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ABSTRACT

An extensive study was carried out to investigate the policies, structures, processes, and supports
influencing the leadership role of school inspectors and supervisors in improving the quality of
primary education in Addis Ababa. The study also sought to pinpoint challenges related to the
objectives of inspection and supervision organizations. This comprehensive research involved an
in-depth analysis of the policies and organizations, focusing on the Ministry of Education, the
Education Bureau, the Regulatory Authority, Sub-cities, and Cluster School Centers. Using a mixed
methods approach involving both gualitative and quantitative methods, the study encompassed 35
districts (woredas), 40 public primary schools, 58 inspectors, 96 supervisors, and 135 principals.
Qualitative data collection methods included interviews and document reviews, while closed-ended
guestionnaires were utilized to gather data from supervisors and principals. Rigorous analysis
techniques such as organizing, coding, translating, and thematically analyzing qualitative data
were employed. Additionally, statistical methods like percentages, means, standard deviations, and
inferential statistics including one-way ANOVA, independent sample t-test, and post hoc test were
utilized for robust data analysis. The research revealed several discrepancies in existing policies,
making their implementation quite challenging. There were instances of recruitment policy misuse
and a lack of accountability measures for violators. Ensuring a well-coordinated inspection and
supervision structure within the Ministry is crucial. The value and resources of cluster supervision
were diminished by being placed under the school improvement team. There was a clarity problem
for inspectors and supervisors when implementing the self-review process. Overlapping purposes
of inspection and supervision led to conflicts, complicating the cooperation process, and
reconsidering the need for two organizations with overlapping purposes. Communication,
coordination, and relationships between inspectors and supervisors presented significant
challenges. Impromptu meetings disrupted supervisors' scheduled tasks, signaling a need for
smoother communication. The policies failed to empower supervisors and inspectors to adapt their
leadership style according to the organizations’ and employee’s changing needs. A lack of
resources, experience, and training hindered supervisors' and inspectors' effectiveness. Certain
school standards (classroom size, playing ground, toilet, discipline, good governance, student
outcome, and more) proved difficult to measure, leading to accountability challenges for
inspectors. The current policy assigned conflicting responsibilities to the regulator, who accredits
and reaccredits schools while ensuring accountability. Ministry, Bureau, and Regulatory Authority
should establish comprehensive, consistent, and easily accessible policies. They need to hold
themselves accountable for any lapses and apply appropriate consequences. It is crucial to create
a robust inspection and supervision system with sufficient authority, resources, independence, and
skilled manpower. A separate supervision team at the district level, independent from the school
improvement team, should be established. The Bureau should provide training and establish clear
responsibilities for inspectors, supervisors, and schools to ensure effective school self-evaluation
execution. It is essential for the Ministry, Bureau, and Regulator to jointly clarify and assess if
separate inspection and supervision entities with overlapping purposes are necessary.
Emphasizing the importance of policies that consider the evolving needs of organizations and
individuals and addressing communication and coordination gaps is critical. Inspectors should be
allowed to adapt their approach based on the creative potential within schools. There should also
be a reallocation of the responsibility for accrediting and reaccrediting schools to the education
bureau and a revision of school standards and inspection checklists for more effective and
responsible inspections. The research findings prompt a reevaluation of school oversight processes
and how inspectors and supervisors enforce policies and ensure accountability in educational
institutions.

Keywords: School Inspection, School Supervision, The role of Power, Leadership and Power,
Inspection and Supervision Policy, Purpose of Inspection and supervision, Inspection and
supervision models
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
It is widely acknowledged that enhancing the quality of education is a crucial goal
for education systems globally. Despite the significant progress made in educational
accessibility in developing countries, ensuring high quality continues to present challenges
(Healey & Crouch, 2015). Consequently, governments prioritize providing quality
education, leveraging systematic and well-organized approaches to fulfill these

commitments.

Usta (2021) strongly advocated for the implementation of an inspection system to
monitor and improve the capacity of educational institutions. Macharia and Kiruma (2014)
demonstrated that school inspection is a vital service in which governments invest to ensure
accountability, maintain academic quality, and continually improve the delivery of

educational services in schools.

Similarly, Grauwe (2014) highlighted that supervision systems were implemented
following the introduction of public education systems in various countries. A study by
Grauwe et al. (2011) indicated that supervision and pedagogical support services are crucial
tools utilized to oversee the quality of education in Kenya, Lesotho, and Uganda. In
addition, Fabunmi et al. (2022) suggested that prioritizing and funding school supervision
and inspection can lead to improved educational outcomes and ensure that schools offer a

conducive, supportive, and high-quality learning environment.

Many countries utilize various supervision models with different structures
(Grauwe, 2014). The inspection structure will entail transferring the primary responsibility
of school supervision from the central government to the local level and empowering local
actors with control and support functions (M. C. M. Ehren, 2016). For example, various
models with different structures have been utilized in New Zealand, the Netherlands,
Korea, Finland, and England. Each level has specific responsibilities, including central
supervisory services, regional supervision offices, district supervisors, school boards, and

principals or headteachers (Mahfooz et al., 2010).

By instituting this enabling school supervision organizational structure, countries

can improve the quality of education by ensuring that all schools receive regular support

1



and that the supervisory role focuses not only on administrative supervision but also on
quality issues (Haris et al., 2018). School inspections are essential for evaluating and
improving performance, ensuring professional compliance, implementing policies, and

demonstrating government expertise (Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017).

While an inspectorate is required to emphasize school output and results, there is a
growing claim that school inspectors play a leadership role in school development and go
beyond focusing on accountability aims (Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017). Supervisors bear
the responsibility of effectively supporting others in their duties. They have traditionally
been a leader in guiding instructional practices to enhance education and student
performance (Haris et al., 2018). One of the primary formal responsibilities of a skilled
individual with supervisory capacities is to supervise and strive to effectively realize
predetermined educational objectives (Adu et al., 2014). It is crucial to recognize the vital
role of school leaders in enhancing instruction, self-evaluation, and student achievement
(Melmer et al., 2008; Ehren et al., 2016).

Effective management hinges on organization. This entails creating a clear
organizational structure to facilitate goal achievement, task coordination, and formal
relationships among individuals. A robust organizational structure can greatly enhance the
effectiveness of inspection and supervision systems by optimizing operations and
bolstering output. This research is informed by institutional theory, with a program theory
that centers on policy assumptions. According to institutional theory, organizational
structures offer a framework that fosters consistent behavior and decision-making among
members. Adherence to organizational values, regulations, protocols, and routines is
essential. These guidelines shape behavior, promoting rational actions (Simon 1945/1997
cited in (Scott, 2008).

Considering the program theory when evaluating whether the policy accomplishes
its intended outcomes is essential. The program theory is based on the Input-Process-
Output (IPO) Model, which is a conceptual framework that outlines the necessary inputs
and processing activities required to convert them into outputs. If the inspectorate and
supervisory office effectively evaluate and support school quality, it will lead to improved

educational standards and greater overall value. By having access to all pertinent



information, the inspectorate can provide schools with constructive feedback on their
strengths and weaknesses. Additionally, the supervisory office can offer support and
guidance to help schools enhance areas where they may be lacking (M. C. M. Ehren et al.,
2005).

The regulatory bodies in Ethiopia, specifically the Addis Ababa City
Administration, encompass diverse organizational structures, and responsibilities. As per
the City Government of Addis Ababa (2021), a proclamation was issued to establish the
executive and municipal service organs of the Addis Ababa city government. The City
Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority (2022)
has confirmed that it was established at both city and sub-city levels through Decree
74/2022. 1t is currently unclear whether this aligns with the national general education
inspection guidelines outlined by the Ethiopian Ministry of Education. The situation in
Addis Ababa differs from other regions due to variations in inspection systems, where

different parts of Ethiopia have district-level inspection structures.

An education supervision structure has been put in place in Addis Ababa city
administration, which includes the City Administration Education Bureau, Sub-city
Education Office, District or Cluster School, and School level (Translation) (Addis Ababa
City Administration Education Bureau, 2022). The Ministry of Education has also
established a supervision body, as indicated in an unpublished Job Evaluation Grading
(JEG) document.

In Addis Ababa, the supervision body is named the Addis Ababa City
Administration Education Bureau General Education Supervision Directorate
(Translation) (Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau, 2022). There is a lack
of evidence indicating consistent development of policy documents across different levels
of authority. For example, although the Ministry is expected to prepare a national
supervision framework to bring efforts to a unifying goal, the Business Process
Reengineering manual of the Addis Ababa Supervision Directorate was created before the
Ministry of Education had developed a supervision framework. Additionally, the names
and organizational structures for inspection and supervision at the national and city

administration levels are not uniform, raising concerns that warrant further investigation.



Leadership and power are closely intertwined within organizational structures.
According to Bryman et al. ( 2011), organizational theory encompasses the concepts of
leadership, power, and structure. Effective management hinges on the utilization of power
derived from the organizational framework, while leadership is influenced by relationships
and processes. Lunenburg (2012) emphasized that an individual's highest level of power
within an organization is derived from their job responsibilities. A leader's ability to
influence others is attributed to the formal power associated with their authority.
Additionally, (Yukl, 2013) highlighted that power encompasses a leader's capacity to
influence employees and refers to the influence a leader holds over one or more employees,

as well as their potential influence over objects, events, attitudes, and behavior.

In the realm of supervisory leadership, the utilization of power options is crucial
for the effectiveness of both the supervisor/inspector and the followers. Lunenburg (2012)
suggests that leaders often employ various combinations of power sources depending on
the circumstance. He notes that personal sources of power are more strongly associated
with employee job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and job performance than
organizational power sources. Yukl and Falbe (1991) argue that a leader's legitimate power,
expert power, and coercive power base are the factors that influence followers' compliance

with their requests.

In his study, Lunenburg (2012) noted that the impact of power usage depends on
the type and source of power employed by the leader. The leader's utilization of
organizational power based on their position or derived from personal power has far-
reaching effects on performance, task completion, job satisfaction, absenteeism, turnover,
and overall outcomes. Raven (2008) also discussed that the power bases of coercion and
reward, including the use of monitoring as a tool, were not always necessary for these
effects. Nevertheless, in situations where a subordinate poses a threat to the organization's
success or challenges the leader's authority, the use of coercive power, albeit leading to

short-term resentment among followers, may be considered appropriate.

A variety of social behaviors are influenced by power. Raven (2008) suggested that
leaders should leverage the most efficient power bases to influence teachers and school

administrators. This necessitates a thorough evaluation of the relationship dynamics,



allowing the leader to consider how they view their followers and how their followers
perceive them. Only then the leader can choose the most appropriate power base.
According to Kouzes and Posner (2010), a leader's objectives are dynamic and dependent
on the maturity of their followers. They also identified several other influential factors.
However, a leader needs to exercise authority and leadership consistently with their values.
Blomme et al. (2015) emphasized the need for leaders to adapt their leadership behavior
and provide more meaningful guidance to their employees to enhance engagement
effectively.

Determining whether an expert in an inspectorial or supervisory role should solely
exercise control or provide support according to a rigid guideline can be challenging from
various perspectives. This often leads to a contentious response. When supervisors or
inspectors are confined to a specific power base, they may find themselves relying on an
unsuitable power source and neglecting their obligations. Since no single ideal power
source is appropriate in every scenario, the circumstances dictate the most suitable power
source. Lunenburg (2012) highlighted that different sources of power are not mutually

exclusive.

Yukl (2013) noted that studies have begun to address questions regarding the
amount of total power required for effective leadership and the types of power bases
needed. In this context, he describes how power is gained or lost in organizations, citing
the theories of social exchange, strategic contingencies, and institutionalization of power
as examples. According to G.Northouse (2016), situational theory emphasizes the role of
leadership in various situations. The theory suggests that effective leadership entails

adapting one's style or power bases to suit the requirements of different situations.

Kouzes and Posner (2010) suggest that leadership is a fluid process shaped by
situational factors and the maturity of followers. Meanwhile, M. C. M. E. Ehren and Isscher
(2006) noted that theoretical models can be established to comprehend the actions of
inspectors, school responses, and relationships through direct (control) and indirect

(support) interventions, such as exchange, communication, and feedback.

In essence, countries formulate and implement education policies to administer

quality assessment systems and ensure the standard of education. Anderson and Pounder



emphasized that effective supervision should encompass a broad spectrum of leadership
and organizational policies and practices to enhance the teaching and learning environment
in schools (Gordon, 2023). Inspection systems oversee schools' adherence to regulations
to ensure accountability and assess their operations for improvement and capacity building
(Donaldson, 2013 cited in M. C. M. Ehren, 2016). Similarly, the Addis Ababa City
Administration Education Bureau has developed and implemented a policy document
outlining the duties of educational supervisors. This manual provides detailed guidelines
for the implementation of supervision at the cluster school, district, sub-city, and city

administration levels.

Thus, the Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau (2022) highlighted
that the district, sub-city education offices, and city administration collectively constitute
the external supervisory structure of the city. The general education supervision cluster
team organization at the district level functions as a resource center and brings together 10
to 12 private and public primary schools into a cluster, selecting the best school based on

input, process, and output (Translation).

The City Administration Quality Regulatory Authority implemented the Business
Process Reengineering Manual as part of its policy. Meanwhile, inspection and supervision
organizations within the Ministry of Education each have their Job Evaluation Grading
(JEG) manuals to oversee their operations. Additionally, various city administrations and
federal authorities have also developed specific directives and guidelines to be used as
detailed policy documents by inspection and supervision organizations. This reveals that
regulatory authorities rely on a variety of policy documents created by different
organizations. As a result, there is a need to carefully assess the consistency among these

various policy documents.

