  

 

The questionnaires were constructed by the researcher to access the required information 

from teachers on the basis of theoretical ground about practices and challenges that schools 

encountered when implementing school improvement program. As a result, the questionnaire 

assessed the practices and the major challenges that existed for schools when implementing 

school improvement program.  



33 
 

The questionnaire comprised of both close-ended and open-ended and seventy-three items. 

The researcher used a five point Likert response set ranging from strongly disagree‖ to 

strongly agree‖. The questionnaire was divided into two sections. The first list section 

collected the background information of the teachers. The second section was used to 

measure teachers’ view about practices and challenges existed for schools when they 

implement school improvement program. It was this section that contained seventy-one 

closed-ended items and twelve open-ended items were prepared to teachers. All the 

questionnaires were prepared in English.  

 

3.4.1.2. Semi-structured interview  

 

Interviews were administered to 12 principals and 3 supervisors using an interview guide 

because it could help one generate a wide range of ideas. Interviews also guarantee an 

immediate feedback and thus could generate reliable data. Consequently, face-to-face 

questions were asked and comments were made to meet the objectives of the study. The 

interview guide for principals and vice principals consisted of twelve (12) total questions and 

those guides prepared for supervisors consisted of nine (9) total questions. After being 

drafted in English, the guides were translated into Amharic. All interviews were conducted in 

person, primarily at the residence of the principals and supervisors the school in order to 

reduce the burden on the interviewee and increase their participation rates. Each interview 

took approximately 25-to-35 minutes. The results of interview were employed to substantiate 

the results gathered through questionnaires.  

 

3.4.1.3. Focus group discussion  

 

Focus group discussions were held with the members of school improvement committee and 

parent, teacher and student associations. The issue of discussion was about the practices, 

problems and opportunities that were existed but which the schools did not use when 

implementing the school improvement program. The focus group discussion made with 

school improvement committees also increased the quality and richness of the data as group 

members simulated by the perception and ideas of others with in the social environment in 

which the group situated (Daymon and Hollowoy 2002, in McMillan and Schumacher (1997, 
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p.453). In addition to that, two discussion forums were also made with twenty one (21) 

school improvement committees and twenty one (21) parent, teacher and student 

associations. Guiding questions were prepared for the group discussion.  

 

3.4.1.4. Document analysis  

The researcher had consulted documents such as Education Sector Development Program, 

School Improvement Program Guideline, and School Improvement Program Implementation 

Manual to obtain additional data and to assess the trend schools were involved in when 

implementing school improvement program. This technique was preferred because of its 

ability to provide supplementary information and flexibility. In a nut shell, through the study 

exercise the researcher had made attempts to make a review of the relevant written 

documents about the school improvement program and the meeting minutes for school 

improvement program.  

 

3.5. Procedures of data collection  

 

In order to collect data, first permission was sought from the University. Then, permission 

was also sought from the relevant educational authorities in the kirkos sub- city for a 

voluntary, anonymous survey to be conducted among thirteen government secondary schools 

educators in their administration .  

 

Third, principals of each participating schools were contacted to arrange a date for the 

administration of the survey, interviews and focused group discussions among teachers, 

principals, supervisors, students and school improvement committees respectively in their 

respective schools and areas. On the arranged dates, first the questionnaires were 

disseminated and retrieved with the assistance of school principals and their management 

teams at each school selected for the survey. Then, interview was conducted with school 

principals and supervisors. Finally, focused group discussions were done with parent, teacher 

and student associations and school improvement committee respectively. 
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3.6. SAMPLING TECHNIQUES 

The target population of the study were primary school principals, teachers, supervisors, 

Woreda education office head (WEOH), school improvement committees (SIC) and member 

of parent, teacher and student associations (PSTA). In this study the researcher believes that 

they are the right source of information in the contribution of school improvement program 

on students’ academic achievement in Kirkos Sub-City.  

In this sub-city there are 11 Woredas and 5 secondary schools. As a result the research 

focuses on 5 out of 3 schools which are select by using Simple random sampling techniques 

in order to give equal chance for each school. Purposive sampling was employed for 

selecting All 12 school leaders and 30% from 182 total teachers from both selected schools 

to consider gender, school supervisors, WEOH, SIC and PSTA.  

Table 1: List of schools and sample technique  
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The research population included (12) school principals, (182) teachers, (865) students, (3) 

supervisors and (21) school improvement program committees. Since principals, teachers and 

supervisors were few in number and were the core people for school improvement program 

implementation, all of them were included from the selected schools. As far as students were 

concerned, 90 (i.e. two sections) of the students were selected from three schools by simple 

random sampling/lottery/technique in order to conduct questionnaires with them in the 

classes. In three of the schools, 21 school improvement program committees (i.e. 7 in each of 

the three schools) were taken by purposive sampling technique. Teachers and school 

improvement committee were generally included in the study. The principals and supervisors 

for the interview were also generally selected. Member of the school improvement program 

committees and member of parent, teacher and student associations in focused group 

discussions were invited on the recommendations of school principals as key informants 

based on their knowledge, experience, and involvement in school activities.  

 

3.7. Data analysis  

 

At the end of data collection, responses on the questionnaires were encoded and analyzed in 

the statistical package. Each principal received a bag with not less than 15 survey 

questionnaires for distribution to teachers who work with 9th and 10th grade students. On the 

other hand, data from interviews and focus group discussions were transcribed, classified and 

presented in a narrative form. The qualitative data were intertwined with the quantitative data 

to further enrich and enhance the information collected. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND   

INTERPRETATION OF THE DATA 

In this chapter, the researcher presented, analyzed and interpreted the results of her research. 

Moreover, the researcher gave an account of her findings and demonstrated her findings 

through the use of tables.  

 

4.1. Demographic characterization of the respondents 

In the following section, the researcher gave a general demographic characterization of the 

respondents that participated in this study. From fifty three teachers fifty three teachers were 

filled and returned the questioner, ninthly students, twenty one school improvement 

committee, twelve principals (12) and three supervisors from Government Secondary 

Schools of Kirkos Sub-City 

 

Table 2, the respondents were classified based on sex 

 

Variable  

 

Male  Female  Total  

No % No % No % 

Teachers 33 62.3 20 37.7 53 100.0 

Principals 12 100.0 -- -- 12 100.0 

SIP Committee 12 57.2 9 42.8 21 100.0 

Students 48 53.3 42 46.7 90 100.0 

Supervisors 3 100.0 -- -- 3 100.0 

WEOH 3 100.0 -- -- 3 100.0 

PSTA 13 61.9 8 38.1 21 100.0 

Total 124 61.1 79 38.9 203 100.0 

 

As it is shown from Table 2, the respondents were classified based on sex. Among 53 

teachers, 90 students, 21 school improvement committee, 12  principals and 3  sample 
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supervisors who participated in the study, only (20 or 37.7 percent) teacher respondents were 

female and(33 or 62.3) teacher respondents were males. In contrast, all supervisors, that is, (3 

or 100 percent) were males and there are no female respondents. Besides that, (12 or 100 

percent) principal respondents were males and there are no female respondents. Moreover, 

(12 or57.2 percent) of the school improvement committee respondents were males and (9 or 

42.8percent) of the school improvement committee respondents were males. All WEOH, that 

is, (3 or 100 percent) WEOHrespondents were male and there is no female respondents, only 

(8 or 38.1percent) PSTA respondents were female and (13 or 61.9) PSTA respondents were 

males finally, nearly half; that is, (48 or 53.3percent) of the students respondents were males 

and (42 or 46.7percent) of the students respondents were females.  

 

From the table; thus, it can be deduced that the managerial positions of the Secondary 

Schools of Kirkos Sub-City.in general were occupied by males. Since this is so, it is clear 

that the participation rate of females in the School Improvement Program decision making 

process and their participation in managerial and leadership positions in these schools was 

very low. This might be probably an indicator of less educational opportunity had been given 

to females. This can; moreover, imply poor gender sensitivity in attracting females into the 

leadership positions. Furthermore, such background could be one factor that affected 

effective implementation of school improvement program. Because according to MoE (2010) 

SIP implementation guideline, it was stated that the proportion of female in the school 

improvement committee should be one third. Moreover, in the Millennium Development 

Goals document, it is indicated that the involvement of both girls and boys in education 

should be proportional.  
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Table 3: Age Distribution of the Respondents 
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No  % No  % No  % No  % N

o  

% N

o  

% No  % 

<17 years  --  -- --  -- --   60 66.6 -  - -- 3 14.3 

18-20 years  --  -- --  -- --  -- 30 33.4 - -- - -- 3 14.3 

21-30 years  10  18.9  -- 3 14.3 -- -- - -- - -- --  -- 

31-40 years  35 66.0 4 33.3 10 47.7 -- -- 3  100 3 100 3 14.3 

41-50 years  8 15.1 8 66.7 8 38.0 -- -- - -- - -- 12 57 

50 + years  --   --  -- --  -- --  -- - -- - -- --  -- 

Total  53 100 12 100 21 100 90 100 3 100 3 100 21 100 

 

In referring to the age of the respondents; majority of the school improvement committee (10 

or 47.7percent), principals (4 or33.3percent), supervisors (3 or 100 percent), SCEOH (3 or 

100 percent) and PSTA (3 or 14.3 percent) consecutively were within the age group 31-to-40 

years; on the contrary, majority of the students (60 or 66.6 percent) were less than 17 years 

old. On the other hand, teachers (10 or 18.9 percent) were within the age group 21-to-30 

years. Followed by these majority of respondents, while (30 or 33.4 percent) of the students 

were within the age bracket 18-to-20 years, there is no principals were within the age group 

21-to-30 years old. Besides that, (35 or 66.6 percent) majority of the teachers, (3 or 100 

percent) majority of the teachers (3 or 100 percent) majority of SCEOH failed between 31-to-

40 years.  

Moreover, (8 or38 percent) of the school improvement committee and, (12 or 57 percent) of 

PSTA were within the age group of 41-to-50. Still, the analysis further revealed that fewer 

teacher respondents amounting to (8 or 51.1 percent) and (8 principals or 66 .8 percent) were 

within the age group 41-to-50 years. What is more, while (3 school improvement committee 

or 14.3 percent) were within the age group between 21-to-30 years? From these data, it might 
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be concluded that the majority of the respondents; that is, (122 or 47.5 percent) were between 

31-to-40 years of old. Hence, in order to lead these young staff safely and to secure the 

implementation of school improvement program in secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City, 

the school principals need to be well experienced not only in the understanding of their own 

schools in the educational ladders but also in the understanding clearly what they, community 

and their staff are going to accomplish in the schools for which they are responsible. 

Table 4: Respondents by their Educational Qualification and Specialization  

Variable  

 

Teachers  Principals  SIP Committee  

No  %  No  %  No  %  

Grades 5-8  --  --  --  --  -- -- 

Grades 9-10  --  --  --  --  4 19.0 

Diploma  -- -- --  --  5 23.8 

First Degree  23 43.4 4 33.3 4 19.0 

Second 

Degree  

30 56.6 8 66.7 8 38.8 

Total  53 100.0  12 100.0  21 100.0  

 

In discussing the educational level of the respondents, while (4 or19 percent) of the school 

improvement committee had indicated that they had Bachelor Degree, the other principals; 

that is, (4  or 33.3 percent) and (23 or 43.4  percent of the teachers) also added that they had 

Bachelor Degree. Besides that, (30 or 56.6 percent) of the teachers and (8 or 66.7 percent) 

majority of the principals as well as (8 or 38.8 percent) of the school improvement committee 

were master graduates. Furthermore, the analysis also indicated that (5 or 23.8 percent) of the 

school improvement committee) were diploma holders.  Only (4 or 19.0 percent) of the 

school improvement committee were within the grades configuration of 9-to-10.  

These data showed that the schools where this survey was undertaken were staffed with the 

graduates of Second Degree. This is really a very good finding. Because, if the present set of 

teachers, principals and school improvement committees at those secondary schools were 

Second Degree holders, it meant that they had acquired the necessary teaching qualification 
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and competency for those educational levels, and probably this might also mean that they 

could teach, manage and develop school improvement program up to the very required or 

expected point. Regarding to parents with in the school improvement committee, although 

the data showed that the majority of them were within primary school and diploma graduates, 

it could be said that they acquired minimum reading and writing ability and were believed to 

be supportive. 

Table 5: Respondents by Years of Work Experience 

 

Experience  

 

Teachers  Principals  SI Committee  Supervisors  

No  %  No  %  No  %  No  %  

Less than 5 

years  

10 18.9 5  41.7 18  85.7 --  --  

6-10 years  12 22.6 5 41.7 3  14.3 2 66.7 

11-20 years  15 28.3 1  8.3 --  --  1  33.3 

21-30 years  10  18.9 1  8.3 --  --  --  --  

30 + years  6 11.3 --  --  --  --  --  --  

Total  53 100.0  12 100.0  21  100.0  3 100.0  

 

As far as the work experience of the respondents was concerned, (10 or 18 percent) of the 

teachers, (5 or 41.7 percent) of principals, (18 or 85.7 percent) of the school improvement 

committee and all (3 or 100 percent) of the Supervisors had work experience less than 5 

years in the current secondary schools. Then, (12 or 22.6 percent) of the teachers, (5 or 41.7 

percent) of the principals and (3 or 14.3 percent) of the school improvement committee and 

(2 or 66.7percent) of supervisors had work experience between 6-to-10 years. Next, (15 or 

28.3percent) of the teachers and only (1 or 8.3 percent) of the principals and 1 or 33.3 percent 

of the supervisors had work experience between 11-to-20 years. Later, (10 or 18.9 percent) of 

the teachers and (1 or 8.3 percent) of the principals were reported as they had work 

experience between 21-to-30 years. Subsequently, only (6 or 11.3 percent) of the principals 

had work experience above 30 years. 
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 From these data, it might be concluded that the respondents; that is, (10 or 18.9percent) of 

the teachers,(5 or 41.7 percent ) of the teachers 18 or 85.7 percent of majority school 

improvement committee) had not adequate work experiences in the current secondary 

schools. Since this was so, they might lack necessary power to influence, develop and 

implement school improvement program in their schools. Researchers; moreover, have 

identified some benefits of frequency or experience of interaction between certain school 

management bodies. For instance; Relationships mature as the frequency and duration of 

interactions increases, and with the variety of challenges that relationship partners face 

together. As a result, the activities that will be performed by the group will be fruitful. 