The schools in Addis Ababa City Administration are facing challenges in providing
effective learning and teaching, leading to low student achievement and poor school
performance. Despite efforts to improve the quality of primary education, students'
academic performance remains unsatisfactory, highlighting the existing problems within
the education system. It is crucial to address these issues through a systematic approach

and clearly state the rationale behind studying the problem.



1.2 STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Managing the quality of education has posed significant challenges worldwide,
particularly in Ethiopia. Balancing control and improvement roles is challenging, which is
an important factor to consider when making decisions related to these roles. The creation
of distinct entities for overseeing school quality is based on the idea that an Inspectorate
directly affiliated with a school might not be impartial in evaluating its quality. Because of
that further study is recommended to determine whether accountability-driven and
improvement-oriented objectives can simultaneously be upheld during assessments

(Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017).

The scrutiny of schools during inspections can often spark professional, public, and
political debates, making it crucial to understand the specific aspects of the inspections that
render them susceptible to controversy (Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017). There is a need for
scholars in supervision elsewhere to work alongside practitioners to identify conflicting
policy realities, thereby bridging the gaps between research, practice, and policy (Gordon,
2019). More research is warranted to assess how supervision theory and advising can be
utilized to foster teacher development within the current high school accountability
framework (Mette et al., 2017).

A study also stressed the necessity of additional research investigations to ensure
the effectiveness of supervision (Thakral, 2015). Despite many effective school leaders
showing excellent leadership behaviors for ongoing student achievement, these leadership
practices and approaches have not been conceptualized empirically or theoretically (Kiral,
2020). Although power plays a role in improving the quality of schools, its use may involve
inherent contradictions. There are instances where policy, practice, and theory seem
incongruent, thus necessitating research to explore the various types of power bases that
are essential (Yukl, 2013).

In light of ongoing efforts to enhance the quality of general education in Ethiopia,
reports indicate that more attention is needed at all levels to improve educational standards.
The recently updated Education and Training Policy by the Federal Ministry of Education
(2023) of Ethiopia acknowledges a decline in education quality. This is evidenced by

students not meeting expected performance levels, teachers facing limitations in their



abilities to support students in reaching required competencies, and schools lacking the
necessary resources to facilitate learning. Furthermore, the 2021 EGRA study revealed no
significant improvement in students' reading abilities compared to previous assessments
(Ministry of Education, 2022).

The national exam results for 8th-grade students in Addis Ababa public schools
showed a high number of students repeating grades. In 2023, 8608 (32.83%) of the 26,217
students who took the Grade 8 National Examination in six sub-cities in government
schools scored below 50%. 17,609 (67.17%) students scored above 50% average. In 2022,
out of 36,354 students, 13,108 (36%) had to repeat, with 23,216 (64%) passing. Similarly,
in 2021, out of 40,584 students, 18,620 (46%) repeated, and 21,964 (54%) passed. The
sixth Education Sector Development Program (ESDP) report from the Federal Ministry of
Education (2021a) highlighted several contributing factors to low student achievement,
including a shortage of qualified teachers and staff, inadequate teaching planning and
supervision, and inconsistent implementation of continuous professional development

programs.

Several studies have been carried out in Ethiopia to address the issues related to
school supervision and inspection. For instance, Mandefro (2020) conducted a
comprehensive study on supervision practices in Ethiopian primary schools, utilizing a
mixed-methods approach involving questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The
findings indicated deficiencies in providing professional support for teachers, policy gaps,
and inadequate professional development assistance for primary school educators. The
study recommends addressing these challenges by implementing evidence-based
supervision practices, establishing clear policies, and enhancing the capacity of supervisors
to elevate the quality of education at the primary level in Ethiopia.

Dea (2016) conducted a study on instructional supervision and teacher-supervisor
interaction in elementary and secondary schools in the Wolaita zone. The research used a
cross-sectional survey approach and involved six schools in rural and urban areas. The
study focused on current supervision practices, challenges, stakeholder involvement, and
the link between supervision, teacher relations, and quality education. Recommendations

emphasized continuous supervision, teacher involvement, principal support, clear



guidelines, adequate resources, necessary skills, stakeholder involvement, and training for

supervisors.

Belina (2021) conducted a qualitative study on quality assurance through inspection
in Jimma Town. The study focused on inspection policy framework, strategies, and trends.
Data was collected through interviews, observation, and document review. The
recommendations emphasize the need for a closer connection between strategic direction
and operational practices, holding relevant bodies accountable, revising inspection
manuals and standards, and linking external and internal inspection mechanisms to support

school improvement plans.

Melaku (2018) conducted a study on educational supervision in the Ethiopian
general education system. The study identified policy and structural gaps and their
influence on supervision practices. Findings revealed disparities in policy provision
between regions, the absence of a governing supervision policy at national and regional
levels, the lack of a national supervisory structure, and inadequate training for supervisors.
The study recommended developing a comprehensive supervision policy and restructuring

the existing framework to enhance supervision practices and the quality of education.

Tadesse (2020) surveyed to assess the impact of cluster supervision on the primary
education curriculum in the Yeka sub-city of Addis Ababa. The study used random
selection to choose participants and found that the benefits teachers derived from cluster
supervisors' practices were minimal. The study recommended measures such as short-term
refresher training, involving supervisors in curriculum decision-making processes, and

providing orientation on the roles and responsibilities of cluster supervisors.

The study conducted by Tesfaw and Hofman (2014) in Addis Ababa examined
teachers' perceptions and preferences regarding instructional supervision. The study
focused on the current and ideal usage of various instructional supervisory approaches, and
the researchers employed a descriptive survey method. The study concluded by
recommending that instructional supervision should be a priority in schools, emphasizing

the need for clear outlining of supervisory practices in school policies, and suggesting



further research to explore the impact of actual supervisory approaches on teachers'

attitudes, satisfaction, and professional development.

The researcher noted that inspection and supervision systems appears to involve
conflicting purposes based on his experience. The tradition of inspecting and supervising
schools has a long history in Ethiopia. The names of inspection and supervision
organizations have changed over time following Ethiopia's foreign relations, including
changes following relations with the United States of America and East Germany. This
tradition of name changes continues to the present day. While these organizations were
previously under the city administration education bureau, they now operate separately
with distinct organizations, purposes, policies, manpower, budget, and accountability.
After considering his experience and other significant factors, the researcher was
compelled to investigate the organization and role of inspection and supervision in the city
government of Addis Ababa, the capital city of Ethiopia.

The study primarily focuses on the importance of inspection and supervision
organizations in implementing systems to uphold the quality of primary education in Addis
Ababa and offer solutions. Specifically, it highlights the role of the Ministry of Education,
Addis Ababa Education Bureau, Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory
Authority, Sub-City Education Offices, District Education Offices, and Cluster School
Centers and schools. The study examines inspection and supervision policies and their

implementation, including organizational structure, leadership, and the use of power.

In previous research, the focus was narrow, mainly on research objectives,
questions, scopes, and methodologies. This study, however, stands out as it integrates
various aspects. Unlike earlier independent studies, it emphasizes the benefits of combining
different processes from two separate institutions, such as inspection and supervision at
different administrative levels in Addis Ababa. The study highlights the processes of
general education inspection at the Ministry and the Addis Ababa City Administration
Education Bureau, along with cluster school center supervision. It also emphasizes the
general education inspection process at the Ministry, the City Administration Quality
Regulatory Authority, and the Sub-city administration. The study scrutinizes their policies,

organizational structures, purposes, relationships, leadership and use of power, and key
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1.
2.

3.

challenges, making it unique. So this study is about understanding the way inspection and
supervision institutions are organized at federal and Addis City administration and their

role in bringing about quality education.

1.3 OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY

This study is aimed at examining the inspection and supervision policies,
organizational structures, processes, support mechanisms, and factors that either enable or
hinder the leadership role of school inspectors and supervisors in enhancing the quality of

primary education in Addis Ababa.

1.4 BASIC RESEARCH QUESTIONS OF THE STUDY
Thus, the investigation delved into the core questions of the research, unraveling

fundamental insights along the way:

What specific policies are used for school inspection and supervision services?

What policy and practice gaps obstruct the recruitment of inspectors and supervisors?

What organizational structures are put in place to effectively implement inspection and

supervision policies in the primary education system?

3.1 What external inspection structure is organized in Addis Ababa City Administration?

3.2 What external supervision structure is organized in the Addis Ababa City Administration?

3.3 What school self-evaluation system is organized in Addis Ababa City Administration?

3.4 What purposes are pursued by external inspection and supervision organizations?

4.

What connections can be identified between the functions of inspection and supervision

organizations?

To what extent principals differ in their perspectives on the leadership behaviors of
inspectors and supervisors?
What major challenges hamper the organization and roles of school inspection and

supervision in enhancing educational quality?

1.5 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY
The findings will make significant contributions in three key areas: informing

administrative action, guiding policy-making, and providing valuable insights for further
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research. This could lead to the development of alternative scenarios aimed at adjusting
existing inspection and supervision organizational structures in a context-sensitive and
practical manner. Moreover, it could help establish a coordinated chain of command
policy-making with decentralized powers related to inspection and supervision systems

throughout the organizational structure.

Additionally, it could facilitate better alignment between inspection and
supervision systems, professional development, and enhancement of educational
leadership, thereby reducing relationship problems, task duplication, and confusion and

enabling educational leaders to identify and address critical gaps proactively.

The simultaneous study of both organizations allows for a comprehensive
understanding of the interconnectedness of the two systems, including their respective
roles, operations, challenges, and achievements in enhancing the quality of education. The

findings can inform timely actions to address gaps within the two organizations.

Furthermore, the study's outcomes could add value to the improvement of
educational planning, decision-making, and implementation, leading to enhanced student
achievement and empowering schools to better meet the needs of their students.

1.6 DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY

The study's proposed scope is on the external inspection and supervision services
carried out by inspectors and supervisors outside the school at the cluster, district (woreda),
city administration (regional), and federal levels. External inspectors, supervisors, and
cluster supervisors typically use offices to handle bureaucratic tasks and visit schools as
part of their responsibilities. The key difference is that the offices of external inspectors
and supervisors are situated outside the school, and they leave their offices at designated

times to visit schools.

Conversely, cluster supervisors have their offices within the school, which serves
as the hub of the cluster, and they regularly leave their offices to conduct supervisory work.
This study focuses on school self-evaluation (school improvement) systems that provide
essential information to external inspectors and supervisors. It specifically pertains to
government primary schools under the purview of the Addis Ababa Education Bureau,

Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority, and the Ministry of
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Education, particularly those operating within district (woreda) cluster school centers and

or sub-city education offices.

Non-government primary schools are excluded due to their higher performance
compared to government schools. Private schools, being advantaged in attracting the best-
performing students through selection, are presumed to face stronger measures from the

Inspectorate compared to government schools.

The study encompassed the Federal Ministry of Education, Addis Ababa City
Administration Education Bureau, Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality
Regulatory Authority, sub-city education offices, district education offices, cluster school
centers, and schools. It delved into general and specific policies related to the provision of
inspection and supervision services in public primary schools, examining frameworks,
education legislation, guidelines, manuals, directives, blueprints, school standards,
checklists, BSC, and the 6th ESDP.

Additionally, it explored the vertical and horizontal linkages of organizational
structures, the utilization of power sources (legitimate, coercive, reward, expert, and
referent) by supervisors and inspectors, as well as the implementation of chains of
command and coordination. Furthermore, the study examined the interaction and
complementation of inspection and supervision objectives, and the similarities and
differences between them, whether they are control support-oriented or a combination of
both. The study examined the key challenges (obstacles) that impede the organization's
efficient functioning and the functions of inspection and supervision about policy and

implementation for enhancing educational quality.

1.7 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY

The research was centered on examining school inspection and supervision
organizations to enhance the quality of primary education in the City Administration of
Addis Ababa. The researcher underscored the importance of exploring these two
institutions together, as their interdependence is crucial for achieving their goals. By
studying both inspection and supervision organizations that work in parallel to improve
education quality, it becomes possible to gain a comprehensive understanding of the

organizational challenges and the role of inspection and supervision. This is because the
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policies, structure, and objectives of both institutions significantly impact their operational
processes and relationships, potentially leading to conflicts, inefficiency, and resource
wastage. This can disrupt the necessary smooth interdependence between the two
institutions. Nevertheless, conducting a more comprehensive study on each institution
individually could have provided further valuable insights. It's important to recognize that

this study has its limitations.

1.8 OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF TERMS

Educational supervision - is defined as a service whose main function is to supervise as
well as to provide advice and support to school leaders, teachers, and district education
office professionals.

The supervisor - is an expert who performs supervisory tasks on behalf of the MoE, City
Education Office, Sub-City Education Offices, District Education Offices, and School-
Cluster Centers.

Internal inspection (also known as School Self-Evaluation) - most of the activities that
schools undertake in the context of their internal quality assurance are self-evaluation.
Although the process is largely initiated by the MoE, it allows schools to empower
themselves through self-evaluation. And, carefully selected participants can systematically
describe and evaluate the school's performance to reach decisions about overall school

improvement (Pawelas & Oliva, 2008).

School inspection - is an impartial process that involves evaluating school standards and
quality. It includes targeted investigations to determine if schools are meeting national and
local performance standards, legislative and professional requirements, and the needs of
students and parents. This process is conducted by external authorities, such as national or
local entities, and involves quality assurance activities with educational inspection or
accreditation bodies. Those involved are experts with specialized knowledge and are not
directly or indirectly involved in the internal workings of the school. Inspections typically
include site visits and result in professional judgments (Janssens & Amelsvoort, 2008;
Maarten Penninckx et al., 2015).
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Quiality - it means being fit for purpose, which can be defined in terms of schools making
improved decisions in policy and practice, providing quality education that can be defined
in terms of improved national and local performance standards, meeting legislative and
professional requirements, improving school standards and building internal capacity

through improved school self-evaluation.