Table 6: Distribution of Respondents by SIP Related training they have 

been given 

SIP Related Training  

 

Teachers  Principals  S I Committee  Students  

No  %  No  %  No  %  No  %  

4 Times Per Year  --  --  12 100.0  12  57.1 26 28.9 

Total No of Training 

Taken  

--  --  --  --  9  42.9 64  71.1 

 

The respondents were further classified according to the SIP related training they have been 

given or taken in their respective schools. It was found that while majority of students; that 

is, (64 or 71.1 percent) of students were given SIP related training, it was only (9 or 42.9 

percent) of school improvement committee that had been given SIP related training. Results 

of the analysis also revealed that none of the teachers and principals was given SIP related 

training. 

 These data showed that school improvement program training is not common at secondary 

schools of kirkos sub city. This is really a surprising finding. It is negated by some earlier 

researchers ‘thoughts. For example, MoE (2010) SIP implementation guidelines stated that 

teachers are the key stakeholders in the process of SIP implementations and in achieving the 

overall students out comes. Since the above finding indicated that significant numbers of 

teachers were not taken SIP related training, one can conclude then that the process of SIP 

implementation is negatively influenced due to absence of training. 
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4.2. Research findings  

4.2.1. Practices of school improvement program (SIP) implementation 

Teachers‘ responses to items written to investigate the current practices of school 

improvement program in the schools were collected on five (5) points; likert scales, 

consisting of five (5) items for school improvement planning, four (4) items for school 

improvement program implementation, nine (9) items for school leadership domain, nine (9) 

items for involvement of the community, fifteen (15) items for teaching-learning domain, 

twelve (12) items for learning environment domain, and nine (9) items for school 

improvement program monitoring and evaluation. The responses were converted into a 

numerical scale. The numerical value assigned to each response was given as (1= strongly 

disagree; 2= disagree; 3= undecided 4= agree and 5= strongly agree). Then, the frequency 

distribution of each variable was calculated as well as the mean score, standard deviation and 

range using the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) Software. Later, data were 

aggregated at the school level by averaging the scores for each item within each instrument. 

The mean scores for each variable and factor were then determined by averaging the scores 

for all survey items within each instrument and / or subscale. Accordingly, descriptive 

statistics including the mean and standard deviation were presented in the following tables. 

 

Table 7: Teachers’ Response on School Improvement Planning 

Item  No  Mea

n  

Stan. 

Dev 
The level of which strategic plan of the school was prepared 

based on self-evaluation.  

 53 
2.25 .897 

The extent to which the trainings provided relate to SIP planning 

for the whole staff.  

 53 
3.36 .942 

The involvement of stakeholders (teachers, students, and 

parents) in developing SIP plan.  

 53 
2.04 1.037 

The extent to which teachers have enough information on 

national strategies to understand their impact on their teaching 

method and plan preparation.  

 53 

2.19 1.039 

The extent to which school leaders plan ways that help to fulfill 

the requirements of special need students.  

 53 
2.25 .897 

The extent to which teachers provide necessary information to 

enable school improvement committee carryout evaluations.  

 

53 

 

3.36 

 

.942 

School improvement planning  53 2.58 .957 
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Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree. 

Although the mean score for all six items of school improvement planning did not reach 5.0 

for maximum agree response, there was some moderate agreement on the occurrence of 

school improvement planning in the school. For example, teachers gave moderate response 

on one item that to some extent teachers provide necessary information to enable school 

improvement committee carryout evaluations with mean score of 3.36 and standard deviation 

of 0.942 On close analysis; however, it appeared that more scores on this aspect of school 

improvement planning was somewhat minor. As an illustration, teachers expressed some 

disagreement with maximum occurrence of planning school improvement program based on 

self-evaluation with a mean score of 2.25 and standard deviation of 0.897. A similar pattern 

was also found for the other four practices that comprised this dimension of school 

improvement program planning practices. On closer examination; consequently, it appeared 

that teachers were moderately confirming the existence of school improvement program 

planning practices.  

 

The two character dimensions with a mean score of 2.0 4 and standard deviation of 1.037 and 

another similar character with a mean score of 2.19  and standard deviation of 1.039  in 

teachers ‘responses were the lowest mean scores of the six school improvement program 

planning practices items. Next to this, teachers reported that they had very little information 

on national strategies to understand their impacts on their teaching method and plan 

preparation with a mean score of 2.19 and standard deviation of 1.039. Besides that, teachers 

had also reported that school provided training related to SIP planning for the whole staff 

minimally with a mean score of 3.36 and standard deviation of 0.94.  

 

These minimum mean scores of (2.25, 3.36, and 2.19) respectively on the behaviors, School 

prepared strategic plan based on self-evaluation‖, School provided training related to SIP 

planning for the whole staff‘‘, and Teachers have enough information on national strategies 

to understand their impact on their teaching method and plan preparation ‘would indicate that 

teachers minimally know about the practices of school improvement planning process in their 

schools. This coupled with the lowest mean scores of 2.25 and standard deviation of 0.89 and 
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mean score of 2.04 and standard deviation of 0.94 respectively on the behavior or practice, 

Stakeholders (teachers, students and parents) are involved in developing SIP plan, and 

School leaders plan ways that help to fulfill the requirements of special need students‖ could 

lead to a situation where teachers do not know the practices of school improvement program 

planning and implementation in the schools. This finding that teachers were made less 

familiar with the school improvement program planning process was not in line with 

Ministry of Education (2010) School Improvement Program Guideline. This guideline 

pointed out that School Improvement Committee members are required to undertake 

classroom observations for a number of classes across different subjects and grades. For this 

fact, it is important for the person conducting the classroom observation to be experienced, 

ideally in teaching. Drawing on the above analysis, one can understand that school 

improvement program planning was not practiced according to the standard set in the schools 

where this study had been taken. 

 

 Through the interview conducted with schools principal‘s and students, it was learned that 

schools made self-evaluation and based on the specific problems they identified then they 

prepared their strategic plan. In addition to this, school supervisors and school improvement 

committees were asked in groups about school improvement program practices in their 

schools and their responses were that schools prepared their strategic plan based on self-

evaluation results. However, school improvement committee, and supervisors confirmed that 

schools ‘self-evaluations were not made in accordance with the guideline and standards. In 

this regard, supervisor p1 had this to say:  

 

The school principals made us to review the performance of schools without discussing the 

school improvement program frameworks. This made all of us not to have a good 

understanding of the SIP Framework. They have to correct it.  

 

Therefore, findings suggested that the planning process of school improvement program was 

not participatory, according to which school principals would implement policies which are 

not defined by higher educational authorities. 
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Table 8: Teachers’ Response on School Leadership Domain 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

School leadership communicates with the community and 

encourages higher participation of community in the school 

activities and plan.  

53 2.17 .826 

School leaders designed to improve the learning environment 

by beautifying the school compound.  
53 2.00 .981 

School leaders make conducive learning environment.  53 1.51 .505 

School leadership encourages teachers to participate in the 

preparation, implementation and assessment process of the 

school plan.  

53 1.57 .500 

School leadership encourages community to have positive 

attitude towards students ‘educational achievements.  
53 1.51 .505 

School leaders direct and manage the activity of school 

improvement committee.  
53 1.55 .503 

The school leadership is ensuring and managing the school 

budget to attain SIP goals.  
53 1.47 .504 

School leaders are ensuring whether all teachers and staff 

members have received assistance through training.  
53 1.55 .503 

School leaders are organizing professional competency 

programs for teachers continuously.  
53 1.53 .504 

The School Leadership Domain  53 1.48 0.59 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

Though the mean score for all nine items of school leadership domain did not reach 5.0 for 

very maximum agree response, there was some moderate agreement on the occurrence of 

effective school leadership in the schools. Take the cases of, School leaders make conducive 

learning environment‖ and School leaders are organizing professional competency programs 

for teachers ‘continuously. In these behaviors; first, teachers showed with mean score of 1.51 

and standard deviation of 0.50 that principals moderately make conducive learning 
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environment. Next to this, teachers also confirmed with mean score of 1.47 and standard 

deviation of 0.50 that school principals were moderately organizing professional competency 

programs for teachers ‘continuously. 

 

Teachers; on the other hand, expressed minimum perception with mean scores of below 2.50 

on almost seven (9) of the nine (9) behaviors. The behavior with the lowest mean score of 

(1.47) and the lowest standard deviation of (0.50) was, ―School leaders are ensuring 

whether all teachers and staff members have received assistance through training. Next to 

this, teachers also reported with a minimum mean score of 1.51 and a minor standard 

deviation of 0.50 that school principals were ensuring and managing the school budget to 

attain SIP goals. Another example of a behavior with a minimum mean score of (2.17) and a 

minor standard deviation of 0.82 was, School leaders designed to improve the learning 

environment by beautifying the school compound‖. Similar minimum mean scores of 2.17, 

2.00, 1.57 and 1.55 and minor standard deviations of (0.82, 0.98, 0.50, and 0.50) 

respectively, indicating a minimum school leadership for behaviors, School leaders direct 

and manage the activity of school improvement committee, School leadership communicates 

with the community and encourages higher participation in the school activities and plan, 

School leadership encourages teachers to participate in the preparation, implementation, and 

assessment process of the school plan and  School leadership encourages community to have 

positive attitudes towards students educational achievements‖.  

 

The minimum mean scores of (2.17, 2.00, 1.57, 1.55 and  1.51 ) and minimum standard 

deviations of (0.82, 0.98, 0.50, 0.50 and 0.50 ) respectively on school leadership domain of, 

School leadership encourages community to have positive attitude towards students‘ 

educational achievements, School leadership encourages teachers to participate in the 

preparation, implementation and assessment process of the school plan, School leadership 

communicates with the community and encourages higher participation of community in the 

school activities and plan, School leaders direct and manage the activity of school 

improvement committee, School leaders designed to improve the learning environment by 

beautifying the school compound, and The school leadership is ensuring and managing the 
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school budget to attain SIP goals would indicate that school leadership did not create more 

effective school to leading higher levels of students achievement. 

 

The above analysis coupled with the lowest mean score of 1.47 and the lowest standard 

deviation of 0.50 on the behavior, School leaders are ensuring whether all teachers and staff 

members have received assistance through training could automatically lead to a situation 

where leaders failed to bring staff up to high standards of achievement as expected and 

demanded by most educators and communities. This finding is inconsistent with earlier study 

by Luck (2011: 1—2) who also found that school management could be improved if it 

involved students, teachers and communities in school decision making.  

 

The interview response from students about the principals ‘behavior of managing people, 

data and processes to create school improvement was not far from the teachers‘ response 

mentioned above; meaning, the school principals lacked the potential to unleash latent 

capacities in the schools. In this connection, one student from a group responded. Our parents 

were communicated by the school management bodies for financial contribution and were 

not participating in different activities of the school. 

 

From the school improvement committee and supervisors ‘perspective, the school leaders 

were not actually significantly communicating the community to encourage their 

participation in school improvement program implementation. One school supervisor in 

focused group discussion reported.  

 

Though the school managements are expected to foster communication with the community 

to help them participate in the school improvement program management, in this regard, 

achievements of the schools leaders were not satisfactory.  

 

Responses of the school improvement committee in focused group discussion similarly 

indicated that while students ‘examination results were needed to be improved, both school 

improvement committee and students did not perceive the school principals as adequately 

equipped to play a significant role in leadership. The role of the school principals in 
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improving instruction to enable teachers to teach at their best and students to learn to their 

utmost, as well as principal behavior of cultivating leadership in others so that teachers and 

other adults will assume their parts in realizing the school vision was therefore minimal. 

 

Table 9: Teachers’ Response on Community Involvement 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

Parents involve in decision making process about their 

children‘s education.  
53 1.77 .724 

Parents involve in school programs and students’ progress.  53 1.62 .686 

Community participated on SIP plan outlining goals those help 

to improve standards and future interests.  
53 1.85 .886 

Parents have information about school self-Evaluation process.  53 1.74 .880 

The school leaders conduct meetings with the community 

leaders.  
53 1.53 .541 

School leaders provide information to the community members 

about the curriculum activities and the school academic calendar  
53 1.23 .423 

Community Involvement  53 1.63 0.69 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

As it was indicated in the table, the average score for all six dimensions of perceived 

community involvement did not reach 5.0 for maximum response. The existed data; 

therefore, needed to be examined. In fact, it appeared that the average score on this aspect of 

school improvement program practices was confined to one level of agreement; that is, 

minimum agreement. As an illustration, teachers reported that school leaders provide 

information to the community members about the curriculum activities and the school 

academic calendar for a mean score of 1.23 and standard deviation of 0.42. When teachers 

reported their perception on this school improvement program practice with this mean score 

of 1.85, by observing all the other mean scores, it would be easy to say that this was a 

maximum mean score of all. A similar pattern was also found for the other five behaviors 

that comprised this dimension of school improvement program practices. On closer 
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examination; consequently, it appeared that teachers were minimally accepting the existence 

of community involvement in the current practices of school improvement program. 