Policy - is defined as a written document to guide, coordinate, and maintain the purpose,
organization, and operation of accountability systems (school inspection and supervision)
in the Ethiopian primary education system. The written documents of inspection and
supervision policies are built-in laws, guidelines, manuals, and directives that define the

duties, responsibilities, and accountability of educational professionals and institutions.

Regulation - refers to rules and guidelines imposed by government authorities to govern
behavior as part of educational policy (Helggy & Homme, 2006).

Inputs - include policies such as education and training policies, education laws,
proclamations, job evaluation grading manuals, business process reengineering manuals,
balanced guidelines, directives, frameworks, standards, checklists, recruitment guidelines,

and job descriptions for inspectors and supervisors.

Process - The process encompasses all the tasks necessary to facilitate the conversion of
inputs, including organizing structures, deploying professional inspectors and supervisors
to schools, preparing essential resources for planned activities, selecting districts and
schools for external inspection or supervision, communicating planned visits, gathering
information, and establishing a timeline. This also involves implementation tasks such as
notifying schools focused on improvement or self-evaluation, holding pre-meetings,
conducting interviews, verifications, on-site supervision, and post-meetings. Furthermore,
it entails providing schools with feedback on their strengths and weaknesses within the
context of inspection or supervision, offering support and guidance to underperforming
schools, addressing concerns and complaints, and publishing inspection or supervision

reports.

Output - refers to the information that comes out of the transformation process. This

includes improved 8th-grade national examination performance standards, enhanced
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decision-making, upgraded national performance standards, meeting legislative and
professional standards, improved school standards, accredited and reaccredited schools,

and improved school self-evaluation capacity.

A school - is an educational institution established in a diverse social and cultural
environment with a complex structure. It is an organization established to protect the
interests of various stakeholders, such as classroom teachers, students, school management,

parents, and local, state, or national authorities (Macnab, 2004).

Power sources - relate to the various ways in which individuals exert influence over others
or events, often based on different types of power. French and Raven's original taxonomy,
which remains influential in current power theory and research, identifies five power bases:
expert power, referent power, legitimate power, reward power, and coercive power (Yukl,
2013).

Legitimate power - as defined by French and Raven in 1959, is derived from formal

authority over work activities.

Coercive Power - as defined by Yukl (2013), is the intimidating authority a leader holds
over their subordinates, often demonstrated through punishments.

Reward power - is when the target person perceives that the agent has control over
important resources and desired rewards. This power comes from a formal position where

the agent has partial access to these resources and rewards (Yukl, 2013).

Expert power - refers to the task-relevant knowledge and skills that serve as a source of
personal power for an agent in an organization. A leader's specialized knowledge to
perform a task or solve an important problem increases their ability to influence their

subordinates, peers, and superiors (Yukl, 2013).

Referent power - arises from others' need to fulfill the desires of an individual they hold
strong feelings of affection, admiration, and loyalty towards. People are typically inclined
to do special favors for a friend, and they are more likely to fulfill requests from someone
they deeply respect (Yukl, 2013).
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1.9 ORGANIZATION OF THE STUDY

The study is divided into five chapters. The first chapter comprises an introduction,
which includes the background of the study, a statement of the problem, the objective of
the study, research questions, the study's significance, scope and limitation, operational
definition of terms, and organization of the study. The second chapter focuses on a review
of related literature. The third chapter covers the research design and methodology. The
fourth chapter addresses data presentation, analysis, and interpretation. The fifth chapter

summarizes the major findings and provides conclusion and recommendations.

17



CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

2.1 CONCEPTS OF INSPECTION AND SUPERVISION
2.1.1 CONCEP OF INSPECTION

A study conducted in low- and middle-income countries linked school
accountability policies to inspection by which formal site visits to schools are made by
education authorities to observe classroom and management activities (Eddy-Spicer et al.,
2016). Accountability systems include top-down and hierarchical imposing compliance
with laws and regulations and holding schools accountable for the quality of education they
offer, and horizontal accountability focusing on how schools and teachers conduct their
profession and provide multiple stakeholders with insight into their educational processes,

decision-making, implementation, and results (Hooge et al., 2012).

2.1.2 CONCEP OF SUPERVISION
According to Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon (2014) cited in Fabunmi et al.

(2022), supervision in an education setting involves the guidance and support of teachers
and other school personnel in improving instruction and other educational services offered
to students. This includes classroom observations, feedback, professional development,
and collaboration with other educators. Thakral (2015) indicated that supervision involves
assessing and assisting teachers to improve instructional processes and support their
professional development. A supervisor is a formally designated individual responsible for
monitoring and aiding teachers in their teaching-learning process and professional
development.

2.2 INSPECTION AND SUPERVISION POLICIES

Policies relating to the recruitment of school inspection and supervision are crucial
to attract the best available school inspectors and supervisors and fill the vacant positions
in the organization. Studies indicated effective selection methods are necessary for hiring
competent school principals and regulators (Haris et al., 2018). Recruitment processes have
an impact on school leadership quality, as it is an important decision in the selection of the
best possible candidates.

While school-level involvement is critical to contextualize recruitment, at the

system level policies need to ensure that procedures and criteria are, transparent, consistent,
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and effective (Pont, 2014). Emphasis should be given to understanding inspection as a
partnership between the inspectorates and the inspected; that can be attained by way of
underlining the professional qualities of inspectors and equally with the recruitment of in-
service principals and senior teachers from good schools (J. A. Baxter, 2014).
Additionally, S. Gordon (2023) emphasized strong positive broad-based supervision means
that supervision includes a full array of leadership and organizational policies and practices
intended to support and improve a school’s teaching and learning environment.
2.2.1 Inspection and Supervision Education Law, Handbooks, Guidelines, and
Directives

Countries are engaged in implementing different inspection and supervision
policies built-in laws, regulations, manuals, and directives to specify duties, authorities,
and accountabilities of educational professionals elsewhere. Studies indicated that
supervising or inspecting education has acquired a right to form part of the constitutional

duty of the central government (Ehren et al., 2005).

It is stated in the regulations that school supervisors are civil servants who are liable
and authorized to carry out academic and managerial supervision at education units,
provided that their supervision results ought to be used for decision-making on policies and
empowerment (Haris et al., 2018). The Handbook for inspecting schools in England states
that persons and organizations have legal obligations to provide data to the Office of
Standards in Education. While the Education Act offers inspectors the authority to inspect
and take copies of any relevant records reserved by schools, regulations allow the
Department for Education to offer Ofsted with individual learners’ evidence which has a

link to school inspections (Office of Standards in Education, 2019a).

Grauwe and Carron (2004) discovered that no department of supervision is created
at the ministerial office in Korea. Despite that one actor is formally designated to supervise
primary and secondary schools. That is, two junior supervisors are located in the
metropolitan and provincial offices given that one of the junior supervisors supervises
secondary schools and the other one supervises primary schools. Besides, Grauwe (2001)
showed that one supervisor is assigned for every four to five schools and less than 80

teachers in Korea (in fact Korea has a relatively small number of schools). A clear norm is
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also in place in Botswana to the extent that the primary school supervisor is expected to
inspect 12 schools per year by full inspection. And, the total number of teachers that a

supervisor is required to assist varies on the number of schools available.

Adu et al. (2014), further, suggested that every state ministry of education should
recruit sufficient numbers of inspectors in line with UNESCO recommendations, such as
1: 100 to 150 teachers in primary schools and 1: 75 in post-primary schools. Grauwe et al.
(2011) found that guidelines had been created and implemented to oversee supervisory
visits in Kenya, Lesotho, and Uganda. These guidelines outline the personnel involved,
inspection criteria, and self-evaluation procedures. They also provide a manual for school

inspectors and principals, covering various important issues to be addressed.

Inspection policy and principles for inspection have primarily served as a guide for
inspectors on how to carry out inspections and offer them mandatory power to inspect (
Office of Standards in Education, 2019a). Laws and regulations are regarded as imperative
policy tools to direct education and continue to be used by schools (Hooge et al., 2012).
Regulations and economic tools are regarded as mutual types of policy tools (also named
input regulation) because rules, directives, and allocation of material resources via funding

are believed to regulate the input in education (Helggy& Homme, 2006).

Inspecting legal requirements that schools should comply with can lead to securing
an acceptable level of educational quality. These legal requirements are instituted in
schools via education laws and are preconditions for earning governmental funding (Ehren
et al., 2005). School performance level descriptors are used as appropriate tools for each
performance level and each school type, such as primary, junior secondary, and high school
(Council of Chief State School Officers, 2018).

The Educational Supervision Act of the Netherlands specifies some expectations
with which schools can be inspected, the impacts inspections will result in, and the way by
which expectations will be realized., these assumptions together constitute the program
theory of the Educational Supervision Act (Ehren et al., 2005). The Office of Standards in
Education has provided comprehensive educational policy tools formalized on a
framework and handbooks that guide inspectors and schools about inspections (The Office
of Standards in Education 2019c; 2019a; and 2019b). The handbook, which serves as a
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guide for inspectors, is provided to schools and other organizations to ensure that they are
informed about the policies and procedures outlined in the handbook. It covers general
policies and principles relevant to inspections conducted by inspectors, outlines the
arrangements for carrying out inspections, includes privacy notices, and details the
procedures to be followed before, during, and after inspections (Office of Standards in
Education, 2019a)

2.2.2 Recruitment of Inspectors and Supervisors

The very existence of educational organizations is to achieve their set objectives.
For that matter, organizations are committed to filling their vacant positions by attracting
the best accessible professionals from various sources of manpower available in the world
of work; depending on different recruitment criteria. Fabunmi et al. (2022) mentioned that
recruitment in education represents receiving the appropriate quality and quantity of
employees in the educational sector. Recruitment of the workforce involves advertisement,
interviewing, selecting, and placement. Chuta (2018) commended that there should be an
intensification of recruitment and selection programs, especially for district-based officials

[supervisors], so that they can support instructional leadership by school principals.

According to Public Impact (2008, 2016), professional competencies are learned
and possessed by a person most powerful when used to select leaders who are already a
good fit for the job. Kowal and Hassel (2011) showed that the following models are well
regarded as capable of outlining the hiring considerations for imported leaders, such as
basic competencies, human capital portfolio, adaptability and the desire for feedback, and
cultural fit that provide insight into a candidate’s work success that is not dependent on

previous experience in a particular job or role.

Hitt (2015) advised that the leader selection process should not merely depend on
competencies and the behavior event interview, but also suggests the need to include other
facets in the process. In addition, Hitt (2015) argued that committees should focus on the
subsequent selection processes: application review; application essay questions; phone
interview; behavior event interview; data analysis of a school, followed by developing a

plan; instructional observation, followed by giving feedback to a teacher; reference checks;
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background checks; school visit; presentation to staff, as simulated data analysis and

planning; and community forum.

2.2.3 Provision of Training and Other Incentives for Inspectors and Supervisors
The process of hiring inspectors and supervisors usually relies on potential

applicants attracted from internal source or outside sources. Potential applicants selected
by the hiring organization ought to be with teaching and sometimes with a school
principalship background. As a result, organizations are expected to provide training to
update them to the new job responsibilities. For example, The Office of Standards in
Education (Ofsted) (2019c) sets out, in the education inspection framework, that ...
Inspectors will inspect types of provision for which they have appropriate expertise and
training, p.3.”

Haris et al. (2018) stated that training programs for school supervisors are primarily
designed to equip and familiarize them with related science and technology; principally
with academic, technical, and professional competencies linked to supervision. Chuta
(2018), further, suggested that districts should be prepared with the required skills and
knowledge of instructional leadership to enable the staff [supervisors] to understand
policies and improve practices that assist school principals in enhancing learning.
However, a study by Jaffer (2010) found no pre-service training for inspectors. The existing
in-service training was for education officers at various levels and was labeled as

management training for supervisory staff.

Studies indicated that building a leader’s skills and competencies is necessary for
professional school leadership. Professionalizing leadership is broader than specific
training programs and requires formal and informal development processes (Pont, 2014).
Gurkan and Deveci (2013) suggested that consideration of projected training opportunities
for Inspectors should be there, such as broad training programs, strategies for on-the-job
training, and the definition of other rewards to motivate participation. Public Impact
(2008,2016) pointed out that employing organizations should consider prior expectations
of employees during selection about their professional development, promotion,

outplacement, and in more limited cases, their pay.
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Townsend and MacBeath (2011), therefore, indicated that promoting strong
educational leadership is fundamental to ensuring quality learning which is acutely desired
in many education systems. S. Gordon (2019) suggested that opportunities should be there
to develop continuous improvement of university teacher and supervision preparation
programs based on experiences derived from research and feedback from Professional
Development Schools (PDSs). Besides, Gurkan and Deveci (2013) affirmed that all
inspectors of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, Turkey, and England have received
in-service training, despite differences concerning the contents and duration of pieces of

training.

Ololube and Major (2014) verified that the inspection process, in Nigeria, is carried
out by poorly supported and hardly trained school inspectors, and without allowing for
teacher input into the inspection process. Thus, the current inspection did not fully serve
the needs of the Nigerian education system. Carron et al. (1998), further, indicated that
Bangladesh, Uttar Pradesh, and Sri Lanka are familiar with the practice of professional
training of supervisors. The available empirical evidence makes sure these preparations
appear to be disappointing.