 

 The character dimension with a mean score of 1.23 and standard deviation of 0.423 in 

teachers ‘report was the lowest of the six involvement of the community in current practice 

of school improvement program. These minimum mean scores; that is, 1.85 in teachers 

‘response as the maximum mean and 1.23 in teachers ‘response respectively on the behavior, 

School leaders conduct meetings with the community leaders‖ as the minimum mean would 

indicate that principals very minimally involved community members in school improvement 

program. This coupled with the other low mean scores on the behaviors, Parents are involved 

in decision making process about their children‘s education‖ , Parents are involved in school 

programs and students’ progress‖, Community participates on SIP plan outlining goals those 

help to improve standards and future interests‖, and Parents have information about school 

self-evaluation process‖ could lead to a situation where teachers are in the dark regarding 

what principals really think about what is happening in their school setting. Not only that; 

from these respondents ‘responses, one can also conclude that principals were not focusing 

more on removing obstacles that prevent community from involvement.  

 

The perceived community involvement with mean scores of 1.77 and standard deviation 

of0.724 in teachers‘ response on the behavior, Parents are involved in decision-making 

process about their children‘s education‖ as well as the perceived community involvement 

dimension with mean score of  1.62 and standard deviation of 0.686in teachers‘ response on 

the behavior, Parents are involved in school programs and students’ progress also do not 

offer such hope that schools could be effective in their performance. Such minimum mean 

scores indicate that a number of teachers had minimally agreed with the minimum 

participation of community in school improvement program planning, implementation, and 

monitoring and evaluation. Thus, it could be said that a number of teachers have minimal 

faith in their principals ‘abilities to work very closely with parents and communities to 

improve participatory decision-making at school level. Thus, education might not be more 

relevant and suitable for children in such schools because parents have not a say in what 

teachers are teaching and how they are doing.  
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In addition to the information gathered through the questionnaire from teachers, interview 

and focused group discussion were also conducted with school principals, supervisors, and 

students; their response was not far from the information gathered through the 

questionnaires.  

 

The result was that although it was stated that community should be involved in the 

development and management of the school improvement program system that provide their 

children with quality education, parents‘ involvement in the school decision making process 

and their participation in the school improvement program development, management and 

monitoring and evaluation was very minimal. Moreover, principals added that there is a very 

low level of parents ‘participation rate in all other school improvement programs. Further 

investigation through focused group discussion with supervisors showed that community 

involvement in designing education responses did not occur at very much point. In this 

regard, one supervisor said.  

 

Mostly, it is in the days that schools are opening and closing that parents come and 

participate in the school activities .It is only written on the paper that parents are participating 

in their children‘s school matters. 

 

 The preceding paragraph confirmed what was reported earlier in this paper regarding the 

involvement of community in school management improvement program. In other words, 

most of the respondents said that community involvement in the school management 

improvement was absent. 
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Table 10: Teachers’ Response on the Teaching-Learning Domain 

 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

The teaching process meets the general needs of students and 

curriculum standards.  

 53 
3.81 1.226 

Teachers know their student.   53 3.83 .995 

There is a suitability and appropriateness of lesson planning 

and students’ progress supervision.  

 53 
4.08 1.053 

There is quality of teaching and teachers professional progress.   53 1.53 .846 

Teachers are identifying individual learning needs and 

providing the lesson accordingly.  

 53 
4.08 1.158 

Teachers ‘planning skills meet the needs of various student 

groups.  

 53 
4.15 1.133 

Student-centered method of teaching was practiced.   53 4.13 1.020 

Teachers are giving tutorial support to the student.   53 1.68 .894 

Laboratory services are provided to the student.   53 1.55 .503 

Teachers are using different techniques to motivate students.   53 1.57 .500 

Library service is available to the school community.   53 1.79 .863 

Teachers are checking students ‘achievement.   53 4.49 .505 

Students ‘learning desire has been improved.   53 1.62 .686 

Teaching-Leaning Domain  53 2.95 .879 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree. 

 

The researcher now briefly analyzing the respondents ‘responses regarding to the teaching-

learning domain. Consequently, while the average score for all thirteen dimensions of 

teaching-learning did not reach 5.00 for very maximum agree response, there was some 

moderate agreement on its practices. On close analysis; thus, it appeared that the average 

score on this aspect of teaching-learning domain practices is somewhat distorted by the 

minimum perception teachers themselves have on this aspect of teaching-learning domain. 
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For example, teachers reported moderately not equally on two behaviors that they know their 

students and they give tutorial support to the students for mean scores of 3.83&1.68 and 

standard deviations of 0.995&0.894 respectively. Again on two more different behaviors; 

that is, the teaching process meets the general needs of students and curriculum standards and 

Teachers were checking students ‘achievement teachers reported moderately not equally with 

mean scores of 3.81&4.49 and standard deviations of 1.226 &0.505 respectively. When 

teachers reported their perception on this teaching-learning domain; however, they expressed 

some minimum agreement with frequency occurrence of this behavior with a mean score of 

1.53 and standard deviation of 0. 846 on the behavior, Students ‘learning desire has been 

improved; mean score of 4.15 and standard deviation of 1.133 on the behavior, Teachers 

‘planning skills meet the needs of various students groups; mean score of 4.08 and standard 

deviation of 1.158 on the behavior, Teachers are identifying individual learning needs and 

providing the lesson accordingly; and mean score of 1.53 and standard deviation of 0. 846 on 

the behavior, There is no quality of teaching and teachers professional progress. On closer 

examination; consequently, it appeared that teachers moderately believed that teaching-

learning process was not carried out in their schools.  

 

The character dimension with a mean score of  4.13 and standard deviation of 1.020 in 

teachers ‘report on the behavior, Student-centered method of teaching was practiced as 

higher than the character dimension with a mean score of 1.62 and standard deviation of 0. 

686 in teachers ‘response on the behavior, Students ‘learning desire has been improved. This 

mean score; that is, 4.13 in teachers ‘response on the behavior, Student-centered method of 

teaching was practiced indicates that teaching-learning process was moderately practiced in 

the schools where this study has been conducted. This coupled with the moderate mean 

scores on the behaviors, Teachers use different techniques to motivate students with a mean 

score of 1.57 and standard deviation of 0.500; The school provides laboratory service to the 

students with a mean score of 1.55 and standard deviation of 0.503; There is a suitability and 

appropriateness of lesson planning and students’ progress supervision with a mean score of 

4.08 and standard deviation of 1.053; and  Library service is available to the school 

community  with a mean score of 1.79 and standard deviation of 0.863 could lead to a 
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situation where both teachers and principals moderately make their knowledge, practices and 

professional engagement clear. 

 

Interview with school principals revealed that teaching-learning domain was improved. They 

all shared the perception that principals, as the schools ‘main source of everything, were 

involved in checking the appropriateness of the evaluation in respect to planning the lesson 

and supervising students ‘progress. On the other hands, the school improvement committee 

said that there existed no proper practices of following up to check the appropriateness of the 

lesson planning evaluation. In addition to the above descriptions, PSTAs in focused group 

discussion reported that there were no activities that could motivate students to learn. 

 

Table 11: Teachers’ Response on Learning Environment Domain 

 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

Assistance is given to the students to help them develop 

self-confidence and sense of responsibility.  
53 4.53 .504 

School environment is safe, suitable, supportive and 

appealing for students.  
53 1.70 .911 

Students are free from bullying and fear of stigma.  53 1.55 .503 

The school outlined standards for educational 

achievements and qualities.  
53 1.57 .500 

Adequate latrine is allocated for girls students.  53 3.98 1.168 

There is health relationship among school community  53 1.43 .500 

Class-rooms are suitable for teaching learning  53 4.42 .497 

School compound becomes attractive  53 1.66 .517 

Adequate latrine is allocated for boys students  53 4.08 1.053 

Learning Environment Domain  53 2.77 0.683 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  
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In considering the learning environment domain as one component of the current practices of 

school improvement program, while the average score for all nine items of learning 

environment did not reach 5.00 for very maximum agreement with a safe, orderly school 

climate described, there was moderate agreement on its presence. On close analysis; 

therefore, it appeared that the average score on this aspect of school improvement program 

practices is somewhat distorted by the minimal perception teachers have on this aspect of 

school improvement program practice. One example of this is that teachers reported that 

there is health relationship among school community for a mean score of 1.43and standard 

deviation of 0.500. When teachers reported their perception on this school improvement 

program practice; however, they expressed some disagreement with minimum distribution of 

results for this behavior with a mean score of 1.43 and standard deviation of .500. A similar 

pattern was also found for the other seven behaviors that comprised this dimension of school 

improvement program practice. On closer examination; thus, it appeared that teachers were 

moderately agreed with no presence of positive school environment where all students feel 

comfortable, wanted, valued, accepted, and secured in the environment.  

 

The perceived learning environment dimension with mean score of 1.55 and standard 

deviation of 0.503in teachers‘ response on the behavior, The students are not  free from 

bullying and fear of stigma ; mean scores of 3.98 &4.08 and standard deviations of1.168 

&1.053 on the behaviors, Adequate latrine is allocated for girl students and Adequate latrine 

is allocated for boy students respectively as well as the perceived learning environment with 

mean score of 1.66 and standard deviation of .517 on the behavior, School compound 

becomes  not attractive do offer moderate hope that the school and classroom provide 

opportunities for a high degree of students involvement. Thus, teachers are not moderately 

committed to work as a team to ensure a safe and respectful, nurturing, and invigorating 

environment where learning is moderately a shared responsibility.  

 

On the other hand, minimum mean score of 1.70  and standard deviation of 0.911on the 

behavior, School environment is safe, suitable, supportive, and appealing for students as well 

as mean scores of 4.42 &4.53 and standard deviations of 0.497& 0.504respectively on the 

behaviors, The classrooms are suitable for teaching-learning and Assistance is given to the 
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students to help them develop self-confidence and responsible  as teachers rated their 

learning environment indicate that a number of teachers had minimally agreed with  no the 

presence of positive school environment where all students feel comfortable, wanted, valued, 

accepted, and secured in the environment. As a result, it could be said that a number of 

teachers have indicated that respect, safety, security and positive learning environment is 

minimally not prioritized in their schools. 

 

 But an excellent learning environment is usually of great interest to students, parents, 

supervisors, teachers and principals especially in schools where school improvement 

program is implemented as those of Ethiopians. School improvement committees were asked 

to comment on the learning environments of the schools. In a focused group discussion, one 

committee reported.  

 

There is high drop-out and high number of repeating students in grade 9. The teaching-

learning process is not run very well. There is no assistance given to the students to help 

them develop self-confidence and responsible. Responses of the other interviewees similarly 

indicated that learning-environment needed to be not improved. The overall role principals, 

teachers, supervisors, school improvement committees and other school stakeholders played 

in improving this domain was therefore minimal. Learning-environment, in terms of school 

facilities and materials resources, was ascribed to the school principals.  

 

Past study by (Brendtro, Brokenleg& Van Bockern, 1990) shows that a positive school and 

classroom climate can have a major effect on the achievement and behavior of students. 

Moreover, these authors stressed that it is not always an easy task to create a school or 

classroom that focuses on a positive learning environment conducive to learning. So, making 

it happen will always require the community, school teachers, parents, and students working 

together, a commitment from all stakeholders, and a major shift in thinking. 
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Table 12: Teachers’ Response on School Improvement Program Monitoring and 

Evaluation 

Item  No  Mean 

Mean 

Stan. 

Dev School improvement committees have fixed meeting time.  53 1.55 .503 

Sub city educational experts and supervisors have fixed 

schedules for their school visits.  
53 1.55 .503 

Support is given for internal supervisors.  53 4.26 .944 

Students receive regular feedback about what they need to do 

to improve.  
53 4.62 .489 

Teachers receive regular feedback on how they are doing.  53 1.51 .912 

School Improvement Program Monitoring and Evaluation  53 2.69   .280 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

Regarding to the school improvement program monitoring and evaluation as one component 

of the current practices of school improvement program, while the average score for all five 

items of school improvement program monitoring and evaluation did not reach 5.00 for very 

maximum agreement with learning and feeding-back of the schools, there was moderate 

agreement on its presence. On close analysis; therefore, it appeared that the average score on 

this aspect of school improvement program practices is somewhat distorted by the minimal 

perception teachers have on this aspect of school improvement program practice. One 

example of this is that teachers reported that school improvement committees have fixed 

meeting time to judge if their work has been going in the right direction for a mean score of 

1.55 and standard deviation of 0.503. Besides that, teachers claimed that Sub city educational 

experts and supervisors have fixed schedules for their school visits for a mean score of 1.55 

and standard deviation of 0.503. When teachers reported their perception on this school 

improvement program practice; however, they expressed some disagreement with minimum 

distribution of results for this behavior with a mean score of 1.51 and standard deviation of 

0.912. A similar pattern was also found for the other three behaviors that comprised this 

dimension of school improvement program practice. On closer examination; however, it 
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appeared that teachers were minimally agreed with the presence of monitoring and evaluation 

system which establishes clear links between past, present and future initiatives and 

development results.  

 

The perceived monitoring and evaluation dimension with mean score of 4.26 and standard 

deviation of 0.944 in teachers ‘response on the behavior, There is support given for internal 

supervisors as well as the perceived monitoring and evaluation with mean scores of 4.62 and 

standard deviations of 0. 489 on the behaviors, Students receive regular feedback about what 

they need to do to improve do offer very minimum hope that the schools place attention on 

monitoring and evaluation of the school improvement program. Thus, teachers are tended to 

very minimally stay on their tracks. Moreover, problems were not often detected earlier. As a 

result, there is a likelihood of having major cost overruns or time delays in the schools. 

Questionnaire responses showed that minor (1.55 mean score) of the surveyed teachers 

perceived minimum school improvement program monitoring and evaluation at the schools. 