Gurkan and Deveci (2013) pointed out that inspection regimes should develop
comprehensive training programs to prepare inspectors for the work they aspire, namely to
offer organized on-the-job training, continuous improvement, and a clearly defined
incentive system to inspectors during their professional life to stimulate participation.
Patrick (2009) advised that inspectorates should use the following strategies to enhance
supervisory skills training and retraining: improving morale, hiring applicants with higher
educational qualifications, making international and inter-state exchanges, improving

selection criteria for supervisors, and rewarding performance.

2.2.4 Professional Experiences of Inspectors and Supervisors

Experience makes people aware of their prior knowledge about the job they
previously associated with, provided that will give them a better opportunity to perform
the job effectively. Also, if experience is supported by training helps people to be effective
in their work. Boal and Hooijberg (2001) showed that teaching leadership is attained with
a difficult effort of management education; however, learning to lead will not substitute for
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practice. Thus, there is a possibility that prospective leaders can learn from experience.

Gurkan and Deveci (2013) showed that although there are differences in the
duration of experiences, work experience in educational institutions is commonly used as
a requirement to select inspectors in the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, Turkey, and
England. Unlike two others England uses managerial field experience and expertise as
selection criteria. Also, in the words of Patrick (2009), expert knowledge and experiences
are considered vital preconditions for the practice of supervision, namely to oversee,

evaluate, and coordinate the process of the school’s instructional improvement activities.

Different countries establish different experience requirements for selection in
consideration of the complexity of the task that inspectors and supervisors are expected to
do. Gurkan and Deveci (2013) mentioned that while the Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus requires inspection candidates to have 15 years of teaching experience, Turkey
requires 10 years of teaching experience with three years of managerial experience, and
England requires five years of teaching and three years of managerial experience. Carron
et al. (1998) showed that supervisors’ age is considered a distinguishing factor in different
countries. Because a substantial amount of work experience is stated in the recruitment
criteria. For example, the majority of supervisors both in Sri Lanka and Korea are aged 55

years and beyond.

2.2.5 School Inspection and Supervision Frameworks

The school inspection framework is most commonly used to guide and coordinate
complex organizational tasks by providing a frame of reference for educators to minimize
workload, reduce confusion, and receive focus areas of their key organizational tasks. The
Office of Standards in Education (Ofsted), 2017) indicated that a framework allows
inspectors to make coherent judgments about different education settings. Besides,
handbooks outline the methods inspectors use to collect evidence and the key criteria they
use to make judgments. Despite some differences, these methods and criteria are similar

across the different frameworks.

According to the Australian Department of Education Youth and Family Services
(2004), a school improvement framework refers system of tools and processes that allow
schools to monitor and evaluate how much they are attaining the standards they aspire to.
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The quality of teaching in the school, interactions amongst teacher-students-curriculum in
the classroom, and the administrative organizing processes of the school represent school
process indicators. They constituted an essential part of inspection frameworks (Scheerens
and Ehren, 2016). School inspection and self-evaluation frameworks consisted of domains
of evaluation emphasizing the quality of learning and teaching in subjects, support offered

for students, school management, school planning, and curriculum provision.

2.2.5.1 School Improvement

The school improvement program, namely the domains and the activities it
consisted of are viewed as the most relevant object of inspection and supervision practices.
Hopkins (2001) indicated that regular inspection of schools and publication of comparative
league tables provided parents and others with data about school performance and helped
to identify possible achievements and gaps. These efforts gave way to increasing interest

in the process of school improvement.

Chapman (2001) indicated that a context-specific approach capable of re-engaging
the local level through openly established communication and a moderate shift in balance
from pressure to support is considered to increase the chance for school improvement.
Similarly, Jones and Tymms (2014) showed that the program theory promoted the ensuing
main strategies to reinforce Ofsted’s school improvement efforts, such as standards setting,
provision of feedback, sanctions, and rewards, and information gathering on schools and

public accountability.

Clarke and Ozga (2011) mentioned that self-evaluation is viewed as an integral part
of school improvement. Nayir and McNamara (2015) argued that there should be an effort
to build the capacity of schools for self-evaluation as a vital precondition to realize effective
school autonomy, performance monitoring, and assuring accountability. Hopkins (2001)
verified that school self-evaluation had been continuing as a well-known instrument of
school improvement in different countries in the seventies and the early eighties of the

twentieth century.

Gustafsson et al. (2015) showed that a broad range of goals, such as student
achievement, teaching, leadership, and organization can give the inspectorate the ability to
assess the quality of education and finally hold schools liable for their performance.
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Criteria, standards, and sanctions against poor performance are used to make judgments.
Scheerens and Ehren (2016) indicated that those inspectorates devoted to monitoring and
supporting the school improvement emphasized evaluating the school’s educational

processes and output.

Rosenthal (2004) mentioned that schools under Ofsted are mostly reviewed against
classroom teaching and pupil reaction, school leadership, management of school resources,
and the spiritual, moral, social, and cultural development of pupils. The review also
includes enrolments, pupil background, classes offered, results of national exams, and

results of interviews with parents and school governors.

Inspection involves evaluating the institution's performance against set criteria,
such as teaching and learning, leadership and management, and infrastructure and
resources. The inspection process includes document analysis, observations, interviews,
and surveys to gather evidence of compliance. The inspection team assesses governance,
management, teaching and learning, research, and student support. The team also considers
student achievement, school climate, and community involvement. (Quality Assurance
Agency for Higher Education, 2018 cited in Fabunmi et al., 2022).

Inspection is regarded as one of the vital quality assurance systems able to realize
school improvement. Inspection allows the teaching and learning process to focus on
quality and improvement of student achievement and discipline. It permits evaluation to be
made based on concrete data and accurate measurement. Also, it inspires well-performing

schools and holds accountable low-performing schools and duty bearers (MoE, 2012).

2.2.5.2 Domains of School Improvement

Domains of inspection and supervision deal with the object of the school
improvement program. Domains are the sphere of activities offering educational inspectors
and supervisors with a particular focus on their organizational key issues of work, and those
areas of work which are in effect capable of giving a framework for the practice of
inspection and supervision. Pawlas and Oliva (2008) indicated that certain domains can
allow a supervisor to carry out different roles for which he is designated, and to demonstrate

his expertise linked to particular domains that result from some power bases.
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Department of Education Youth and Family Services (2004) describes that domains
consist of aspects, involving school culture, operations, and organizational structures
backing the school’s core business namely student success and learning. Domains are
categorized into four: learning and teaching, leadership and management, student
environment, and community involvement. The Department of Education Youth and
Family Services (2004) mentioned that these four domains are further divided into
elements that involve a dynamic relationship with each other, and each of the elements
influences and supports practice in all domains (see the details in Table 5 below):

FIGURE 1 DOMAINS AND ELEMENTS OF SCHOOLING

Learning and Teaching Student Environment
* Teaching practice « Student focus

« Learning and assessment » Student empowerment
* Curriculum » Student support

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Leadership and Management Community Involvement

* Strategic vision « Partnerships with parents and carers
* Leadership behavior * Engaging the community

* School management * Promoting education

Source: Department of Education Youth and Family Services (2004). School Improvement
Framework for achieving high standards in student learning, innovation and best practice
in ACT government schools (pp. 1-23). Department of Education, Youth, and Family
Services Education, Policy and Planning Section. www.deyfs.act.gov.au

2.2.6. School Self-evaluation Framework

Nayir and McNamara (2015) argued that the concept of self-evaluation has become
a key part of the structural design of school evaluation in many countries. It is inspired by
the need to decentralize greater independence and autonomy of schools, and in search of
making schools and teachers more accountable for their performance. The assumption
behind allowing schools to undertake responsibility for their quality, according to Ehren et
al. (2005), is grounded on every school's need to consider the setting it works to decide
how to improve and behave in the best needs of students.

McNamara and O’Hara (2008) showed that most education systems in Europe are
working to get mechanisms to integrate self-evaluation, which is now a conventional

concept, into the daily operation of schools. Interventions and initiatives developed give a
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sign of significance with which the improvement of self-evaluation capacity is being seen.
Stewart (2014) confirmed that schools have a legislative obligation to self-evaluate and
participate in external evaluations. Evaluation is used to gather data capable of informing
education policy decisions.

Schools were not pressurized to self-evaluate (in Ireland), as a result, school
evaluation is carried out by the Inspectorate forming part of the external operation (Nayir
& McNamara, 2015). Some state-directed methodologies prefer to use a detailed
readymade framework that forcefully guides schools to follow a specific pathway, while
others allow schools the opportunities to develop their frameworks by which they can
identify where they are and where to go (McNamara & O’Hara, 2008). One of the key
functions of self-evaluation as a process is to make inspection more effective (Nayir &
McNamara (2015). The development of educators’ capacity to make use of school internal

evaluation is viewed as a continued effort to school inspections (Eddy-Spicer et al., 2016).

2.3 Organizing Quality Assessment Systems

Organizations are more concerned with organizing or reforming the existing
accountability systems to achieve agreed goals. Therefore, most countries appear to have
complex quality management systems including inspection and supervision designed to
achieve various reasons and purposes. For instance, Fabunmi et al. (2022) indicated that
with more funds being dedicated to education by governments and stakeholders, a greater
demand emerges for honesty and accountability in responding to many requests and
solving many problems. Two mechanisms are found relevant namely supervision and

inspection to help solve such challenges.

Grauwe and Carron (2004) identified three structural arrangements involving, the
existence of supervision services at central, regional, and local levels; services that initially
existed only at the central level have been devolved to allow officers posted at several
system levels; and while many countries provide the duty of visiting schools to a single
level, several others distribute it to all officers from central to district levels, although the
distribution of tasks is rarely clear. Also, Haris et al. (2018) pointed out that supervisors
are immediately liable for the director of primary and secondary staff empowerment under

the general directorate of teachers and education staff in the Ministry of National Education
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in Indonesia. At the district level, primary school supervisors are expected to report to the

head of the district education office via the sub-district education office head.

According to (Grauwe, 2014), different countries employ various models of school
supervision. Check Figure 1 below for more details.

FIGURE 2 THE STRUCTURE OF DIFFERENT SUPERVISION/INSPECTION MODELS
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The Figure refers to different models that educational institutions can use to manage
their operations. These models are designed to help education systems maintain a level of
control and support appropriate for needs. The models include the Classical Model, which
is based on traditional hierarchical structures, the Central Control Model, which
emphasizes centralized decision-making, and the Close-to-School Support Model and
School-Site Supervision Model, which focus on providing support and oversight at the
local level. In addition, different models of supervision which are characterized by different

structures are utilized in many countries.

Moreover, Mahfooz et al. (2010) showed that various countries have established
different supervision models, such as the Education Review Office and school boards in
New Zealand; a national Inspectorate, municipalities and local school boards in the
Netherlands; the Ministry of Education, Science, and Technology in Korea; municipalities
in Finland, and; the Ofsted, local authorities and local school boards in England (see details

on Figure 2 below).
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FIGURE 3 THE STRUCTURE OF THE SUPERVISION MODEL OF EASTERN EUROPE AND
CENTRAL ASIA
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Source: Mahfooz, S, Bin, Hovde, K., & Rodrigucz. A; (2010), Supervision of Primary and Secondary Education . A

Five-Country Comparison (Vol. 33, Issue November, pp 1-4). http//www.worldbank.org/eca

Further, Rouw et al. (2016) showed that the Flemish quality assurance was
organized in the form of a quality triangle; such as the Flemish Agency for Quality
Assurance in Education and Training which is authorized to design and maintain
attainment targets, the Inspectorate which is responsible to verify if schools reach the
attainment targets, and the pedagogical advisers which offer support to schools to fulfill
this task (see the details on figure 3 below):

FIGURE 4 THE ORIGINAL QUALITY TRIANGLE
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Sowrce: Rouw, R, Fuster, M., Burns, T., & Brandi, M, (2016). United in Diversity : A Complexity Perspective on
the Role of Attainment Targets in Quality Assurance in Flanders, In OECD Educarion Workirg Papers No. 139 (No
139). https:/doiorg/http//dx . dol.org/ 10, 1 787/5jIrbBNvgs L «en

Alternatively, Whitby (2010) pointed out that, in New Zealand, the government
department at the level at which inspection has originated appears separate from the
government department, and is named as Education Review Office (ERO). It is directly

accountable to parliament (see the details in figure 4 below):
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FIGURE 5 NEW ZEALAND EARLY CHILDHOOD AND SCHOOL EDUCATION SYSTEM
(EDUCATION REVIEW OFFICE, 2006)
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Experiences indicate that inspection and supervision systems are components of the
organizational structure of the education system, either by organizing them independently
or within other units to carry out support control, or both functions. In this regard, Grauwe
et al. (2011) revealed that, in Kenya, DEO’s organizational structure is established by the
MoE consists of five main departments, such as the Quality and Standards Education
Officers Unit, the Examination Unit, the Audit Unit, the Administrative Unit, and the
Teaching Service Commission Unit. Grauwe et al. (2011) revealed that, in Lesotho, the
education office is headed by a Senior Education Officer (SEO). And, the DEO consists of
eight units. One of these units is education officers (or inspectors) accountable for quality
monitoring via supervision and pedagogical support visits, and reporting directly to the
SEO.

Grauwe et al. (2011) showed that, in Kenya, supervision by way of quality control
is in principle the responsibility of the quality and standards education officers. Delivering
support and guidance to schools and teachers is the duty of teacher advisory center tutors
who are assigned to support schools and teachers. Also, Grauwe et al. (2011) mentioned
that in Lesotho, supervising primary schools and teachers is the responsibility of education
officers. District resource teachers provide training and pedagogical support, while

education officers emphasize controlling.
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2.3.1 External Inspection System

Besides their determination to establish inspection and supervision regimes,
countries have also categorized them into two types, such as external and internal.
According to Eddy-Spicer et al. (2016), the nineteenth century was a time when inspection
systems were initially introduced in some European countries, such as Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate (HMI) now renamed Ofsted, and particularly in the UK it dates back to 1834;
and have been emerged into complex and complicated systems, using diverse terms and
performing several roles. Gustafsson et al. (2015) indicated that most European countries

have established and used a system of inspection to control and support school quality.