In the same manner, the majority of school improvement committees in focused group 

discussion reported that there was no more school improvement program monitoring and 

evaluation. One member of the school improvement committee elaborated: Government 

leaves this to the school and it is the responsibility of the school principals, teachers, 

supervisors, school improvement committees and students to monitor and evaluate the school 

improvement program implementation. But, we are not even aware of the ways how the 

schools are conducting the follow up. In each school, principals served as leaders of the 

school improvement committees. However, most of them felt that they were adequately 

monitoring and evaluating school improvement programs together with other members of the 

committees.  

 

One of them commented: Throughout the school year, each of us is expected to monitor the 

operation of school improvement program. Accordingly, all of the school improvement 

committees are monitoring and evaluating the performance of the school and with the 

assistance of other stakeholders, we could revise the school improvement program as 

necessary. On the other hands, interview with supervisors showed that to them, constant 
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review on the implementation of school improvement program constituted the very minimal 

of their business as stakeholder of the schools. 

 

 One Supervisor reported: Our major roles as the internal school assessors are to give advice 

or to provide support in planning and self-reviewing at school level. But, I do not think that 

we are producing better results. Because, working together with these teachers and principals 

in preparing and implementing school projects that serve as the basis for continuous self-

assessment and school improvement is very difficult. Teachers and principals see it in a 

negative way. 

 

Table 13: Mean and Standard Deviation on each of the Domains 

Variable  No Mean Std. Deviation 

School Improvement Program Planning  53 2.58   .957 

School Leadership  53 1.48  0.59 

Community Involvement  53 1.63 0.69 

Teaching-Learning  53 2.95 .879 

Learning Environment  53 2.77 .683 

Monitoring and Evaluation  53 2.69 .280 

Current Practices of School Improvement 

Program  

 

53 2.35 .681 

 

Table 13 shows the means and standard deviations of the survey on each of the six broad 

school improvement program domains. Accordingly, mean and standard deviation for school 

improvement planning practice in the schools is 2.58 and 0.957 respectively, the mean and 

standard deviation for school leadership domain practice is 1.48 and 0.59 respectively, the 

mean and standard deviation for community involvement domain practice is 1.63and 

0.69respectively, the mean and standard deviation for teaching-learning domain practice is 

2.95 and 0.879 respectively, the mean and standard deviation for learning environment 

domain practice is 2.77 and 0.683 respectively and monitoring and evaluation domain 

practice has the mean score of 2.69 and standard deviation of  0.280. On the other hand, the 
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overall mean score for current practices of school improvement program in the schools where 

this study has been conducted was 2.35 and standard deviation of 0.68.  

 

The result of this calculation has shown that the moderate mean score of 2.95 and standard 

deviation of 0.879 for teaching-learning domain of the school improvement program 

indicates that a number of teachers moderately agree that there is no high-quality teaching 

and research-based instruction in their schools. Following this, the moderate mean score of 

2.77 and standard deviation of 0.683 for learning environment domain of the school 

improvement program also indicates that no teachers know what to do and are also willing to 

do better. Yet, the minimum mean score of 2.69 and standard deviation of 0.280 for school 

improvement program shows that there are some more teachers who minimally agree with 

the presence of monitoring and evaluation. These large categories of teachers not might have 

focused on the overall performance of a school improvement program. On top of that, it 

appeared that the average score of 1.48 and standard deviation of 0.59 for school leadership 

was somewhat minimal. As a result, this may give birth to the realization of unsuccessful 

schools. When principals are reported as they are not good leader of the schools, it implies 

that principals show very minimal commitment to the work of the schools. Community 

involvement in school activities is much worse than school improvement program planning 

practices. This is evidenced with the result that while the mean score for school improvement 

program planning is 2.58; it is only 1.63 for community involvement domain. An example of 

community involvement in the school decision-making is, the school leaders conduct 

meetings with the community leaders has a mean score of 1.53 and standard deviation of 

0.541 which means that school principals do not engage community in education delivery 

and management. 

 

The low mean scores of 2.69, 2.58, 1.63, and 1.48 and standard deviations of 0.280, 0.957, 

0.69, and0.59 respectively on domains, Monitoring and Evaluation, School Improvement 

Program Planning, Community Involvement, and School Leadership could contribute to the 

overall low mean score of 2.35 and standard deviation of 0.681for The Current Practices of 

School Improvement Program. This is because, when the process of school improvement 

program planning, implementation and monitoring practices tends to lack proper planning, 
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the participation of others, effective leadership and lack of monitoring and evaluation 

feedback mechanisms, then, it would not more likely to improve students‘ achievements. In 

addition, teachers, principals, parents, students and larger community would not more likely 

to take their work seriously.  

 

Besides that, they would not demonstrate a very high level of commitment, and perform 

below average to meet the needs of students. In such schools, stakeholders would not respect 

each other’s ‘competence and expertise. Furthermore, teachers would not really engage in the 

real teaching-learning process. In conclusion, what seems clear about such schools is that, 

looking for ways of improving students' achievement is of little interest to teachers and 

school principals.  

4.2.2. Major challenges the SIP implementation encountered 

Teachers ‘responses to items written to investigate the key challenges schools encountered in 

implementing of SIP were collected on five (5) points; likert scales, consisting of nine (9) 

items for challenges of SIP. The responses were converted into a numerical scale. The 

numerical value assigned to each response was given as (1= strongly disagree; 2= disagree; 

3= undecided 4= agree and 5= strongly agree). Then, the frequency distribution of each item 

was calculated as well as the mean score, standard deviation and range using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Science (SPSS) Software.  

 

Later, the overall data were aggregated at the school level by averaging the scores for each 

item within this instrument. The mean scores for each item and factor were then determined 

by averaging the scores for all survey items within this instrument and / or subscale. 

Accordingly, descriptive statistics including the mean and standard deviation were presented 

in the following single table. 
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Table 14: Teachers’ Responses on the Challenges of School 

Improvement Program 

 

Variable   No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

Lack of training on SIP negatively affects its 

implementation  
53 4.02 .909 

Low stakeholders involvement in SIP implementation  53 4.38 .765 

The competency of leadership is not enough to lead SIP 

implementation  
53 4.25 .875 

Poor performance of school improvement committee  53 4.47 .696 

Poor performance of follow up supervisors on SIP 

implementation  
53 4.55 .503 

Insufficient school facilities (lack of laboratory apparatus 

and pedagogy Centre)  
53 4.55 .503 

Lack of financial resources to implement SIP  53 4.58 .497 

Inadequate of planning SIP  53 4.51 .505 

Lack of teachers‘ commitment to implement SIP  53 4.49 .608 

The Challenges of SIP  53 4.42 .595 

 

Although the mean score for all nine items of key challenges of school improvement program 

did not reach 5.00 for very maximum agree response, there was some considerable high 

agreement on the presence of school improvement program challenges on some items. For 

example, teachers gave considerable high response on the item that there were insufficient 

school facilities (lack of laboratory apparatus and lack of pedagogy Centre equipment) with 

mean score of 4.55 and standard deviation of 0.503. A similar pattern was also found for the 

other three behaviors that comprised this dimension of school improvement program 

challenge. On close analysis; however, it appeared that the average score on the challenges of 

school improvement program implementation was somewhat distorted by the moderate and 

minor mean scores teachers have given on this challenge of school improvement program 

implementation practices. As an illustration, teachers expressed minor agreement with the 
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presence of lack of teachers ‘commitment to implement SIP with a mean score of 4.49 and 

standard deviation of 0.608. On closer examination; consequently, it appeared that teachers 

were willing to say that moderate challenges were existed as there were inadequate in 

planning of SIP, lack of financial resources to implement SIP, poor performance of school 

improvement program committee, and the competency of leadership was not enough to lead 

SIP implementation.  

 

The character dimension with a mean score of4.02and standard deviation of 0.909 in teachers 

‘response was the lowest mean score of the nine challenges of SIP implement SIP, Poor 

performance of SIP committee, and The competency of leadership was not enough to lead 

SIP implementation. Next to this, teachers reported that there were inadequacies in planning 

of SIP with a mean score of 4.51 and standard deviation of 0.505. Besides that, teachers had 

also reported that lack of financial resources to implement SIP as existed with a mean score 

of 4.58 and standard deviation of 0.497. Teachers also reported with a mean score of 4.47and 

standard deviation of 0.696 that school improvement program committees were not 

performing to the expected standards of performance. Another example of a challenge with a 

moderate mean score of 4.25 and standard deviation of 0.875was, the competency of 

leadership was not enough to lead SIP implementation. 

 

These major and agree &strongly agree mean scores of (4.02, 4.25, 4.49, 4.51 and 4.58) 

respectively on the challenges, Lack of teacher’s commitment to implement SIP, 

Inadequacies in planning of SIP, Lack of financial resources to implementation‖ would 

indicate that SIP development, implementation and revision had encountered with moderate 

challenges. This coupled with the considerable high mean score of 4.58 and standard 

deviation of 0.497on the challenge, There are Lack of financial resources to implement SIP, 

considerable high mean score of 4.55 and 4.55 and standard deviation of 0.503 and 0.503 in 

teachers‘ response on challenge There are insufficient school facilities (lack of laboratory 

apparatus and pedagogy centre equipment)&There are Poor performance of follow up 

supervisors on SIP implementation in teachers‘ response on challenge, Low stakeholders 

involvement in SIP implementation‖ as well as considerable high mean score of 4.38  and 

standard deviation of 0.765 in teachers‘ response on challenge, Poor performance of follow 
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up supervisors on SIP implementation‖ could lead to a situation where teachers do not believe 

that SIP is implementing in their schools. This finding that SIP encountered with the 

challenges of insufficient school facilities, lack of training on SIP implementation strategies, 

low level of stakeholders participation and low level of supervisors monitoring and 

evaluation mechanisms was related with what the researcher has got from the other 

participants such as principals, parents and supervisors themselves in interview and FGD. 

These respondents added that teachers ‘and parents ‘attitude was also affecting the 

implementation of SIP. Supervisors on their own strengthened the points rose by the school 

principals and said that lack of commitment was the major challenge. The SIC members; 

moreover, focused on the school leaders incapability to motivate and mobilize the school 

community as the major problem they observed. Drawing on the above analysis, one can 

understand that SIP has been encountered with many problems in the schools where this 

study has been conducive. 

 

Students ‘responses to items written to investigate the current practices of school 

improvement program in the schools were collected on five (5) points; likert scales, 

consisting of three (3) items for Awareness of stakeholders, five (5) items for Involvement of 

stakeholders in the implementation of sip plan, eight (8) items for conducive learning 

environment, four (4) items for school community participation, and five (5) items for 

Expected challenges of SIP implementation. The responses were converted into a numerical 

scale. The numerical value assigned to each response was given as (1= strongly disagree; 2= 

disagree; 3= undecided 4= agree and 5= strongly agree). Then, the frequency distribution of 

each variable was calculated as well as the mean score, standard deviation and range used the 

Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS) Software.  

 

Later, data were aggregated at the school level by averaging the scores for each item within 

each instrument. The mean scores for each variable and factor were then determined 

averaging the scores for all survey items within each instrument and / or subscale. 

Accordingly, descriptive statistics including the mean and standard deviation were presented 

in the following tables. 
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Table 15: Students responses on the awareness of stakeholders 

 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

Students get enough awareness about sip. 90 1.58 .519 

Students know there responsibility about sip . 90 1.60 .632 

Students have enough awareness about sip implementation 

and goals. 
90 1.52 .565 

Awareness  of stakeholders 90 1.57 .572 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree. 

 

In considering the awareness of stakeholders as one part of the current practices of school 

improvement program, while the average score for all three items of learning environment 

did not reach 5.00 for very maximum agreement with a safe, orderly school climate 

described, there was moderate agreement on its presence. On close analysis; therefore, it 

appeared that the average score on this aspect of awareness of stakeholders is somewhat 

distorted by the minimal perception Students have on this aspect of school improvement 

program practice. One example of this is that Students reported that there is no enough 

awareness about sip for Students for a mean score of 1.58 and standard deviation of 

0.519.The students are not know there responsibility about sip; mean scores of 1.60 and 

standard deviations of 0.632 on the behaviors, there is no enough awareness about sip 

implementation and goals for students respectively. Moreover, students reported there is no 

enough awareness about sip, Students do not know there responsibility about sip 

implementation and goals.  
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Table 16: Students responses the involvement of stakeholders (teachers, 

students, and parents) in implementation of sip plans.  

 

Item  No  Mea

n  

Stan. Dev 

Students discus about the effectiveness of sip 

implementation with together school  leaders  
90 1.79 .918 

Students accomplish their responsibility effectively 

regarding to coordinate , attendance,& assessment of sip  
90 1.74 .829 

The school leaders conduct meetings continuously with the 

community about student result & teaching and learning. 
90 1.48 .502 

School leaders lead by cooperate  student result & sip 

implementation  
90 1.58 .580 

There is good r/ship with stakeholders (teachers, students, 

and parents about sip implementation and student result.  
90 1.66 .621 

Involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of sip 

plan 
90 1.65 0.69 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

The researcher now briefly analyzing the respondents ‘responses regarding to the 

involvement of stakeholders (teachers, students, and parents) in implementation of sip plan. 

Consequently, while the average score for all five dimensions of teaching-learning did not 

reach 5.00 for very maximum agree response, there was some moderate agreement on its 

practices. On close analysis; thus, it appeared that the average score on this aspect of 

involvement of stakeholders (teachers, students, and parents) in implementation of sip plan 

practices is somewhat distorted by the minimum perception students themselves have on this 

aspect of involvement of stakeholders. For example, students reported moderately there is no 

good r/ship with stakeholders (teachers, students, and parents about sip implementation and 

student result for mean scores of 1.66 & standard deviations of 0.621 respectively. Again on 
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two more different behaviors; that is, Students discus about the effectiveness of sip 

implementation with together school  leaders and The school leaders conduct meetings 

continuously with the community about student result & teaching and learning Students 

reported moderately not equally with mean scores of 1.79&1.48 and standard deviations of 

0.918 & 0.502respectively. 

 

 When Students reported their perception on this involvement of stakeholders (teachers, 

students, and parents); however, they expressed some minimum agreement with frequency 

occurrence of this behavior with a mean score of 1.74 and standard deviation of 0.829 on the 

behavior, Students accomplish their responsibility effectively regarding to coordinate , 

attendance,& assessment of sip; mean score of 1.58 and standard deviation of 0.580 on the 

behavior, School leaders lead by cooperate  student result & sip implementation. On closer 

examination; consequently, it appeared that Students moderately believed that Involvement 

of stakeholders in the implementation of sip plan was not carried out in their schools.  

 

Interview with school principals revealed that Involvement of stakeholders in the 

implementation of sip plan was improved. They all shared the perception that principals, as 

the schools ‘main source of everything, were involved in The school leaders conduct 

meetings continuously with the community about student result & teaching and learning and 

School leaders lead by cooperate  student result & sip implementation. On the other hands, 

the school improvement committee said that there existed no proper Involvement of 

stakeholders in the implementation of sip plan. In addition to the above descriptions, PSTAs 

in focused group discussion reported that school leaders not conduct meetings continuously 

with the community about student result & teaching and learning. 
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Table 17: Students responses conducive learning environment 

 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

There are visible ,participatory  and student govern rule  90 1.88 1.130 

There is health relationship between teacher & students  90 1.54 .656 

School compound has become attractive for students and 

teachers  
90 1.73 .832 

There are visible & easily understandable policies for 

stakeholders in the school  
90 1.69 .774 

There are Adequate latrine ,water supply  ,library, 

pedagogy center  allocated for students 
90 1.48 .565 

Class-rooms are suitable for teaching-learning & it 

include special need students 
90 1.51 .623 

Adequate books  is allocated for students 90 1.77 .765 

There is similarity between using of language by  student 

text books  
90 1.71 .838 

conducive learning environment 90 1.66 .773 

 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

In considering the conducive learning environment domain as one component of the current 

practices of school improvement program, while the average score for all eight items of 

learning environment did not reach 5.00 for very maximum agreement with a safe, orderly 

school climate described, there was moderate agreement on its presence. On close analysis; 

therefore, it appeared that the average score on this aspect of school improvement program 

practices is somewhat distorted by the minimal perception students have on this aspect of 

school improvement program practice. One example of this is that students reported that 

there are visible, participatory and student govern rule for a mean score of 1.88and standard 

deviation of 1.130. When students reported their perception on this school improvement 
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program practice; however, they expressed some disagreement with minimum distribution of 

results for this behavior with a mean score of 1.48and standard deviation of 0.565.  

A similar pattern was also found for the other seven behaviors that comprised this dimension 

of school improvement program practice. On closer examination; thus, it appeared that 

teachers were moderately agreed with no presence of positive school environment where all 

students feel comfortable, wanted, valued, accepted, and secured in the environment. The 

perceived learning environment dimension with mean score of 1.51and standard deviation of 

0.623in students ‘ response on the behavior, The Class-rooms are not suitable for teaching-

learning & it include special need students; mean scores of 1.69&1.48and standard deviations 

of 0.774&0.565on the behaviors, There are visible & easily understandable policies for 

stakeholders in the school and There are not Adequate latrine ,water supply  ,library, 

pedagogy center  allocated for students respectively as well as the perceived learning 

environment with mean score of   1.73and standard deviation of 0.832on the behavior, 

School compound becomes  not attractive do offer moderate hope that the school and 

classroom provide opportunities for a high degree of students involvement. 

 

 Thus, there is no health relationship between teacher &students.  The teaching-learning 

process is not run very well. The overall role principals, teachers, supervisors, school 

improvement committees and other school stakeholders played in improving this domain was 

therefore minimal. Learning-environment, in terms of school facilities and materials 

resources, was ascribed to the school principals. Past study by (Brendtro, Brokenleg& Van 

Bockern, 1990) shows that a positive school and classroom climate can have a major effect 

on the achievement and behavior of students. Moreover, these authors stressed that it is not 

always an easy task to create a school or classroom that focuses on a positive learning 

environment conducive to learning. So, making it happen will always require the community, 

school teachers, parents, and students working together, a commitment from all stakeholders, 

and a major shift in thinking 
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Table 18: Students responses school community participation 

 

Item  No  Mea

n  

Stan. Dev 

There is enough Parents involvement in school programs 

and students’ progress.  
90 1.51 .723 

Parents assist students to learn at home.  90 1.50 .503 

School leaders discus about the r/ship b/n sip & student 

result with together Parents  
90 1.46 .564 

Your Parents  support you  by answering questions  90 1.53 .640 

school community participation 90 1.50 .607 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

As it was indicated in the table, the average score for all four dimensions of perceived 

community involvement did not reach 5.0 for maximum response. The existed data; 

therefore, needed to be examined. In fact, it appeared that the average score on this aspect of 

school improvement program practices was confined to one level of agreement; that is, 

minimum agreement. As an illustration, students reported that there is enough Parents 

involvement in school programs and students’ progress for a mean score of 1.51 and standard 

deviation of 0.723. When students reported their perception on this school improvement 

program practice with this mean score of 1.53, by observing all the other mean scores, it 

would be easy to say that this was a maximum mean score of all. A similar pattern was also 

found for the other three behaviors that comprised this dimension of school improvement 

program practices. On closer examination; consequently, it appeared that students were 

minimally accepting the existence of community involvement in the current practices of 

school improvement program.  

 

The character dimension with a mean score of 1.46 and standard deviation of 0.564 in 

teachers ‘report  was the lowest of the four  involvement of the community in current practice 
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of school improvement program. The perceived community involvement with mean scores of 

1.51 and standard deviation of 0.723in students ‘response on the behavior, There is enough 

Parents involvement in school programs and students’ progress as well as the perceived 

community involvement dimension with mean score of 1.50and standard deviation of 0.503 

in teachers ‘response on the behavior, Parents assist students to learn at home. Such 

minimum mean scores indicate that a number of students had minimally agreed with the 

minimum participation of community in school improvement program planning, 

implementation, and monitoring and evaluation.  

 

Thus, it could be said that a number of teachers have minimal faith in their principals 

‘abilities to work very closely with parents and communities to improve participatory 

decision-making at school level. Thus, education might not be more relevant and suitable for 

children in such schools because parents have not a say in what teachers are teaching and 

how they are doing. In addition to the information gathered through the questionnaire from 

teachers, interview and focused group discussion were also conducted with school principals, 

supervisors, and students; their response was not far from the information gathered through 

the questionnaires.  

 

The result was that although it was stated that community should be involved in the 

development and management of the school improvement program system that provide their 

children with quality education, parents‘ involvement in the school decision making process 

and their participation in the school improvement program development, management and 

monitoring and evaluation was very minimal. Moreover, principals added that there is a very 

low level of parents ‘participation rate in all other school improvement programs. Further 

investigation through focused group discussion with supervisors showed that community 

involvement in designing education responses did not occur at very much point. In this 

regard, one supervisor said. Mostly, it is in the days that schools are opening and closing that 

parents come and participate in the school activities .It is only written on the paper that 

parents are participating in their children‘s school matters. The preceding paragraph 

confirmed what was reported earlier in this paper regarding the involvement of community in 
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school management improvement program. In other words, most of the respondents said that 

community involvement in the school management improvement was absent. 

Table 19: Students responses Expected challenges of SIP implementation 

Item  No  Mean  Stan. Dev 

Lack of leaders commitment to implement sip  90 4.06 .625 

Low stakeholders  support in SIP implementation  90 4.06 .625 

Lack of finance & materials 90 4.22 .884 

Lack of Sip annual evaluation for now the effectiveness of sip  90 4.16 .898 

Lack of understanding the leadership b/n sip & student result  90 4.17 .939 

Expected challenges of SIP implementation 90 4.13 .868 

 

Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree.  

 

 Although the mean score for all five items of expected challenges of school improvement 

program did not reach 5.00 for very maximum agree response, there was some considerable 

high agreement on the presence of school improvement program challenges on some items. 

For example, Students gave considerable high response on the item that there was lack of 

leader’s commitment to implement sip with mean score of 4.06and standard deviation 

of0.625. A similar pattern was also found for the other three behaviors that comprised this 

dimension of school improvement program challenge. On close analysis; however, it 

appeared that the average score on the challenges of school improvement program 

implementation was somewhat distorted by the moderate and minor mean scores Students 

have given on this challenge of school improvement program implementation practices. On 

closer examination; consequently, it appeared that Students were willing to say that moderate 

challenges were existed as there were lack of leaders commitment to implement sip, low 

stakeholders support in SIP implementation, lack of finance & materials, lack of Sip annual 

evaluation for now the effectiveness of sip and lack of understanding the leadership b/n sip & 

student result.  
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The character dimensions with a mean score of4.06and standard deviation of 0.625in 

Students ‘response was the lowest mean score of the five challenges of implement SIP. Next 

to this, Students reported that there was low stakeholders support in SIP implementation with 

a mean score of 4.06and standard deviation of 0.625. Besides that, Students had also reported 

that lack of financial & materials resources to implement SIP as existed with a mean score of 

4.22and standard deviation of 0.884. Students also reported with a mean score of 4.16and 

standard deviation of0.898that lack of Sip annual evaluation for knows the effectiveness of 

sip. Another example of a challenge with a moderate mean score of 4.17and standard 

deviation of 0.939waslack of understanding the leadership b/n sip & student result. This 

finding that SIP encountered with the challenges of lack of leaders commitment to implement 

sip, Low stakeholders support in SIP implementation, lack of finance & materials, lack of Sip 

annual evaluation for now the effectiveness of sip and lack of understanding the leadership 

b/n sip & student result was related with what the researcher has got from the other 

participants such as principals, parents and supervisors themselves in interview and FGD.  

 

These respondents added that Students‘and parents ‘attitude was also affecting the 

implementation of SIP. Supervisors on their own strengthened the points rose by the school 

principals and said that lack of commitment was the major challenge. The SIC members; 

moreover, focused on the school leaders incapability to motivate and mobilize the school 

community as the major problem they observed. Drawing on the above analysis, one can 

understand that SIP has been encountered with many problems in the schools where this 

study has been conducive. 

Table 20: Mean and Standard Deviation on each of the Domains 

Variable  No Mean Std. Dev 

Awareness  of stakeholders 90 1.57 .572 

Involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of sip plan 90 1.65 0.69 

conducive learning environment 90 1.66 .773 

school community participation 90 1.50 .607 

Expected challenges of SIP implementation 90 4.13 .868 

Current Practices of School Improvement Program  

 
90 2.10 .702 
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Level of agreement: 0.00 < 1.50 =strongly disagree; 1.50—2.50 =disagree; 2.50—3.50 

=undecided; 3.50—4.50 =agree; and 4.50—5.00 =strongly agree. 

 

Table 20 shows the means and standard deviations of the survey on each of the five broad 

school improvement program domains. Accordingly, mean and standard deviation for 

Awareness of stakeholders in the schools is 1.57 and 0.572 respectively, the mean and 

standard deviation for Involvement of stakeholders in the implementation of sip plan is1.65 

and 0.69 respectively, the mean and standard deviation for conducive learning environment 

domain practice is 1.66 and 0.773respectively, the mean and standard deviation for school 

community participation is 1.50 and 0.607respectively, the mean and standard deviation for 

expected challenges of SIP implementation is 1.70 and 0.911respectively and school 

community participation has the mean score of 4.13 and standard deviation of 0.868. On the 

other hand, the overall mean score for current practices of school improvement program in 

the schools where this study has been conducted was 2.10 and standard deviation of 0.702. 

The result of this calculation has shown that the moderate mean score of 1.57 and standard 

deviation of 0.572 for Awareness  of stakeholders of the school improvement program 

indicates that a number of student moderately agree that there is no  Involvement of 

stakeholders in the implementation of sip plan in their schools. Following this, the moderate 

mean score of 1.66 and standard deviation of 0.773 for learning environment domain of the 

school improvement program also indicates that no teachers know what to do and are also 

willing to do better. 

 

These large categories of students not might have focused on the overall performance of a 

school improvement program. As a result, this may give birth to the realization of 

unsuccessful schools. When principals are reported as they are not good leader of the 

schools, it implies that principals show very minimal commitment to the work of the schools. 

Community involvement in school activities is much worse than school improvement 

program planning practices. This is because, when the process of school improvement 

program planning, implementation and monitoring practices tends to lack proper planning, 

the participation of others, effective leadership and lack of monitoring and evaluation 

feedback mechanisms, then, it would not more likely to improve students‘ achievements. In 
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addition, teachers, principals, parents, students and larger community would not more likely 

to take their work seriously. Besides that, they would not demonstrate a very high level of 

commitment, and perform below average to meet the needs of students. In such schools, 

stakeholders would not respect each other’s ‘competence and expertise. Furthermore, 

teachers would not really engage in the real teaching-learning process. In conclusion, what 

seems clear about such schools is that, looking for ways of improving students' achievement 

is of little interest to teachers, school principals and other stakeholders. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



76 
 

CHAPTER FIVE 

 

CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

This chapter presented the summary, conclusions and recommendations of the study. It 

clearly represented the major findings, generalization about the major findings and relevant 

suggestions forwarded to the major problems in the research findings.  

5.1. Summary  

This research was designed to examine the current practices and challenges of school 

improvement program in selected government secondary schools of Kirkos Sub-City. The 

practices of school improvement program were measured as the practices perceived by the 

school principals, teachers, students, school improvement committee and supervisors. The six 

school improvement program domains and the challenges of school improvement program 

dimension were measured through the perception of teachers using questionnaires. However, 

the perceptions of principals, students, school improvement committee and supervisors were 

measured through qualitative method. The following research questions were asked:  

1. What are the current practices of school improvement program implementation in some 

selected schools of Kirkos Sub-City?  