Macharia and Kiruma (2014) pointed out that school inspection is a useful service
that governments invest in to ensure accountability, quality education, and continuous
improvement of education in schools. Patrick (2009) noted that the Ministry of Education
officers in Nigeria serve as external supervisors or inspectors, and they are specifically
designated to ensure that school instructional activities comply with agreed government
standards. However, Eddy-Spicer et al. (2016) study showed that inspection has a limited
impact on systems and school-level outcomes due to key barriers, such as limited
coordination between the inspectorate and other stakeholders, disrespectful tone of voice,
or recommendations out of the school’s control, and lack of credibility of inSpectors

providing the feedback.

2.3.2 External Supervision System

Educational organizations viewed internal and external supervision as a field of
study and professional service delivery. According to Adu et al. (2014), supervision is
considered one of the key formal leadership roles carried out by an educator with
supervisory skills whose efforts lead to the best realization of agreed educational goals.
Despite this, Mette (2019) remarked that the evolution of supervision as a practice and as
an emerging field is affected by a convergence of forces that are varied and controversial,
including issues linked to its definition, its scope and methods, its status as a field, and its

future.

Grauwe and Carron (2004) mentioned that the key task of supervision is improving

the performance of schools and teachers, one of the components of an overall quality
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monitoring system. In addition, Ololube and Major (2014) indicated that supervision is a
partnership involving a process that requires active involvement of both supervisors and
supervisees in the planning and execution, thereby supervisors need to provide supervisees
with feedback and guidance aiming at supervisee learning and development. Grauwe et al.
(2011) revealed that a shift in school supervision from control to support reflects a change
of attitude and approach in Kenya. Visits now involve more discussion with teachers with
the purpose of supervision and assessment of the work with less emphasis on the

investigative dimension.

Grauwe and Carron (2004) suggested that supervision includes conducting visits to
gather data for instructional improvement, sharing reports, providing easy access to data to
act on recommendations, and serving as a tool for collaboration and exchanging data
between existing supervision and other monitoring services. Grauwe et al. (2011) pointed
out that although rich information on the quality of schools and students’ achievement is
obtained from school self-evaluation reports, obtained data are rarely used by local-level
administration to monitor schools, and there is little link between self-evaluation and the
supervision system. Similarly, Grauwe and Carron (2004) revealed that mechanisms for
cooperation and information exchange between supervision and other monitoring services

are few, and far between, and are rarely institutionalized in most countries.

2.3.3 Local Supervision (Cluster supervision)

Decentralizing supervision is part of an overall reform effort to decentralize the
education systems in different countries. Massive increases in the number of schools and
teachers led to the reorganizing of the existing structure and manpower, given that different
decentralizing measures have been taken to offer local solutions for local problems.
Grauwe et al. (2011) mentioned that in Kenya, Lesotho, and Uganda attempts are made to
reduce the distance between DEO and schools by way of placing officers closer to schools
or establishing distinct education units below the DEO; mainly to offer more regular
support to schools via pedagogical advice and the execution of administrative functions.
Likewise, Grauwe and Carron (2004) stated that wherever distance between supervisors
and schools increased, schools were too rarely visited. In response, many countries bridged
the gap by founding additional supervisory levels or bringing schools together in clusters

with a resource center in the middle.
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Grauwe (2001) disclosed that although annual and monthly supervision plans are
prepared by district and local supervisors; plans are rarely executed due to a lack of funds,
the availability of vacant supervisory positions, and spontaneous activities involving
meetings and workshops.

2.3.4 School self-evaluation

Nayir and McNamara (2015) revealed that one of the utmost essential intermediate
tools between inspection and improvement of student learning outcomes is school self-
evaluation, which is essentially the ultimate purpose of the entire process. In addition,
Magguire (2011) suggested that there should be a proposed framework to establish and
support a national self-evaluation strategy for education providers. And, the strategy must
be intended to recommend the establishment of flexible quality standards and the process

of self-evaluation within organizations.

Clarke and Ozga (2011) suggested that inspectors use the SSEF to identify their
focus ahead of inspection. As long as school evaluation results appear accurate and clear,
inspectors will gain first-hand information about the quality of leadership and management
and the school’s capacity to improve. Likewise, Ehren et al. (2005) showed that the outputs
of SSE need to be credible and offer data about indicators of the inspection framework.
This will enable the inspectorate to challenge schools with fewer and less intense inspection

visits.

Studies indicate that inspection was largely about compliance with rules and
judging the work of teachers. Now, it creates a regulatory framework within which schools
can deserve better autonomy while being held liable for student achievement (Brown et al.,
2016). School inspection and self-evaluation have become regulatory prerequisites for
schools to participate in an externally developed evaluation process (Jacqueline Baxter et
al., 2017). Furthermore, Magguire (2011) claimed that the SSE process should be
reinforced by external evaluation using a soft accountability, supportive approach; in which

task and process outcomes would be built into the self-evaluation process.

Jones et al. (2017) classified inspection systems based on the pressure they exert on
schools, such as high pressure used in England and the Netherlands; moderate pressure
used in Sweden, Ireland, and the Czech Republic; and low pressure used in Switzerland
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and Austria. Besides, Janssens and Amelsvoort's (2008) study discovered that England,
Scotland, the Netherlands, and Northern Ireland which have well-integrated SSE into their
school inspection system revealed a relatively large amount of direction by the Inspectorate
about the form and content of the SSE and it is oriented both towards improvement and
accountability. The Addis Ababa City Administration inspectorate involves a high-stakes
inspection in that it is required to close those schools that failed to meet school standards.
(City Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority,
2022a). In Ethiopia, the school self-evaluation involves an emerging less integrated SSE
into the school inspection and school improvement framework revealing a relatively large
amount of direction by the Ministry and the Inspectorate about the form and content of the

SSE and it is oriented both towards improvement (Ministry of Education, 2007a).

Janssens and Amelsvoort (2008) showed that in countries where SSE contains a
moderate or weak position in the school inspection structure, the extent of direction offered
to schools is unlike involving open way such that allows schools to decide on their own (as
in Hesse, Denmark), pre-structured (as in Belgium, Lower Saxony) and, it is largely

improvement-oriented.

Stewart (2014) pointed out that schools are involved in self-evaluations and
external evaluations carried out by the Education Evaluation Council (EEC). Nayir and
McNamara (2015) verified that if schools cannot build the ability to identify problems and
improve standards through self-evaluation methods, the effect of external inspection as a
key part of quality assurance and improvement mechanisms can be critically limited. In
this connection, Grauwe et al. (2011) discovered a gap that Kenya, Lesotho, and Uganda
rely little on indicators or on self-evaluation reports to guide supervisory visits or to
undertake a profound analysis of educational quality.

Research suggests that external regulation and sufficient external support are
critical to overcoming the problem of involving stakeholders in SSE. Utilizing an external
facilitator is key to effectiveness. Resources and training at the school level should be
provided to allow participation in SSE processes (Faddar et al., 2021). The headteacher
should provide leadership training opportunities to staff to take responsibility for the

development of the school improvement plan. Training opportunities should also be
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provided to student representatives, and parents in the process of school improvement
(Ministry of Education, 2007a).

2.4 Purposes of School Inspection and Supervision

Many kinds of literature have mentioned that inspection and supervision have the
same purpose. On the other hand, other pieces of literature described the continuing
overlaps and variations between these terms and their purposes. Fabunmi et al.(2022)
highlighted the importance of supervision and inspection in improving teacher
development, and student learning, and maintaining school quality and accountability
standards. These processes are essential for monitoring school performance, promoting

effective teaching and learning, and ultimately enhancing overall school performance.

2.4.1 Purpose of School Inspection

The primary purpose of inspection in education is to ensure that students obtain
high-quality education and assist schools in identifying gaps. Inspection reports offer
schools feedback on their performance and suggestions for enhancement, as well as
information for parents and other stakeholders about the educational quality provided by
the school (Ofsted, 2021 cited in Fabunmi et al., 2022). Studies found that the regulation
stated supervisors should assist schools, while inspectors should ensure they follow the
rules (Brown et al., 2016). But in reality, inspectors felt pressured to do more than that.
Inspection is important for ensuring schools are doing what they're supposed to and are of

good quality (Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017).

Adu et al. (2014) revealed that promoting and developing a suitable condition for
instruction is considered the main purpose of school supervision; however, school
inspection is regarded as a commitment to ensure the achievement of high standards and if
schools operate according to established rules and regulations. M. C. M. Ehren (2016)
stresses the importance that inspectors have both improvement and accountability purposes
because they ensure schools follow the law and improve their teaching methods. However,
Jacqueline Baxter et al. (2017) warned that if inspectors focus too much on improving
schools, they may be seen as a threat to the organization's neutrality and the schools'

independence.
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2.4.2 Purpose of School Supervision

Glickman et al. 2018 cited in Gordon (2023) advocated that teachers should take
responsibility for their growth and not rely solely on their supervisors. Supervision should
focus on growth rather than compliance and encourage collaboration between teachers to
improve instructional practices and teacher involvement in the ongoing reflective inquiry.
Eddy-Spicer et al. (2016) showed that the mandate and arrangement of inspection regimes
in developing countries have witnessed a noticeable difference compared to those in
developed countries. The term ‘supervision’ is usually used interchangeably with

inspection.

Mahfooz et al. (2010) also argued that “it is perfectly possible that a single
individual or entity may provide several functions at the same time and also that the name
of the entity (for example, Inspectorate) may not reflect other important aspects of its work
and mission, p.1.” Some countries have already assigned both goals to the same
organization, but others focus more on one or the other (Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017).
Many countries separate control and support functions by assigning specific staff to support
roles like pedagogical advisors or resource persons. However, a strong focus on control
during school inspections has led to deteriorating relationships between inspectors and
teachers, principals, and [supervisors]. This has brought into question the effectiveness of
separating roles (M. C. M. Ehren, 2016).

Mahfooz et al. (2010) have defined supervision as the regular management of
individuals or entities, using inspection findings to inform and direct the action of those
supervised. Supervision overlaps with evaluation and inspection, and often with support,
at least in the form of advice. Grauwe (2007) mentioned that supervision employs
controlling which is frequently experienced by developed countries. It also involves
advising, helping, and assisting head teachers. Mahfooz et al. (2010) indicated that in most
high-performing school systems external supervision systems go beyond compliance and
consider student outcomes, the quality of teaching and school leadership, student needs,

and the abilities of schools to identify and address their strengths and weaknesses.
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2.5 The Relationships (Communications) between Inspection and
Supervision Systems

Studies suggest top-level leaders should prefer openness in organizational
communication as it can facilitate downward supportive communication (De Nobile &
Bilgin, 2022). School leaders desire communication via information in the organization
and this makes it be key administrative procedure. Communication involves the
exchanging of clear information. Communication is primarily intended to influence
behavior and a mechanism to link people together in an organization to attain objectives
(Fabunmi et al., 2022). Study findings emphasized the importance of supervisors
mastering effective communication techniques with their supervisees to gain compliance.
They suggested that reaching agreements through discussion is more effective than giving
orders. However, certain situations require clear directives when immediate action is

necessary to maintain authority (Adu et al., 2014).

Among the methods of inspection that need policy focus is related to the collection,
organization, analysis, reporting, and utilization of inspection and supervision findings.
Having referred to a theoretical framework of complexity theory which focuses on how
information travels through complex systems, Verger et al. (2019) showed that data is
crucial for an organization, which means that information, its existence, and usage are
regarded as key factors to improve educational quality in schools. Jones et al. (2017)
indicated that making inspection reports publicly available was the major means of creating

pressure on schools.

In addition, (Usta, 2021) indicated that, in Turkey and England, it is compulsory to
prepare an inspection report after an inspection, which sheds light on and evaluates the
activities carried out at the school. The inspection reports of the schools are made available
via the website. The education inspection framework of The Office of Standards in
Education (2019) stated, “Inspection provides important information to parents, carers,
learners, and employers about the quality of education, training, and care. These groups
should be able to make informed choices based on the information published in inspection

reports, p.4.”
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The findings of school supervision reports are sent to the District Education Office,
to a unit accountable for processing the report data submitted by supervisors. The district
education office informs schools and school supervisors with key recommendations to
provide solutions for identified problems, offer monitoring, and create a reporting quality
cycle (Haris et al., 2018). Although reports are prepared and copies are usually left at the
school with recommendations and suggestions for improvement following the supervisory
visits, supervision reports have not been sent to the supervised staff in Kenya, Lesotho, and
Uganda (Grauwe et al., 2011).

The publication of inspection reports together with the influence and respect of the
inspectorate exemplify the main pressure strategies to improve the system. However, there
IS no system of sanctions or rewards relating to either school or teacher performance in
Ireland (Jones et al., 2017). An inspection report is a feedback tool for reporting what
schools have achieved in terms of institutional performance, stakeholder views on school
management, and academic achievement (Usta, 2021). Nwankwo (2014) cited in Fabunmi
et al. (2022) indicated that in structural and hierarchical management, communication is
synonymous with reporting, when reporting from the leader to the employees was based
on directives and employees reporting was by way of providing information to the leader

for decisions on activities.

2.5.1 Independence of Inspection System

The Inspectorate of school inspection and its professionals are required to be
impartial while discharging their duties and responsibilities. The inspectorate is required
to remain impartial from being simply a primary means by which the government continues
its educational ideology. Instead, it is expected to continue as an impartial yet influential
agency that understands to what extent it (the inspectorate or inspectors) can be free from
the influence of those it is assigned to inspect, such as educational institutions, leaders,

teachers, students, and parents.