2. What are the major challenges encountering when the school improvement program is  

    Implemented?  

 

Surveys were used to collect the perception of teachers; semi-structured interviews were used 

to collect the perception of principals, vice principals and supervisors; focused group 

discussion was done to measure the perception of school improvement program committee 

and students, check list and document analysis were also used to confirm the reality of data 

from a simple random sample of three (3) government secondary schools in Kirkos Sub-City. 

At these schools, thirty (30 %) of the population; that is, at Temenja Yazh secondary school  

seventy  (17) teachers, four  (4) principals, one (1) supervisor and seven (7) school 

improvement committee and15 students; Yetebaberute secondary school six (6) teachers, 

four  (4) principals, one (1) supervisor and twenty five (25) students and seven school 

improvement committee. at Shimeles Habte secondary school  thirty two (32) teachers, four  
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(4) principals, one (1) supervisor and seven (7) school improvement program committee and 

50students. Accordingly, surveys were distributed among teachers and students. Interviews 

were done with the principals, vice principals and supervisors. Moreover, focus group 

discussion was done with PSTA and school improvement program committee. Furthermore, 

observation was also done. Finally, it was observed that a total of fifty three (53 or 30 percent 

of teachers) and 90 students returned usable surveys, twelve (12 or 100 percent of principals) 

three (3 or 100 percent of supervisors) interviewed, twenty one (21 or 100 percent of school 

improvement program committee) and twenty one (21 or 100 percent of PSTA) were put into 

sex groups and discussion was done with them. All survey data were aggregated to the school 

level using the means from completed survey items and qualitative data were analyzed. The 

current practices of school improvement program and challenges of school improvement 

program survey data were then statistically analyzed using SPSS and tables to see the results.  
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The data analysis leads to the following major findings;  

1. The study indicated that there was weak involvement of teachers, students and community 

in the planning of SIP. The responsibility of planning SIP was remained in the hands of 

school leaders.  

 

2. It was also found out that the presence of insufficient school facilities, lack of teachers’ 

commitment to implement school improvement program, inadequacy of planning of school 

improvement program, lack of financial resources to implement school improvement 

program, poor performance of school improvement program committee and in effectiveness 

of leadership to lead school improvement program inhibited schools from the implementation 

of school improvement program.  

 

3. Results indicated that none of the schools in the study had a good culture of implementing 

school improvement program.  

 

4. Since the present practices of these factors were at minor, moderate and considerable 

points, there appeared to be difficult to implement school improvement program in these 

schools.  
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5.2 .Conclusion 

There is no doubt that successful school improvement is related to systematically planning, 

monitoring and evaluation process which enable to increase student’s achievement. Hence, 

the key stake holders (teachers, students and parents) should also be encouraged to have 

active participation in SIP planning and implementation by continuously aware them. The 

extent of providing monitoring and evaluation by concerned bodies and the extent of school 

leadership capacity determine the extent of stake holders‟ participation in planning and 

implementing SIP. Therefore, based on the findings of the study the following conclusions 

were drawn: 

 

 However, the nature of school improvement program implementation required excellent 

planning which could be achieved through collective efforts of all school stakeholders; it is 

found out that the school improvement program planning process lacks good self-assessment, 

and the participation of those who have a stake in schools. From this it can be safely 

concluded that the school improvement committee were not contributing significantly in the 

planning and implementation of school improvement program.  

 

 It is also found out that the over-all process of school improvement program practices tends 

to lack proper planning, participation of others, effective leadership and lack of monitoring 

and evaluation / feedback mechanisms. On the other hands, in the school improvement 

program guidelines, it is stated that school improvement program requires a broad-based 

effort by the entire community; including educators, students, parents, law enforcement 

agencies, business organizations, and faith-based organizations, among the others during the 

planning, implementation, and monitoring and evaluation of school improvement program.  

 

 The schools in the sub city were not properly utilizing the different potentials and 

experiences of their stakeholders during the preparation and implementation of school 

improvement program. Consequently, if stakeholders were not made to participate in the 

process of school improvement program, it might have caused a number of problems. That is, 

it might reduce greater readiness to do what is required to assist the school to achieve its 

goals, affect sense of ownership from the stakeholders, affect morals, and professional 
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commitment from the teachers and supervisors sides. Moreover, it might also impede 

effective implementation of the school improvement program, disassociate the stakeholders 

from the school, discourage stakeholders ‘creativity and increase dissatisfaction and affect 

students ‘achievement.  

 

 On the other hand, insufficient school facilities, lack of training on school improvement 

program implementation strategies, low level of stakeholders ‘participation, and low level of 

supervisors ‘monitoring and evaluation mechanisms were challenging the school 

improvement program in the sub city. This seemed resulted from the low consideration given 

to the importance of School Improvement Program.  

 

 Generally the study revealed that the planning of SIP for implementation in most schools 

doesn’t involve conducting self-evaluation, and identifying and prioritizing the problems. 

Moreover, there was weak involvement of stake holders (teachers, students and parents) in 

the planning of SIP, the responsibility of planning remained in the hands of school leaders 

due to lack of commitment of leaders to invite stake holders in planning. This implies that 

low involvement of key stake holders in planning and implementing SIP was the most 

challenge affecting the success of SIP in the secondary schools found in the sub city. 

Majority of schools implement SIP at moderate level performance with respect to four 

domains making safety and conducive learning environment domain, teaching learning 

process, leadership and management domain whereas the community involvement showed 

weak level of performance. In most schools the extent of monitoring and evaluation process 

carried out was weak; there is no continuous follow up/supervision/to evaluates the 

performance of schools and providing professional /technical /support /by educational 

officials that are found at different level in the implementation of SIP.  
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5.3. Recommendations  

Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations were made believing that 

they would be helpful for realizing and putting in effect in schools where one has to be 

effective in planning, implementing, monitoring and evaluating the school improvement 

program.  

 

1. It was identified that schools were developing school improvement program plan with the 

less participation of stakeholders. In order to develop accountability and responsibility in all 

stakeholders to implement and improve the four main domains of school improvement 

program, the school leaders need to prepare the school improvement program plan 

collaboratively with other stakeholders.  

 

2. The finding of the study revealed that lack of training on SIP plan implementation affected 

the program. Woreda education officers and school personnel in collaboration with the 

regional education bureaus heads; therefore, are advised to provide the training to develop 

common understanding on the school improvement program plan implementation among the 

school communities before and during the academic year commenced. Moreover, school 

leaders need to make network with woreda education officers and make awareness and 

inspiration for the communities, parents, students and teachers on the objectives, key parents 

of SIP planning and the role of all stakeholders.  

 

3. To use stakeholders’ inputs to shape the learning environment of the school, the principals 

need to identify avenues for active participation. As an illustration, stakeholders could be 

encouraged to come-up with some school improvement program decisional areas and find 

possible solutions to the problems posed. This would help them to contribute their share in 

the school improvement program preparation and implementation without being excluded by 

the principals.  
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4. School facilities play great role in promoting safe and secure learning environment. In 

other words, schools need material and financial support to organize discussion groups, 

teachers study groups, baseline action research groups, seminars, forums, conference and 

extra that could play great role to enhance quality of learning-teaching in the schools. Thus, 

school principals need to consult teachers and other stakeholders in order to use school 

facilities more wisely and effectively for school improvement program.  
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A 

Teachers’ Questionnaire 

Addis Ababa University 

College of Education and Behavioral Studies 

Department of Educational Planning and Management  

Questionnaire for Kirkos sub city secondary school teachers 

Dear Teachers / Respondents, I am a graduate student of Educational Leadership and 

Management in education at Addis Ababa University. The main objective of this 

questionnaire is to collect data for the study on School Improvement Program 

Implementation practices, challenges and opportunities in for kirkos sub city secondary 

school. You are; therefore, kindly requested to fill the questionnaire that provides necessary 

information on different issues related to the study. It is very important that you provide 

honest responses as frankly as possible. In the questionnaire, two types of items are included. 

For items that require written answer give your response in the provided spaces 

corresponding to the questions. For the items which provide alternatives or scale values, 

please use (√) mark to show your level of agreement under one of the five scales of 

measurements for each item. The values for the scales of measurements are: Strongly Agree 

= 5; Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2; and Strongly Disagree = 1. 

Instruction 

 Please do not write your name. 

 Erase unwanted marks correctly. 

 Make no stray marks. 

 Please mark only one response to a question, unless other directions are given. 

PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

1. Sub city-------------------------------worda---------------school----------------- 

2. Sex: Male            Female               

3. Educational qualification: Diploma                   BED               BS D                     MA           

4. Educational specialization ------------------------------------ 

5.  years of service  in teaching---------------------------------- 

1-5 years                 6-10 years                 11-15 years                      above 16 years              



87 
 

 

PART TWO: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLANNING AND 

IMPLEMENTATION RELATED INFORMATION  

2.1 Please, tick (√) one box for each statement below to show how much you agree or 

disagree with it. Please tick one box only on each line 

R/No  

 

Items  Scales 

S
tr

o
n
g
ly

 

A
g
re

e 
 

A
g
re

e 
 

U
n
d
ec

id
ed

 

D
is

ag
re

e 
 

S
tr

o
n
g
ly

 

D
is

ag
re

e 
 

School Improvement Program Planning 5  4  3  2  1  

1 Strategic plan of the school was prepared 

based on self-evaluation.  

     

2 The involvement of stakeholders (teachers, 

students, and parents) in developing sip plan. 

     

3 The involvement of stakeholders (teachers, 

students, and parents) in developing sip plan.  

     

4 Teachers have enough information on 

national strategies to understand their impact 

on their teaching method and plan 

preparation.  

     

5 School leaders plan ways that help to fulfill 

the requirements of special need students.  

     

6 School Improvement Program 

Implementation  

     

7 Teachers provide necessary information to 

enable school improvement program 

committee carryout evaluation  

     

8 The utilization of school grant for school 

improvement program activities are planned  

     

9 Stakeholders participate in school      
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improvement program implementation very 

highly  

 School leadership Domain      

10 School leadership communicates with the 

community and encourages higher 

participation in the school activities and plan.  

     

11 School leaders designed to improve the 

learning environment by beautifying the 

school compound.  

     

12 School leaders make conducive learning 

environment  

     

13 School leadership encourages teachers to 

participate in the preparation, implementation 

and assessment process of the school plan.  

     

14 School leadership encourages community to 

have positive attitude towards students 

‘educational achievements.  

     

15  School leaders direct and manage the activity 

of school improvement committee.  

  
 

     

6 School leadership ensures and manages 

school budget to attain SIP goals.  

     

17 School leaders ensure whether all teachers 

and staff members have received assistance 

through training.  

  

     

18 School leaders organize professional 

competency programs of teacher‘s 

continuously.  

     

19 Community Involvement Domain.       

20 Parents involve in decision making process 

about their children‘s education.  

     

21 Parents assist students to learn at home.       
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22 Parents involve in school programs and 

students’ progress.  

     

23 The community participation on SIP plan is 

outlining goals that help to improve standards 

and future interests.  

     

24 Parents have information about school self-

evaluation process  

     

25 The school leaders conduct meetings with the 

community leaders  

     

26. What are the major challenges in your school that hinder community participation in the 

implementation of SIP?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

27. What solutions do you suggest for the challenges you face in question No 26? ------------

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………...…………………………………… 

 Teaching Learning Domain  

 

     

28 The teaching process meets the general 

needs of students and curriculum standards  

 

     

29 Teachers know their student.       

30 The suitability and appropriateness of the 

evaluation in respect to planning the lesson 

and supervising students progress is very 

high  

 

     

31 The quality of teaching and teachers 

‘professional progress is very high.  

     

32 Identifying individual learning needs and 

providing the lesson accordingly is usual in 

the school  

     

33 The planning skill of teachers in meeting 

the needs of various student groups is very 
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high  

34 Student-centered method of teaching is 

practiced in the school  

     

35 Tutorial support is given to the students by 

the teachers  

     

36 Laboratory service is provided to the 

students  

     

37 Teachers use different techniques to 

motivate students  

     

38 Library service is available to the school 

community  

     

39 Students‘ achievement is usually checked       

 

40. What other major challenges do you think hinder the implementation of SIP?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

41. What solutions do you suggest to improve the implementation problems raised under 

question No 40? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………  

42. What prospects are there to improve SIP implementation?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………..…… 
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 School Learning Environment Domain  

 

     

43 Students learning desire has been improved.       

44 Assistance is given to the students to help them 

develop self-confidence and responsible  

     

45 School environment is safe, suitable, 

supportive and appealing for students.  

     

46 students are free from bullying and fear of 

stigma  

     

47 The school has outlined standards for 

educational achievements and qualities  

     

48 Adequate latrine is allocated for girls students.       

49 There is health relationship among school 

community  

     

50 Class-rooms are suitable for teaching-learning       

    51 School compound has become attractive       

52 Adequate latrine is allocated for boy students       

 

53. What are the major factors that hinder the conducive learning environment? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……… 

54. What solution do you suggest for problem raised under question no 53?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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 Monitoring and Evaluation of the Practices 

of SIP  

 

     

55 The school improvement committee has fixed 

meeting time.  

     

56 Woreda educational experts and supervisors 

have fixed schedules for their school visits.  

     

57 The school gives support for internal 

supervisors  

     

58 The students always receive regular feedback 

about what they need to do and to improve.  

     

59 Teachers usually receive regular feedback on 

how they are doing things.  