For instance, organizing separate bodies to manage school quality is based on the
assumptions underlying the idea that an Inspectorate that controls schools, is not able to
make an independent verification of the school quality when it is also involved in terms of

providing advice to the school (Jacqueline Baxter et al., 2017). Studies indicated that a
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conscious understanding of an increasing alignment of agency and government agendas
possibly will be a sign of a need for the agency to retain its influence in an increasingly
complex education setting, where several schools are developing their systems of
regulation and quality control mechanisms (J A. Baxter, 2014).

A paradox that inspection involves is the paradox of independence indicating the
extent to which the regulatory body is said to be impartial, such that its ability to inspect
without fear or favor (Ofsted, 2012d cited in J. Baxter and Hult, 2013). Governments who
are struggling to reform public services and to realize improvements are confronted by a
skeptical public hesitant to trust the words of politicians. Thus, evaluation systems emerge
to solve this paradox of government; serving as independent and expert agencies to assess
performance and its improvement at a distance from the government (J. A. Baxter &
Clarke, 2013); and J. A. Baxter, 2014).

Since the inspectorate is primarily assumed to implement the state’s political
agenda, their independence can be at risk, and this will potentially give rise to undermining
the morale of the staff (Garner, 2012 cited J. A. Baxter, 2014). As a solution, emphasis
should be given to understanding inspection as a partnership between the inspectorates and
the inspected; that can be attained by way of underlining inspectors' professional qualities

and recruiting in-service principals and senior teachers from good schools.

Inspectors and senior teachers should be inspired to conduct joint teaching
observations, and the inspector should encourage the feedback to originate from the senior
teacher instead of the inspector (Ofsted, 2012b cited in J. A. Baxter, 2014). The education
inspection framework states that an inspector is required to allow joint classroom
observation (The Office of Standards in Education, 2019c).

2.6 Theories on Leadership and Power

Defining leadership can be shaped depending on the situation and relating to the
emotional, sociological, physical, cognitive, and biological characteristics of the person
who exhibits leadership behaviors (Kiral, 2020). Sometimes supervisors are expected to
pursue a defined leadership behavior while discharging their duties and responsibilities.
This tradition could be based on the behavioral theory which does not consider situational

factors in the effective leadership style (Sivaruban, 2021). The same study pointed out that
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the leader cannot pursue a similar process in all cases, rather the leader determines the best
behavior approach depending on the situation. Thus, effective leadership behavior relies
on different situations (Sivaruban, 2021). The behavioral approach informs how leaders
integrate task behaviors and relationships to influence employees in their determination to
attain a goal (G.Northouse, 2016)

The early research on leader characteristics identified several skills (in light of skills
theory) that are related to the development and success of leaders. Despite diverse
taxonomies used to classify managerial skills, the most useful classification involves
technical skills, interpersonal skills, and conceptual skills. Yukl enlarges that certain traits
and skills increase the chance that a leader will be effective. The success of a leader with

certain traits and skills also depends on the situation (Yukl, 2013).

The situational approach stresses that leadership is composed of both a directive
and a supportive dimension and that each has to be applied appropriately in a given
situation. Situational leadership suggests that leaders should change the degree to which
they are directive or supportive to meet the changing needs of followers (G.Northouse,
2016). Success is promising if the leadership styles, principles, and methods are aptly
utilized in school management because quality leadership tradition provides the chance to
cultivate policies and practices by being obedient to and utilizing the primary principles

and styles of educational leadership (Amanchukwu et al., 2015).

French and Raven's study discovered the ability of leaders to influence subordinates
with different types of power, while Yukl highlighted influence tactics leaders might
utilize. These studies give rise to the emergence of certain attributes to refer to the effective
leader (Allen, 2018). Power is a changing variable that fluctuates as circumstances change.
How power is utilized and the results of influence efforts can increase or decline the
subsequent power of the leader. Particular power types can be clustered into position power
(derived from the organizational position of a person) and personal power (resulting from
a leader’s attributes and the leader-follower relationship) which are found to be the most

common approach to categorize power sources (Yukl, 2013).

Yukl (2013) suggested that leaders can derive their influence over followers from

their task expertise and the friendship and loyalty shown to them by their followers, which
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are regarded as personal power sources. Lunenburg (2012) indicated that referent power is
the ability to gain unquestioning trust, compliance, loyalty, and commitment from your
subordinates. Raven (2008) noted that when an employee poses a threat to the success of
the organization or the authority of the leader, the use of coercion may be necessary despite

the short-term complaints of the followers.

As Yukl (2013) points out, the leader's legitimate authority over resources, rewards,
punishments, information, and the physical working environment is seen as a source of
power from which the leader can derive his positional power to influence his followers.
Lee and Tui Low's (2008) study results suggested that referent, expert, and reward power
should be emphasized to ensure subordinate acceptance. Coercive power should be used

only in situations such as a time of crisis or low performance.

2.6.1 Leadership Roles of Inspectors and Supervisors

Usually, organizations prepare job descriptions for the human resources they intend
to hire to work in their organizations. The required organizational structure and work unit
including the expected roles and responsibilities are designed according to which the
assigned personnel can perform their roles and responsibilities. Yukl (2013) remarked that
making followers understand their duties, functions, and activities is the responsibility of
leaders. Leaders must guide and coordinate work activity and ensure employees know what

to do and how to do it.

J. Baxter and Hult (2013) suggested that inspectors should carry out the following
roles: enforcing laws and regulations; penalizing undesired practices; conducting teacher
observation; providing feedback; and making policies, action planning, discussion, and
professional dialogue. Fabunmi et al. (2022) describe inspection as an assessment process
of various aspects of educational institutions such as teaching, learning, curriculum,
facilities, and leadership. It ensures that institutions meet standards and provide quality
education. Inspection activities include classroom observations, curriculum reviews, and

discussions with teachers, students, and parents to identify strengths and weaknesses.

Grauwe (2014) pointed out that supervisors should carry out three groups of tasks,
namely control which is derived from their original nomenclature in several countries,

“inspection”; and support; and liaison involving both vertical links, such as: alerting
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schools with ministry policies and rules, and the ministry with the needs and realities in
schools, and horizontal links, namely networking among schools. Jaffer (2010) highlighted
the dual role of inspectors in Sindh's education system. They acted as advisors and
supporters to schools while reporting on their performance to the education department.
This dual role raised questions about their effectiveness as both supporters and objective

reviewers of the schools.

Grauwe and Carron (2004) indicated that supervisors are expected to play different
roles, for example, assist teachers and schools have access to resources to improve their
practices, providing training either in the center or in schools, and enabling teachers from
different schools to come together and discuss with each other. Also, basing his evidence
on previous research, Glickman, et al. (2018) cited in S. Gordon (2019) showed that a
supervisor is supposed to play an important role in research by way of consulting teachers
to do action research; and providing teachers with moral supports and material supports,

namely professional development and funding.

Clarke and Ozga (2011) explained that during an onsite inspection, the inspection
team engages in various evidence-gathering activities. These include observing lessons,
analyzing students' work, examining school records, analyzing questionnaires from
parents, students, and staff, holding discussions with staff, students, governors, and the
school's partners, and conducting staff interviews. According to Addis Ababa City
Administration Education and Training Quality and Certification of Professional
Competency Authority (2019), the general education quality assurance team is expected to
perform the following roles: conducting inspections (including monitoring school self-
evaluation, making incidental inspections, and program inspections), conducting
surveillance and ensuring accountability, organizing and expanding best practices,
assessing the impact of inspections, and collecting, analyzing, organizing, and

disseminating inspection data.

The Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau Pre-primary and Primary
Education Supervision Cluster Team (2019) stated that the following roles form part of the
cluster supervisors' roles: Monitoring, controlling, and providing feedback to pre-plan

activities; Evaluating strategic and operational plans and offering professional support;
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Assisting and monitoring educational coverage, equity, and access; Strengthening,
monitoring and analyzing internal efficiency; Ensuring quality of education at cluster level;
Empowering self and others educators; Guiding the teaching and learning methodology of
cluster-schools; Monitoring, supporting and controlling the cluster examination and
measurement; Strengthening in-built supervision; Conducting regular supervision; Doing
tasks that develop skills of students; Organizing data related to supervision; and

Strengthening and promoting school-community relations.

Moreover, the Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau District School
Improvement Program Team Institutional Organization (2019) listed the following roles to
be performed by the Woreda school improvement team: Conducting school improvement
evaluation; Strengthening teaching practice; Improving learning and assessment;
Strengthening the curriculum; Fulfilling school facilities; Improving student
empowerment; Improving the provision of student support; Improving school strategic
vision; Improving school leadership behavior, Improving school administration; and

Improving community participation.

2.6.2 Procedures (Methods) of Inspection

Depending on their existing institutional capacity and policy context different
countries have been employing several procedures for school inspection. Despite that, all
are eventually confluence to achieve the same goal. In line with the above points,
Kemethofer et al. (2017) showed that several education systems have introduced school
inspection as a key tool to sustain and improve school quality. Although a wide-ranging
disparity exists between countries about the application and distinct elements of

inspections, school inspections generally follow the same basic ideas.

Gustafsson et al. (2015) indicated that inspection is usually realized depending on
fundamentally serious processes, such as setting criteria, conducting the inspection, giving
feedback, and publishing reports. According to (Fabunmi et al., 2022), a team of inspectors
visit a school and spend time investigating the several facets of the school system in
operation. The inspector then holds a meeting with the school principal and staff

concerning proceedings and then returns to write reports on their findings. Such reports are
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legal assessments of the school's operations since they indicate areas that merit

commendation and those that need attention.

Ehren et al. (2005) showed that ahead of inspection the Netherlands inspectorate
sends schools a letter asking them to send back their documents telling a proposed task and
school plans; asking them to fill in questionnaires about their pedagogical vision, lesson
plans, and methods they use. During the school visit the inspector observes several lessons
and interviews teachers, the school director, parents, and pupils. Kemethofer et al. (2017)
suggested that school inspections should be carried out based on observations and
comparative approaches while measuring the effects of treatments during school
inspections. Anast-May et al. (2011) study remarked that observations should be conducted
repeatedly and extendedly with systematic feedback to improve teacher’s performance,
motivation, and satisfaction. And, these results are supposed to serve as an input for

discussion while examining their evaluation process.

Scheerens and Ehren (2016) showed there is an overall consensus that process
variables are more essential than input variables in explaining disparities in the quality of
schools, and data about school quality is important to enhance the quality of schools. Well-
matched, Hooge et al. (2012) suggested that process-oriented measurement of school
performance should be based on various standards and criteria and involve many sources,
such as quantitative and qualitative data, narratives, reports, observations, and many actors
within and outside of the school organization; measuring a range of processes, involving
instruction or organization and leadership. Whitby (2010) added that the collection of
inspection evidence in Hong Kong has included: parents’ meetings; discussion with
members of the school community; observation of lessons and other school activities;
examination of school documents; distribution of questionnaires for school staff, students,

and parents; and scrutinize samples of students’ work.

2.6.3 Methods of Supervision

Fabunmi et al. (2022) built upon previous research to assert that educational
supervision encompasses the actions undertaken by school staff to guarantee the delivery
of the instructional program with effectiveness, efficiency, and a beneficial impact on

student performance. These actions involve monitoring classroom teaching, offering
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feedback, and creating professional development prospects to facilitate ongoing teacher
progress and advancement. Supervision fosters the professional development of teachers
while affording them opportunities to enhance their expertise and abilities. Likewise, Haris
et al. (2018) indicated that the authority given to school supervisors involved evaluating
the performance of supervised staff; implementing an empowerment program; and doing

the empowerment.
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FIGURE 6 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK FOR INSPECTION AND SUPERVISION PRACTICES
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The above framework for program theory is based on the Input-Process-Output
(IPO) Model. This conceptual framework identifies the inputs and the needed processing
tasks required to transform inputs into outputs. In other words, the inputs denote system
performance input-related policies, namely Students’ performance standards, education
and training policy, inspection policy, supervision policy, frameworks, checklists,
manuals, and directives. These policy inputs are analyzed based on policies about school
standards used as the focus of school inspection to control and ensure accountability and
used as the focus of school supervision to support and monitor schools. These inputs

included school facilities, buildings, manpower, and financial resources.

The processing phase involves all tasks required to effect transformation of the
inputs (involves value adding activities), such as: deploying professional inspectors and
supervisors to schools; organizing and preparing necessary resources for the planned tasks;
selection of districts and schools for external inspection or supervision; making notification
of planned visits, collection of information, and timeline; Implementation (undertaking
notification focusing visits on school improvement or school self-evaluation, pre-meeting,
interviews, verifications, on-site-supervision, post-meeting); confronting schools with their
strong and weak points about a framewaork for inspection or supervision; providing support
and guidance for underperforming schools; handling concerns and complaints; and
publishing the inspection or supervision reports; and outputs are the information flowing
out of the transformation process comprising improved decision making in terms of policy
and practices, enhanced national performance standards (national eighth-grade
examination results), meets legislative and professional requirements, improved school
standards, accredited and reaacredited schools, and enhanced school self-evaluation

capacity.
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN

This study is based on a pragmatist worldview, which focuses on actions, situations,
and consequences rather than preconditions. For researchers using mixed methods,
pragmatism allows for the use of multiple methods, different worldviews, and various
forms of data collection and analysis. The fundamental belief of this approach is that
combining qualitative and quantitative data provides insights that go beyond what either
type of data can offer on its own. In other words, the research used a concurrent
(convergent) approach of qualitative and quantitative methods to analyze data and address
the research questions. This approach provided detailed insights from participants through
qualitative data and numerical scores from instruments. Both data types were given equal
weight and collected simultaneously in a single study (Creswell & Creswell, 2018,
Creswell, 2012). It's important to note that different data types may lead to different results,
indicating a need for further analysis to understand discrepancies. These inconsistencies
can provide opportunities for a deeper understanding of the relationship between the

research approach and the subject under study (Patton, 2015).

3.1.1 Sources of Data

A combination of primary and secondary data sources was utilized for this study.
Primary data sources provide original, first-hand information, including policy documents
such as frameworks, BSC, BPR, JEG manuals, decrees, guidelines, directives, and input
from various individuals such as officials, experts, supervisors, and principals. Secondary
data sources were also utilized to gather supplementary information, including ESDP

publications, annual abstracts, and reports.

3.1.2 Population, Sample, and Sampling Design

The interviewees were selected through purposive sampling based on their
positions of authority and expertise. This enabled them to play a crucial role in formulating,
coordinating, and implementing national policies and strategies to improve the study's
access to information. The participants comprised officials, experts, and inspectors from
organizations including the Ministry of Education, Addis Ababa City Administration
Education Bureau, Addis Ababa City Administration Regulatory Authority, sub-cities, and
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district cluster school centers.

Specifically, 2 officials, 3 experts, and 2 inspectors participated from the Ministry,
along with 5 education bureau supervisors, 4 cluster supervisors, and 5 coordinators. The
Addis Ababa City Administration Regulatory Authority was represented by the deputy
general director, a team leader, and an inspector. From the sub-cities, the director, 2 team
leaders, and 4 inspectors took part in the proceedings (see the table below for details).

TABLE 1: INTERVIW PARTICIPANTS BY LEVELS OF AUTHORITY AND METHOD
OF SELECTION

Sectorial Office Participant

) 1 Supervision team leader
Education Bureau ) )
4 General education supervisors

District Education Office 5 Coordinators of cluster supervision

School Cluster-centers 4 Cluster supervisors

1 Education and training quality regulatory authority main deputy
head

1 General education inspection team leader

Addis Ababa Education & Training
Quality Regulatory Authority

(Center) o
1 General education inspector

Addis Ababa Education & Training | 1 Inspection and education evaluation directorate director
Quality Regulatory Authority 2 General education inspection team leaders
(Branch) 4 General education inspectors

1 General education inspection desk head

2 General education inspectors

1 Teachers and education leaders development and management
desk head

Ministry of Education _
2 Teachers and education leaders development and management

Experts

1 Educational program and quality improvement expert

(supervisor)

This study used a three-stage simple random sampling design to select sub-cities,
districts, and cluster schools from the total population. The study included five sub-cities:
Arada-Kirkos, Nifasilk-Lafto, Agaki Qaliti, Bole, and Yeka. A total of 35 districts, 40
public primary schools, 135 school principals, 58 inspectors, and 96 cluster supervisors

were selected as part of the sample. It's important to note that the sample size directly
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affects the accuracy of the estimates (Koul, 2019). According to Koul, a sample size of less
than thirty is considered small, while thirty or more is considered large. (See table below

for more details).

TABLE 2: POPULATION AND SAMPLE SIZE OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONDENTS

- No. of Primary o
= Name No. of No. of Cluster No. of Principals and
O o Schools ) ) o
G of Sub- Districts Supervisors Inspectors Vice Principals
< ] Government
% Clty o o o o o
= Sl SIS |88 |S|8]2 |8 |8
Akaki-
. 13 |6 46 | 28 7 25 |35 |20 |57 | 17 13 |74 {101 {30 |30
Kality
<
&S | Nifasilk
= 13 | 6 46 | 26 7 27 | 65 18 | 31 |24 12 |50 [ 76 |23 |30
Ll -Lafto
<
f; Arada-
= . 18 | 10 | 56 | 43 13 | 30 | 45 20 | 44 | 17 12 | 71 | 114 | 35 31
0 Kirkos
'if Bole 11 |5 46 | 16 6 38 (65 |20 |31 |21 11 | 52 | 56 18 | 32
O
2
Yeka 12 | 8 67 | 28 7 25 | 55 18 | 33 | 22 10 | 46 | 97 29 | 30
Total 67 |35 |52 | 141 |40 | 28 | 265 | 96 | 35 | 101 | 58 | 57 | 444 | 135 | 30

Source: (Addis Ababa Education Bureau (2022). Addis Ababa Education Bureau (2023); Addis Ababa City
Administration Education Bureau (2022). Education Statistics Annual Abstract (2020/21 GC).

3.1.3 Data Collection Methods and Instruments

Data were collected using interviews, questionnaires, and document analysis
methods to gather qualitative and quantitative data. To collect the data, closed-ended
questionnaires, interview guides, checklists, and document review forms were utilized.
These data collection tools were developed based on relevant literature. Specifically, three
closed-ended questionnaires were prepared: one for inspectors, one for cluster supervisors,
and one for principals. The questionnaires come in different formats and consist of text that
is customized to the level of responsibility of the respondents. The researcher also created

checklists and interview guides with similar components for MoE participants (officials,
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experts, and inspectors), Education Bureau supervisors, Regulatory Authority and sub-city
inspectors, and district cluster supervisors. In addition, the researcher used document

review guidelines to collect qualitative data.

Generally, questionnaires consist of four main parts. Part one aims to collect
demographic data from school inspectors, cluster supervisors, principals, and vice
principals. Part two includes a total of 24 questions related to leader behavior. This part
includes 4 questions linked to the practice of classroom observation in light of teacher
supervision policy and 14 questions linked to varied individual and joint supervisory roles.
The questions are rated using a five-point Likert-type scale with options: 5 (always), 4
(frequently), 3 (undecided), 2 (rarely), and 1 (never). Part two also includes 6 questions
linked to methods of supervision pursued by inspectors and supervisors to perform school
visits. These questions are rated using a five-point Likert-type scale with options: 5

(strongly agree), 4 (agree), 3 (undecided), 2 (disagree), and 1 (strongly disagree).

Part three included a total of 25 questions related to leader behavior, particularly
focused on sources of power. The questions were categorized as follows: 5 related to
legitimate power, 5 related to expert power, 5 related to referent power, 5 related to
coercive power, and 5 related to reward power. Respondents used a five-point Likert-type
scale to rate these questions, with the options being: 5 (strongly agree), 4 (agree), 3

(undecided), 2 (disagree), and 1 (strongly disagree).

In part four, there were a total of 5 questions related to school self-evaluation
strategies and insights. These questions were rated using a five-point Likert-type scale with
the following options: 5 (strongly agree), 4 (agree), 3 (undecided), 2 (disagree), and 1
(strongly disagree).

On the other hand, each interview guide contains seven main interview questions
and other sub-questions based on each interview question. A checklist was prepared as part
of the interview and was filled out by the participants. During the interview process,

participants were probed to provide more information.

A document analysis guide was used to focus on selected policy documents. The
analysis focuses on the contents of these documents that have implications for

inspection/supervision, how these contents are implemented, factors that facilitate or
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hinder implementation, any alignments or misalignments among these policy documents,

and possible explanations for these alignments or misalignments.

3.1.4 Procedures of Data Collection

The researcher conducted a pilot test before starting full-scale data collection.
Colleagues and graduate students helped to reach respondents. The MoE inspector, sub-
city inspector, and Cluster Supervisor were given semi-structured interview questions.
Additionally, ten principals, ten inspectors, and ten supervisors from districts that were not
in the sample filled out draft questionnaires for the pilot research. Feedback from the pilot

test was used to improve the research instruments.

In addition, the reliability of three types of questionnaires filled out by principals,
inspectors, and supervisors was tested through a pilot study using Cronbach's alpha. The
results obtained were o = 0.92 for principals quesionnaires, 0.89 for inspectors
questionnaires, and 0.86 for cluster supervisors questionnaires, indicating that the
questionnaires are reliable. The interpretation is based on the five-point reliability scales
(alpha values) suggested by Ghazali, 2008 as cited in (Mohamad et al., 2015).

The researcher conducted interviews and, along with assistant data collectors,
gathered data from the sample of respondents drawn from cluster school centers and
schools. The researcher conducted the questionnaire by informing the research participants
about the purpose and contents of the data collection tools. Trained assistant data collectors
managed the data collection processes. The interviews were conducted in the Amharic
language and each interview lasted between one and a half to two hours. The researcher
utilized Google Translate and consulted with language teachers to edit the data collection
instruments translated from English to Amharic. Finally, the researcher prepared the final

report in English.

3.1.5 Methods of Data Analysis

SPSS version 20 was employed to calculate descriptive and inferential statistics to
determine if there were differences in mean scores in the respondents' responses to the
problem. Descriptive statistics such as percentage, mean, average mean, and standard
deviation were calculated to identify the average position of the respondents. In addition,
inferential statistics namely one-way ANOVA, post hoc test, and independent sample t-test
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was computed to test whether there was a statistically significant difference in the
responses of primary school principals, inspectors, and supervisors. The data collected
from questionnaire respondents are presented in Tables, and the results of descriptive and
inferential statistics were presented and interpreted.

The Levene test is used to check if the variances of two groups are equal. If the p-
value is greater than .05, it means that the F test is not significant, and we can assume that
the variances are equal for the t-test. If Levene’s F is statistically significant (p<.05), it
indicates that the variances are significantly different, and we cannot assume equal
variances for the t-test. In a one-way ANOVA, Gam’s Howell test helps determine which
pairs are significantly different when the equal variance assumption is violated. If Levene's
test isn’t significant and the group sizes aren’t equal, we can use Tukey's HSD test (Morgan

et al., 2004).

Responses to each questionnaire were categorized using a Likert-type scale with
five mean cut off point options: strongly agree (4.51 —5.00), agree (3.51 — 4.50), undecided
(2.51 — 3.50), disagree (1.51 — 2.50), and strongly disagree (1.00 — 1.50) (Likert, 1952 as
cited in Linacre, 2002). Additionally, the following Likert-type scale with five mean cut
off point choices were employed: Always (4.51 —5.00), frequently (3.51 — 4.50), undecided
(2.51 — 3.50), rarely (1.51 — 2.50), and never (1.00 — 1.50). The analysis was conducted
with df = 420 in a one-way ANOVA, and with 229 and 191 in t-tests at p / a < 0.05, two-
tailed.

The qualitative data collected were organized, coded, translated, analyzed, and
interpreted thematically using quotations or narrations. Qualitative results were presented

first, followed by quantitative results.

3.1.6 Ethical Considerations

| obtained participants’ consent by presenting a letter of support from the
Department of Education Planning and Management to the officials and participants of the
institutions where the study was conducted. | informed the participants about how the
collected data would be used to ensure transparency and avoid deception. Participants were
also informed that they could choose to participate or stop participating in the study and

withdraw their consent if they felt unsafe. For the protection of the participant's privacy
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and identity, composite profiles (using collective names) were created. This means that the
analysis was conducted by examining the participants' responses using collective names,
such as cluster supervisor, education bureau supervisor, center or branch inspector, and

Ministry expert.
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CHAPTER FOUR: DATA PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS, AND
INTERPRETATION

Introduction

The subsequent subsections present valuable information, which includes data

gathered from policy documents, questionnaires, and interviews.

4.1. Presentation of Data and Findings from the Policy Documents
This part described key policy themes emphasized in the study including
recruitment guidelines, frameworks, purposes, organizational structures, and roles of

inspection and supervision systems.

4.1.1. Recruitment Guidelines

Inspectors’ and supervisors' recruitment policies were analyzed to examine what
policies are available and put into practice. The recruitment was made based on the
following policy documents: the education and training policy, the job evaluation grading
manual, the national inspection guideline, the public servant's deployment guideline, Addis
Ababa city administration employees deployment implementation guideline, general
education supervision directorate business process re-engineering manual, and Addis
Ababa city administration regulatory authority revised business process re-engineering

manual.

The existing policies outline the minimum educational requirements, teaching
experience, and leadership qualifications for school leadership roles. As a result, teaching
and school leadership experiences, and training are key factors for a supervisory or
inspectorial position. However, the emphasis on each criterion varies depending on the
specific documentation. Generally, the aforementioned details were highlighted in the

established policies.
Theme 1 Qualification

The Ministry stipulates that a bachelor's degree is required to appoint primary
school supervisors (Federal Ministry of Education, 2023). To be a supervisor or inspector,
the applicant must have a first-degree and above-educated degree (City Government of
Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority, 2022). Also, the Addis
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Ababa City Administration Education Bureau (2022) and the City Government of Addis
Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority (2022a) business process
manuals stated that an applicant must have a first-degree and above-educated degree to
assume the position of supervisor or inspector. A similar unpublished Job Evaluation
Grading (JEG) manual of the Ministry stated that applicants must have a minimum of first-
degree and above education qualifications to compete for the positions of inspector and

supervisor.
Theme 2 Experience

Additionally, a minimum of ten years of experience is required to attain the
supervisor position in the MoE. Furthermore, those seeking to apply for the positions of
primary school inspection will be eligible for consideration in the competition provided
that they meet the stipulated recruitment criteria. These criteria include a minimum of six
years of experience to become a primary school inspector, eight years to become a team
leader, and 10 years to qualify as a director of the regulatory authority (City Government
of Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority, 2022). According
to the JEG manuals, a minimum of ten years of experience is required to attain the position

of inspector or supervisor in the MoE.