     

60 All staffs work towards SIP goals.  

 

     

61. What is your  evaluation on the overall students’ achievement after SIP has been 

launched? (Please use the scale below) 

Very high            High              Moderate                  Low                    Very low  

   

  

62. What kinds of problems were observed concerning the improvements of 

students‘achievement after SIP has been applied? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

63. What solution do you suggest for question No 62? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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Expected challenges of SIP      

64 Lack of training on SIP negatively affects its 

implementation  

 

     

65 Low stakeholders involvement in SIP 

implementation  

     

66 The competency of leadership not enough to lead 

sip implementation  

     

67 Poor performance of school improvement 

committee  

     

68 Poor performance of follow up supervisors on sip 

implementation.  

     

69 Insufficient school facilities (lack of Laboratory 

apparatus and pedagogy center).  

     

70 Lack of financial resource to implement SIP       

71 Inadequate planning of sip       

72 Lack of teachers commitment to implement sip  

 

     

73. Write down any other factor that negatively affects the effective implementation of SIP.  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………….  

74. What solution/s do you suggest for problems mentioned above?  

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………                                                                                                       

 

                                                                               Thank you for your kind cooperation! 
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APPENDIX B 

Addis Ababa University 

School of graduate studies 

Students’ Questionnaire 

 

By Collage of Education and Behavioral Studies department on the concern of sip data 

collection questionnaire. This Questionnaire will be filed by government secondary school 

students. 

Dear students’ /respondent: 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect data for preparing a thesis under the title on 

School Improvement Program Implementation practices, challenges and opportunities in for 

kirkos sub city secondary school Addis Ababa. This questionnaire is prepared to collect valid 

and reliable information for the partial fulfillment of M.A degree in school leadership.. Thus 

I kindly request you to fill this questionnaire as frank as you could be where by your ideas 

and comments are highly honored and kept confidential lastly, the researcher appreciates in 

advance for your willingness in sharing your valuable ideas. 

Instruction 

1. Please do not write your name. 

2. please use (√)  mark to show your level of agreement under one of the five scales of 

measurements for each item 

3. Please mark only one response to a question, if you went change your first response Please 

cancels the first one. 

1: Demographic information of the respondent 

1. School   name ----------------- 

2. Sex: Male              Female               

3. Age ---------------- 

4. grade  -------------------- 
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PART ONE 

The following items concern on awareness of sip committee about school improvement 

program planning and implementation. Please, tick (√) one box for each statement below to 

show how much you agree or disagree with it. Please tick one box only on each line. 

1.1 There is training for stakeholders (teachers, students, and parents) about  sip plan. 

 Yes                                 no      

1.2 List down non participated stakeholders on sip plan 

training.…………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 Awareness of stakeholders 

Strongly agree = 5, agree = 4, partially agree = 3, disagree =2, strongly disagree = 1 

No Items scales  

5  4  3  2  1  

1 Students get enough awareness about sip .      

2 Students know there responsibility about sip.      

3 Students have enough awareness about sip 

implementation and goals. 

     

 

PART TWO 

2 .The involvement of stakeholders (teachers, students, and parents) in implementation of sip 

plan . Please, tick (√) one box for each statement below to show how much you agree or 

disagree with it. Please tick one box only on each line 

Strongly agree = 5, agree = 4, partially agree = 3, disagree =2, strongly disagree = 1 
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No Items scales  

5  4 3 2 1 
1 Students discus about the effectiveness of sip 

implementation with together school  leaders  

     

2 Students accomplish their responsibility effectively 

regarding to coordinate , attendance,& assessment of sip  

     

3 The school leaders conduct meetings continuously with the 

community about student result & teaching and learning. 

     

4 School leaders lead by cooperate student result & sip 

implementation  

     

5 There is good r/ship with stakeholders (teachers, students, 

and parents about sip implementation and student result.  

     

 

PART THREE 

3. Conducive learning environment  

Please, tick (√) one box for each statement below to show how much you agree or disagree 

with it. Please tick one box only on each line 

Strongly agree = 5, agree = 4, partially agree = 3, disagree =2, strongly disagree = 1 

No Items scales  

5  4  3  2  1  

1 There are visible ,participatory  and student govern rule       

2 There is health relationship between teacher & students       

3 School compound has become attractive for students and 

teachers  

     

4 There are visible & easily understandable policies for 

stakeholders in the school  

     

5 There are Adequate latrine ,water supply  ,library, pedagogy 

center  allocated for students 

     

6 Class-rooms are suitable for teaching-learning & it include 

special need students 

     

7 Adequate books  is allocated for students      

8 There is similarity between using of language by  student text books       
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3.1 students number above 40 in each class room. 

Yes                                 no      

PART FOUR 

School community participation  

Please, tick (√) one box for each statement below to show how much you agree or 

disagree with it. Please tick one box only on each line 

Strongly agree = 5, agree = 4, partially agree = 3, disagree =2, strongly disagree = 1 

No Items scales  

5  4 3 2 1 

1 There is enough Parents involvement in school programs 

and students’ progress.  

     

2 Parents assist students to learn at home.       

3 School leaders discus about the r/ship b/n sip& student 

result with together Parents  

     

4 Your Parents  support you by answering questions       

  

PART FIVE 

Expected challenges of SIP implementation 

Strongly agree = 5, agree = 4, partially agree = 3, disagree =2, strongly disagree = 1  

No Items scales  

5  4 3 2 1 

1 Lack of leaders commitment to implement sip  

 

     

2 Low stakeholders  support in SIP implementation       

3 Lack of finance & materials 

 

     

4 Lack of Sip annual evaluation for know the effectiveness of 

sip  

     

5 Lack of understanding the leadership b/n sip & student result      
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PART SIX 

Give short answer for the following question  

1. . What other major challenges do you think hinder the implementation of SIP?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………..  

2.   What solutions do you suggest to improve the implementation problems raised give short 

answer? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………  

3. What prospects are there to improve SIP implementation?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………..………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

Thank you for your kind cooperation! 
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APPENDIX C 

Principals Interview 

Addis Ababa University 

Graduate School of Education 

Department of Educational Planning and Management 

Interview Guide Questions for Kirkos sub city Secondary Schools Principals 

Dear Principals / Respondents, I am a graduate student of Educational Leadership and 

Management in education at Addis Ababa University. The main objective of this 

interview is to collect data for the study on the assessment of School Improvement 

program implementation practices, challenges and opportunities in kirkos sub city 

secondary school. You are; therefore, kindly requested to provide necessary 

information on different issues related to the study. It is very important that you 

provide honest responses as frankly as possible.                           

PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

1.1 Sex: Male                   Female  

1.2 Age:  

1.3 Level of 

Education…………………………………………………………………………...  

1.4 Experience: As a Teacher                           Other  

1.5 Current 

Position………………………………………………………………………………  

PART TWO: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLANNING AND 

IMPLEMENTATION RELATED INFORMATION  

2.1 How do you communicate with school improvement committee? How did you 

conduct self-evaluation during the preparation of the strategic plan?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.2 Could you mention the stake holders  who involved in the preparation of three years 

ofstrategicplan?……………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
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2.3 How do SCEO and supervisors take monitoring and evaluation, provide technical 

support for SIP planning and implementation in your school?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………….  

2.4 What major successes are there in the implementation of SIP?  

2.4.1 In creating conducive learning environment:  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………...  

2.4.2 In forming conducive learning-teaching environment:  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.4.3In supporting school leadership and management:  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………….  

2.4.4By promoting community participation:  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………..……………………………………………………………………………… 

2.6 What about community participation in supporting your school?  

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………  

2.7 Have you ever been providing training on SIP for school community?  

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 
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2.8 Is your school well furnished?  

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.9 How do you see the overall students’ achievement after SIP had been 

implemented in your school?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………..  

2.10 Would you mind mentioning the contribution of school grant to SIP 

implementation?…………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………  

2.11 Could you mention major challenges encountered when SIP was implemented?  

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………..  

2.12 What solutions do you suggest for the problems raised above? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………. 
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APPENDIX D   

Supervisors’ Interview 

Addis Ababa University 

Graduate School of Education 

Department of Educational Planning and Management  

Interview Guide Questions for Secondary School Supervisors 

Dear Supervisors / Respondents, I am a graduate student of Educational Leadership and 

Management in education at Addis Ababa University. The main objective of this 

interview is to collect data for the study on the assessment of School Improvement 

program implementation KirkosSub City secondary school practices, challenges and 

opportunities in kirkos sub city secondary School. You are; therefore, kindly requested 

to provide necessary information on different issues related to the study. It is very 

important that you provide honest responses as frankly as possible.  

  Thank you in advance  

PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

1.1 Sex: Male                  Female  

1.2 Age: 

1.3 Level of Education………………………………………………………………… 

1.4 Experience: As a Teacher                   Other  

1.5 Current Position…………………………………………………………………… 

PART TWO: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLANNING AND 

IMPLEMENTATION RELATED INFORMATION  

2.1 Is school principal competent enough to lead and coordinate SIP implementation? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………… 
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2.2 Did you provide training for school communities and parents on SIP 

implementation?………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.3 How does Woreda education office take monitoring and evaluation, technical support for 

SIP planning and implementation in schools?  

..…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.4 How do you evaluate stakeholder participation in implementing SIP? 

..………………………………………………………………………………………..………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………………. 

2.5 What about the fulfillments of necessary material like text book, computer and other 

school facilities?   

……………………………………………………………………………………….…………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.6 Is there any incentive for principals who achieve SIP successfully?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.7 How do you evaluate the overall students achievement after SIP launched?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.8 Could you mention challenges that affect the effectiveness of SIP?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………….……

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.9 What solution do you suggest for problems raised above?  

…………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………… 

Thank you for your kind cooperation! 
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APPENDIX E 

Werda education office Head interview 

Addis Ababa University 

Graduate School of Education 

Department of Educational Planning and Management 

 Interview Guide Questions for Secondary School Werda education office Head 

interview 

Dear Werda education office Head / Respondents, I am a graduate student of 

Educational Leadership and Management in education at Addis Ababa University. The 

main objective of this interview is to collect data for the study on the assessment of 

School Improvement program implementation practices, challenges and prospects in 

kirkos sub city secondary school. You are; therefore, kindly requested to provide 

necessary information on different issues related to the study. It is very important that 

you provide honest responses as frankly as possible.  

Thank you in advance 

PART ONE: BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

1.1 Sex: Male                        Female   

1.2 Age:    

1.3 Level of Education………………………………………………………………… 

1.4 Experience: As a Teacher                    Other    

1.5 Current Position…………………………………………………………………… 

PART TWO: SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PLANNING AND 

IMPLEMENTATION RELATED INFORMATION  

 

2.1 Is school principal and supervisors competent enough to lead and coordinate SIP 

implementation? 
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……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.2 Did you provide training for school communities and parents on SIP 

implementation?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.3 How does Woreda education office take monitoring and evaluation, technical 

support for SIP planning and implementation in schools?  

.……………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.4 How do you evaluate stakeholder participation in implementing SIP?  

..………………………………………………………………………………………..…

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.5 What about the fulfillments of necessary material like text book, computer and other 

school facilities?   

……………………………………………………………………………………….……

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.6 Is there any incentive for principals who achieve SIP successfully?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.7 is there good relationship among principals, teacher, student and  all staff in the 

school ? 

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.8 Could you mention challenges that affect the effectiveness of SIP?  

………………………………………………………………………………………… 

2.9 What solution do you suggest for problems raised above?  

 

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you for your kind cooperation! 
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APPENDIX F 

School Improvement Committee FGD Questions 

Addis Ababa University 

Graduate School of Education 

Department of Educational Planning and Management 

Focused Group Discussion Questions for kirkos sub city School Improvement 

Program Committees 

Dear Committees / Respondents, I am a graduate student of Educational Leadership and 

Management in education at Addis Ababa University. The main objective of this 

discussion is to collect data for the study on the assessment of School Improvement 

program implementation practices, challenges and prospects in kirkos sub city secondary 

school. You are; therefore, kindly requested to provide necessary information on 

different issues related to the study. It is very important that you provide honest 

responses as frankly as possible. Thank you in Advance. 

FGD Questions for School Improvement Program Committee. 

1.1 Do you have functional school improvement committee?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.2 Have you ever participated on school improvement program planning and check the 

appropriateness of the lesson planning evaluation?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.3 Have you ever participated on school improvement program implementation?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.4 Have you ever participated on formulating school strategic plan?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.5 What do you suggest for the problems mention 

above?………………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you for your kind cooperation ! 
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APPENDIX G 

PSTA FGD Questions 

Addis Ababa University 

Graduate School of Education  

Department of Educational Planning and Management  

Focused Group Discussion Questions for kirkos sub city secondary School PSTA 

Dear Parent Student Teacher Association / Respondents, I am a graduate student of 

Educational Leadership and Management in education at Addis Ababa University. The 

main objective of this discussion is to collect data for the study on the assessment of 

School Improvement program implementation practices, challenges and opportunities in 

kirkos sub city secondary school. You are; therefore, kindly requested to provide 

necessary information on different issues related to the study. It is very important that 

you provide honest responses as frankly as possible. Thank you in advance 

 FGD Questions for PSTA  

1.1 Do you know about the school improvement program?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.2 Have you ever been participated on school self-evaluation?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.3 Have you ever been given training on SIP?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.4 What is stakeholders (teachers, students and parents) participation in developing SIP 

plan, implementation and evaluation?  

……………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

1.5 Did you participate in decision making process in your schools and students are 

motivated to learn?…………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you for your kind cooperation! 
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አዱስአበባዩኒቨርሲቲ 

የዴህረምረቃትምህርትቤት 

በሥነትምህርትኮላጅየስነባህርይጥናትክፍሌየትምህርትቤትማሻሻያማዕቀፍንየሚመሇከትመረጃ

ማሰባሰቢያመጠይቅበተማሪዎችየሚሞሊ 

ውዴተማሪዎች 

ይህመጠይቅየተዘጋጀውበሁሇተኛዯረጃት/ቤቶችያሇውንየትምህርትቤትማሻሻያማዕቀፍመርሃግብ

ርአተገባበር፣ተግዲሮቶችንእናሇተማሪዎችውጤትመሻሻሌያሇውአስተዋፅኦመረጃንሇማስባሰብነው

፡፡ በመሆኑምይህመጠይቅዋጋየሚኖረውመጠይቁትክክሇኛመረጃሇማሰባሰብያስቻሇከሆነብቻነው፡፡ 

በመሆኑምመጠይቁንበጥንቃቄእንዴትሞለሌኝበታሊቅአክብሮትእጠይቃሇሁ፡፡ 

የሚሰበሰበውመረጃሇትምህርትዓሊማብቻየሚውሌናበሚስጥርነትየሚጠበቅመሆኑንከወዱሁእገሌ

ፃሇሁ፡፡ማስታወሻ፡-  

1. ስምመፃፍአይጠበቅባችሁም 

2. መሌሱንበተሰጠውስፍራሊይይህንመሌክት ( )ተጠቀሙ 

3. መሌሱንመቀየርከተፈሇገየመጀመሪያውንመሌስሰርዙት 

1.ግሌፅ መረጃ 

1.1. የትምህርትቤቱስም---------------------------------------------------- 

1.2. ፃታወንዴሴት 

1.3. እዴሜ-------------------------- 

1.4. ክፍሌ-------------------------- 

ክፍሌአንዴየሚከተለትዓ/ነገሮችየትምህርትቤትማሻሻያማዕቀፍኮሚቴአባሊትስሇፕሮግራምያሊቸ

ውንግንዛቤየሚመሇከቱናቸው፡፡መሌሳችሁንከዚህበታችበተገሇፀውመሇኪያዊችበመመሌከትይህን

ምሌክትበመጠቀምአመሌክቱ፡፡ 
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1.1. የትምህርትቤትማሻሻያማእቀፍፕሮግራምሇባሇዴርሻአካሊትማሇትምሇመምህራን፣ 

ሇተማሪዎች፣ሇወሊጅስሌጠናተሰጥቷሌ፡፡ 

አዎ    አይዯሇም 

1.2. በስሌጠናውሇመሳተፍያሌቻለባሇዴርሻአካሊትካለጥቀሱ 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

የባሇዴርሻአካሊትግንዛቤ 

በጣምእስማማሇሁ(5) ፣ አስማማሇሁ(4)፣ አሌወሰንኩም(3)፣ አሌስማማም(2)፣ 

በጣምአሌስማማም(1) 

ተ.

ተ.

ቁ 

ዏ/ዓ/ነገሮች ዯረጃ 
5  4 3 2 1 

1 ሇተማሪዎችየትምህርትማሻሻያፕሮግራሙንአስመሌክቶየተሰ

ጠውግንዛቤበቂነው 

     

2 ተማሪዎችፕሮግራሙንአስመሌክቶያሊቸውንሃሊፊነትያውቃ

ለ 

     

3 ተማሪዎችስሇፕሮግራሙአተገባበርሂዯትእናግቦችበቂግንዛቤአ

ሊቸው 

     

ክፍሌሁሇት 

2. ባሇዴርሻአካሊትበእቅዴአተገባበርሊይየነበራቸውተሳትፎ፡፡ 

መሌሳችሁንከዚህበታችበተገሇፀውመሇኪያይህን “” ምሌክትበመጠቀምአስቀምጡ፡፡ 

በጣምእስማማሇሁ (5)፣እስማማሇሁ(4)፣ አሌወሰንኩም(3)፣ አሌስማማም (2)፣ 

በጣምአሌስማማም(1) 
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ተ.ቁ ዓ/ነገሮች ዯረጃ 
5  4 3 2 1 

1 ተማሪዎችስሇፕሮግራሙውጤታማነትከት/ቤቱአመራሮችጋርበተዯጋ

ጋሚውይይትአዴርገዋሌ፡፡ 

     

2 ተማሪዎችየማስተባበር፣የመቆጣጠርእናየመገምገምሃሊፊነቱንበብቃት

ተወጥተዋሌ፡፡ 

     

3 ባሇዴርሻአካሊትስሇተማሪዎችውጤትናስሇመማርማስተማርሂዯቱበተ

ዯጋጋሚተወያይተዋሌ 

     

4 ርዕሰመምህራኑየት/ቤትመሻሻሌመርሃግብርከተማሪዎችውጤትጋርአ

ስተሳስረውበንቃትተንቀሳቅሰዋሌ፡፡ 

     

5 በፕሮግራሙአፈፃፀምእናበተማሪዎችውጤትከባሇዴርሻአካሊትመካከሌ

ጠንካራየሆነትስስርአሇ፡፡ 

     

ክፍሌሶስት 

3. የመማሪያአካባቢ 

መሌሳችሁንከዚህበታችበተገሇፀውመሇኪያይህን “” ምሌክትበመጠቀምአስቀምጡ፡፡ 

በጣምእስማማሊሁ(5)፣እስማማሇሁ(4)፣ አሌወሰንኩም(3)፣ አሌስማማም(2)፣ 

በጣምአሌስማማም (1) 

ተ.

ቁ 

ዓ/ነገሮች ዯረጃ 
5  4 3 2 1 

1 ተማሪዎችንየሚገዙበጋራስምምነትፀዴቀውበግሌፅየተቀመጡዯንቦችአለ      

2 ጠንካራየመምህርተማሪግንኙነትአሇ      

3 የት/ቤቱቅጥርግቢሇተማሪዎችናመምህራንየተመቸነው      

4 የት/ቤቱፖሉሲዎችናት/ቤቱከባሇዴርሻዎችየሚጠበቅባቸውነገሮችበግሇፅ

የተቀመጡናባሇዴርሻዎችበቅጡየተረዷቸውናቸው፡፡ 

     

5 የተማሪዎች (የውሃአቅርቦት፣ የመፀዲጃቤት፣ ቤተመፅሀፍ፣ 

ሊብራቶሪ፣ ቅንጫፍማእከሌ) የተሟለናቸው 

     

6 የመማሪያክፍልችሇመማርማስተማርሂዯትምቹእናየሌዩፍሊጎትተማሪዎ

ችንያካተተነው፡፡ 

     

7 ሇሁለምተማሪበቂመፅሀፍአሇ      

8 መፅሀፍቱበቃሊትአጠቃቀምናሰወሰዋዊባህሪወጥነትአሊቸው      
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4.1 የእያንዲንደየመማሪያክፍሌየሚይዘውየተማሪቁጥር ከ40 የበሇጠነው 

አዎአይዯሇም 

ክፍሌአራት  

የትምህርትቤቱማህረሰብተሳትፎንበመሇከተ 

መሌሳችሁንከዚህበታችበተገሇፀውመሇኪያይህን “” ምሌክትበመጠቀምአስቀምጡ 

ተ.ቁ ዓ/ነገሮች ዯረጃ 

5  4 3 2 1 

1 ትምህርትነክጉዲዮችንሇመዯገፍወሊጆችያዯረጉትአስተዋፅኦበቂነው      

2 ወሊጆችየሌጆቻቸውየትምህርትውጤትእንዱሻሻሌያዯረጉትክትት

ሌናዴጋፍበቂነው 

     

3 ወሊጆችከትምህርትቤቱአመራርጋርየት/ቤትመሻሻሌመርሃግብርከ

ተማሪውጤትጋርበማስተሳሰርያዯረጉትውይይትበቂነው 

     

4 ወሊጆችየቤትስራስትሰራ/ሪ/ ጥያቄዎችንበመስራትያግዙሃሌ/ሻሌ/      

ክፍሌአምስት  

ሇትምህርትማሻሻያፕሮግራምሂዯትአተገባበርእንቅፋትየሆኑምክንያቶች 

በጣምእስማማሊሁ(5)፣እስማማሇሁ(4)፣ አሌወሰንኩም(3)፣ አሌስማማም(2)፣ 

በጣምአሌስማማም (1) 

ተቁ ዏ/ነገሮች ዯረጃ 
5  4 3 2 1 

1 የአመራሩቁርጠኝነትአናሳመሆን      

2 በበቂሁኔታየባሇዴርሻአካሊትዴጋፍአሇመኖር      

33 የ   የገንዘብየቁሳቁስእጥረትመኖር      

4 የፕሮግራሙንስኬታማነትሇማወቅአመታዊግምገማአሇማካሄዴ      

5 የት/ቤትመሻሻሌመርሃግብርፕሮግራምከተማሪውጤትጋርትስስርመ

ኖሩንያሇመገንዘብ 
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ክፍሌስዴስት 

ሇሚከተለትጥያቄዎችበአጭሩመሌሳችሁንግሌፁ፡፡ 

(1) የት/ቤትመሻሻሌመርሃግብርፕሮግራምሇመተግበርያጋጠሙዋናዋናችግሮችምንዴንናቸው 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

(2) ከሊይየተገሇፁትንችግሮችየመፍትሄሀሳቦችይሆናለየምትለትንበአጭሩግሇፁ 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

 

(3) የት/ቤትመሻሻሌመርሃግብርፕሮግራምንበመተግበርየሚጠበቅተስፋምንዴንብሊችሁታስባሊችሁ -

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

ስሊዯረጋችሁትትብብርአመሰግናሇሁ! 
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አፔንዳክስ 

የትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌኮሚቴአባሊትየቡዴንተኮርውይይትመጠይቅ 

የዴህረምረቃትምህርትቤት 

በቂርቆስ  ክ/ከተማየትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌኮሚቴአባሊትየቡዴንተኮርውይይትየተዘጋጀ 

የተከበራችሁየኮሚቴአባሊትበአዱስአበባዩኒቨርሲቲየዴህረምረቃትምህርትት/ቤትተመራቂተማሪነ

ኝ ፡፡ የዚህውይይትአሊማበቂርቆስ  ክ/ከተማበሁሇተኛዯረጃ 

ት/ቤቶችያሇውንየትምህርትቤትማሻሻያማዕቀፍመርሃግብርአተገባበርእናተግዲሮቶችንመረጃንሇ

ማስባሰብእናጥናትነው፡፡ 

በመሆኑምይህመጠይቅዋጋየሚኖረውመጠይቁትክክሇኛመረጃሇማሰባሰብያስቻሇከሆነብቻነው፡፡ 

በመሆኑምመጠይቁንበጥንቃቄእንዴትሞለሌኝበታሊቅአክብሮትእጠይቃሇሁ፡፡ 

የሚሰበሰበውመረጃሇትምህርትዓሊማብቻየሚውሌናበሚስጥርነትየሚጠበቅመሆኑንከወዱሁእገሌ

ፃሇሁ፡፡የቡዴንተኮርውይይትሇሚያዯርጉየትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌኮሚቴአባሊትየተዘጋጀመጠይቅ 

1. ተግባርሊይያሇየትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌኮሚቴአሇ ?-----------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

2. የትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌእቅዴእናተከታታይነትያሇውትምህርትእቅዴግምገማሊይተሳትፎታዯርጋ

ሊችሁ ?----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------ 

3. የትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌፕሮግራምአተገባበርሊይተሳትፎታዯርጋሊችሁ? ----------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------- 

4. የትምህርትቤቱ የ3 አመትስትራቴጅክእቅዴበማዘጋጀትሊይተሳትፎታዯርጋሊችሁ ?--------------

----------------------------------------------------------------- 

5. ከሊይበተዘረዘሩትሊይችግርካሇበዝርዝርይግሇፁ ? -----------------------------------------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

ስሊዯረጋችሁትትብብርአመሰግናሇሁ!! 
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አፔንዳክስ 

የወሊጅተማሪመምህርህብረትኮሚቴአባሊትየቡዴንተኮርውይይትመጠይቅ 

የዴህረምረቃትምህርትቤት 

በቂርቆስ  

ክ/ከተማየወሊጅተማሪመምህርህብረትኮሚቴአባሊትየቡዴንተኮርውይይትየተዘጋጀየተከበራችሁየ

ኮሚቴአባሊትበአዱስአበባዩኒቨርሲቲየዴህረምረቃትምህርትት/ቤትተመራቂተማሪነኝ፡፡የዚህውይ

ይትአሊማበቂርቆስክ/ከተማበሁሇተኛዯረጃት/ቤቶችያሇውንየትምህርትቤትማሻሻያማዕቀፍመርሃ

ግብርአተገባበርእናተግዲሮቶችንመረጃንሇማስባሰብእናጥናትነው፡፡ 

በመሆኑምይህመጠይቅዋጋየሚኖረውመጠይቁትክክሇኛመረጃሇማሰባሰብያስቻሇከሆነብቻነው፡፡ 

በመሆኑምመጠይቁንበጥንቃቄእንዴትሞለሌኝበታሊቅአክብሮትእጠይቃሇሁ፡፡የሚሰበሰበውመረጃ

ሇትምህርትዓሊማብቻየሚውሌናበሚስጥርነትየሚጠበቅመሆኑንከወዱሁእገሌፃሇሁ፡፡ 

1.1 የትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌፕሮግራምሊይምንያህሌታውቃሊችሁ ? ------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

1.2 በትምህርትቤትግሇግምገማሊይተሳትፎታዯርጋሊችሁእናተማሪዎችሇትምህርትየተነቃቁናቸው 

?------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------- 

1.3 የትምህርትቤትመሻሻሌፕሮግራምበተመሇከተስሌጠናአሇወይ ?-------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

1.4 የትምህርትቤቱመሻሻሌፕሮግራምእቅዴ ፣ 

አተገባበርእናግምገማሊይባሇዴርሻአካሊትማሇትምየወሊጅተማሪእናመምህራንተሳትፎታዯርጋሊች

ሁወይ ?---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1.5 በትምህርትቤቱየውሳኔአሰጣጥሂዯትሊይተሳትፎታዯርጋሊችሁወይ ?-------------------------------

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

ስሊዯረጋችሁትትብብርአመሰግና ለ ሁ ! 