The policy under analysis indicates that, while the Federal Ministry of Education
(2023) allocated 40% of the weight for educational preparations and 30% for work
experience, the Addis Ababa City Administration Public Service and Human Resource
Development Bureau (2022) allocated 10% for educational preparations and 5% for work
experience. So, the policies differ. Additionally, while the Federal Civil Service
Commission assigned a fifteen percent score for work experience, the city administration
public service bureau only assigned a five percent score. A 12.5 score (percent) is awarded
for seven to ten years of experience, while a 15 score (15%) is granted for more than for

example 25 years of experience.

The findings revealed that each authority level (the Ministry of Education, the
Education Bureau, and the Regulatory Authority) followed its policies. The policies of the

Ministry and the Federal Civil Service appeared to be non-binding. Although it is stated
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that any law conflicting with the Federal policy would be unacceptable, there are no

consequences for violating them.

According to the Federal Ministry of Education (2017) and the Addis Ababa City
Administration Education Bureau (2022), experiences relating to teaching, principalship,
and supervisorship are used as prerequisites to assume supervisory positions; and teaching,
principalship, supervisorship, and expertise in the education office are used as prerequisites
to assume inspectorial positions (City Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training
Quality Regulatory Authority, 2022).

Theme 3 Performance

The civil service guideline authorized top-level leaders to fill in 35 percent of
employees’ efficiency (Translation) (Federal Civil Service Commission, 2021). Likewise,
the Addis Ababa public service guideline authorized top-level leaders to fill in 30 percent
of employees' work efficiency (Translation) (Addis Ababa City Administration Public
Service and Human Resource Development Bureau, 2022).

4.1.2 Inspection Framework, School Self-Evaluation Framework, and Inspection
ChecKlist

The Ministry assesses and supports the performance of schools through a system of
general education inspection and supervision. The school improvement framework, the
inspection framework, the school standards, the inspection checklist, the supervision
checklist, the balanced scorecard, and the job evaluation grading were among the

guidelines employed.
Theme 4 Input to Schools as Foci of Inspectors/Supervisors

Inspectors and supervisors perform their functions referring to different relevant
policies. One of the domains of school inspection and supervision involves school inputs.
Inspectors conduct standard inspections to evaluate the performance of schools against
school facilities, buildings, manpower, and financial resources. Supervisors conduct school
supervision to support schools in filling the gaps they identified by school self-evaluation
and through school inspection. The input domains involve standards including school

facilities, buildings, manpower, and financial resources.
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Theme 5 Process to Schools as Foci of Inspectors/Supervisors

Inspectors and supervisors carry out their tasks according to diverse related
policies. The inspection and supervision were carried out focusing on school processes.
Inspectors conduct inspections to evaluate the performance of schools against 12 process
standards involving student learning, teaching methods, supporting female and special
needs students, school leadership, professional formation, professional development,
continuous assessment, feedback, and many more. Supervisors support schools in their
self-evaluation process and assist schools to improve their weak points remarked by

inspectors about school processes.

The process includes all tasks necessary for converting inputs, such as organizing
structures, deploying inspectors and supervisors to schools, preparing resources, selecting
districts and schools for inspection, communicating visits, collecting information, and
establishing a timeline. It also involves notifying schools focused on improvement or self-
evaluation, holding meetings, conducting interviews and verifications, providing feedback,
offering support to underperforming schools, addressing concerns and complaints, and

publishing inspection reports.

Theme 6 Output to Schools as Foci of Inspectors/Supervisors

Inspectors and supervisors conduct output inspections referring to various policies.
Inspectors evaluate the performance of schools focusing on school outputs. Supervisors
support and monitor school outputs in light of different policies. Inspectors conduct
inspections on the performance of schools against eight standards involving internal
efficiency, exam results, civic virtues, school staff interaction, and community
participation to ensure accountability and enable informed decision-making. Supervisors
conduct school supervision using the findings of inspection as input to their effort to
support the improvement of school quality. In particular, as per the conceptual framework
in this study, the output standards involved internal efficiency (8th-grade national
examination performance standards), improved decision-making, improved national
performance standards, meeting legislative and professional standards, enhanced school
standards, accredited and reaccredited schools, and improved school self-evaluation
capacity.
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Theme 7 School Standards/Levels/ Performance as the Base for School

Support/Accountability

Classification of schools is being made based on the ensuing scores: a school scored
below 50% in Grade 1, between 50%-69.99% in Grade 2, between 70%-89.99% in Grade
3, and between 90%-100% in Grade 4. The inspection team must see each school at least
once every three years. A school will be re-inspected after one year if it does not meet the
standard (Ministry of Education, 2013, 2014). MoE proposed that 20% of institutions in
the first year, 40% in the second year, and 40% in the third year be taken for inspection
(Ministry of Education, 2014). The inspection process is carried out focusing on the input-

process-output domains.
Theme 8 School Self-Evaluation as an Indicator for Effective Practice

School self-evaluation is carried out by schools based on the school improvement
framework devised by the Ministry of Education (Ministry of Education, 2014). School
self-assessment is aimed at schools to measure where they are compared to the criteria of
good practice outlined in the Self-Assessment Form (Ministry of Education, 2007a). The
role of the regulatory authority in assessing the school’s implementation self-evaluation
process is stated in the regulator’s Business Process Reengineering Manual (City
Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority,
2022a). Ensuring all stakeholders understand their role in the SSE process and are clear on
how they can participate is crucial. They need to know how their contribution will be used,
the steps in the process, and how progress will be communicated to them (Ministry of
Education, 2007a).

4.1.3 Policies Concerning Purposes of School Inspection and Supervision

Theme 9 Inspection and Supervision Overlap in Purpose

The policies analyzed showed the systems of general education inspection and

supervision overlap in purpose while differing organizational structures.
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Theme 10 Quality as Foci of Inspection and supervision

The purpose of the Regulatory Authority is to carry out monitoring, evaluation, and
control work to ensure the quality of education (Federal Democratic Republic of Ethiopia,
2022).

The purpose of the inspection is to provide monitoring and support and expand the
accountability system by evaluating institutions to maintain the quality of education in the
general education sector (Ministry of Education, 2013b); it is to ensure the quality of
education by providing inspection services, conducting monitoring and controlling on
schools, ensuring education and training relevance, conducting research, and issuing
school ranking certification (City Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training
Quality Regulatory Authority, 2022a); and supervision is to provide proficient and quality
support and monitoring to educational institutions to achieve student achievement (Addis
Ababa City Administration Education Bureau, 2022).

4.1.4 Policies Concerning Organizational Structures of School Inspection and
Supervision

To achieve the purposes of inspection and supervision services, different
organizational structures (models) were established in Ethiopia. The 1994 education and
training policy was used as a reference to develop different organizational structures for
inspection and supervision services at various levels (Federal Democratic Republic
Government of Ethiopia, 1994). Recently, many quality management organizations began
to emerge to manage the quality of education. Accordingly, the revised education and
training policy created the organization of the Education and Training Authority with a
mandate to monitor and ensure educational quality, standards, professional standards, and
professional ethics (Federal Ministry of Education, 2023).

Theme 11 Organizational Structure for Supervision

The MoE established General Education Supervision under the Educational
Programs and Quality Improvement Desk. Similarly, the Addis Ababa City
Administration General Education Supervision Directorate, the Sub-city Education
Supervision, the District School Improvement, and the Cluster School Centers were
established under the City Administration Education Bureau (Addis Ababa City
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Administration Education Bureau, 2022). Accordingly, the Education Bureau Supervision
Directorate supports the Sub Cities, Districts, and Cluster School Centers. The Sub City
Cluster Supervision supports secondary schools, and the District School Improvement
Team supports Cluster School Centers. Cluster school supervision provides support to
primary schools. The city administration supervises 12 schools in a cluster based on their

proximity.
Theme 12 Organizational Structure for Inspection

In addition, the MoE established the general inspection desk as a unit under the
Educational Programs and Quality Improvement Desk. The city executive and municipal
service organs re-establishment proclamation stipulated the establishment of the city
quality regulatory authority (City Government of Addis Ababa, 2021). The Quality
Regulatory Authority is re-established according to the decree (74/2022) issued by the city
government (City Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory
Authority, 2022a). Also, the inspection was organized at the city and sub-city

administration levels.

4.1.5 Policies Concerning Roles of School Inspection and Supervision

Theme 13 Policies Authorizing Organizational Structure for Inspection

The Ministry of Education (2013b) mandated the District Inspection Sector to
inspect schools, ensure inspections are carried out according to the annual planning
schedule, oversee the implementation of inspectors' recommendations, collect and analyze
inspection data, and research educational quality assurance activities. Similarly, the City
Government of Addis Ababa Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority (2022)
stated that the General Education Inspection Directorate has the following main functions:
monitoring the implementation of internal inspection, conducting standard inspections,
conducting inspections, and taking action on failing educational institutions, verifying the

relevance of education through surveillance inspections, and issuance of rating certificate.
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Theme 14 Policies Authorizing Organizational Structure for Supervision

The Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau (2022) expects
supervisors of general education to perform various key roles such as initiating learning
and teaching, supporting and monitoring the execution of the general education sector plan,
conducting supervision to maintain professional ethics, and creating a comfortable and

peaceful learning environment.
Theme 15 Policies Specifying Inspection and Supervision Procedures

Procedures (methods) of inspection and supervision pursued were components of
different policies. According to the (Ministry of Education, 2013b), the ensuing procedures
of inspection are indicated: selection of schools; forming inspection teams; communicating
with schools; school self-assessment and classification; inspecting; gathering evidence;
reaching judgments; giving weight; classifying the school; reporting back; writing report;
follow-up; and handling complaints. The City Government of Addis Ababa Education and
Training Quality Regulatory Authority (2022) works following the methods: identifying
and announcing institutions, preparing data collection tools, evaluating, giving oral
feedback, grading, and written feedback, circulating feedback, handling complaints,
organizing, analyzing and disseminating results, and preparing consultation platform. The
Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau (2022) conducted school supervision
using the following methods: document preparation, scheduling, and notification,
monitoring, and oral feedback, written feedback, preparing discussion documents,
monitoring the discussion process, and reporting on the implementation, preparing the

report for the team and the directorate.

4.2 Findings from Interviews

Theme 16 Demographic Information of Interviewees

A total of 31 individuals took part in the interviews. This group comprised nine
cluster supervisors (coordinators), five education bureau supervisors, seven Ministry
officials and experts (two desk heads, two inspectors, two experts, and one supervisor), as
well as ten inspectors (including one vice director, one team leader, and one inspector from
the city administration Regulatory Authority, one sub-city inspection manager, two team

leaders, and four branch inspectors).
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Nine cluster supervisors from five sub-cities were involved. Three cluster
supervisors held advanced degrees, while the others had undergraduate degrees. More than
half of the supervisors had received some form of leadership education and training. The
majority of cluster supervisors had more than six years of teaching experience, while five
had no school principalship experience. More than half of them had between six and twelve

years of supervisory experience.

The findings from the interviews with five education bureau supervisors revealed
that three of them had obtained secondary degrees in Educational Planning and
Management (EdPM), while two possessed expertise in business management that was not
directly related to school leadership. Three of the supervisors had more than six years of
teaching experience, while two had no prior teaching background. Additionally, two of the
supervisors had over six years of experience as school principals, while the remaining three
lacked such experience. It was noted that most of the supervisors had between one and five
years of experience in supervisory roles. The results also indicated that individuals who
had been removed from political positions were appointed to supervisory roles, despite
their lack of prior teaching experience. These findings suggest that the appointments may

have been an administrative error rather than a result of a policy gap.

Six branch inspectors had a bachelor’s degree in the teaching profession, while one
had a master’s degree in EAPM. Most had subject-specific related training. The majority
of them had more than five years of teaching experience. Three supervisors had between
one and three years of experience, while three of them had no, Five of them had between
six and twelve years of inspectorship experience, while two had between one and five

years.

Two of the participants from the center held master's degrees, while one had a
bachelor's degree. Two participants did not have relevant educational leadership training. All
participants had between six and twelve years of experience in the teaching profession. Two
had between one and five years of experience as school principals, while one had no
experience in that role. Additionally, all participants had between six and twelve years of

experience as inspectors.
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Five out of seven experts from the MoE had second degrees in educational
preparation in specific subject teaching. Three of them had training related to special needs
education and in specific subject types, while only one had an EdPM background. Four
had teaching experience greater than six years, while the three had between one and five
years. Four participants had experience in school principalship, while the other three had
no experience. Five had six to twelve years of experience in school supervision and

inspection leadership, while two had one to five years.

Generally, half of the interview participants possessed the minimum educational
qualification of a bachelor's degree, while the remaining half held a second degree. The
majority had not undergone relevant educational leadership training. Most of them had
over six years of teaching experience. Additionally, nearly half of them had taken on the
role of school principal without prior experience in principalship. Moreover, the majority
had over six years of experience as an inspector. See the summary of the interview
respondent’s demography in Table 3:

TABLE 3: INTERVIEW RESPONDENTS BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL, PREPARATION,
AND WORK EXPERIENCE

Education Work experience
Level of al Work experience XPE Work experience as
Education | preparatio as a teacher asa prm_upal or an inspector
vice principal
= _n
=, <
£ |8 p|3us|f g 588 El58gElsls
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Cluster \ 31 6 | 5 [4|-|1|6|2|5]2|2|-|2]1]6]-
SUpervisors
Education
Bureau 5 - 2 3 2 - 3 ]1-13 -2 -] - 4 - 1
Supervisors
Branch \ 11 6 | 1 |6 |-|2|3|2[3|3|1|-|-]2]|5]-
Inspectors
center 1ol 1 |2 | a - -3 -2 -]-|-|-|3]-
Inspectors
MoE
Experts/ 5 2 4 3 - 13131314 ]|-]-1- 2 5 | -
Inspectors
Total 16 | 15 14 |17 ] 2 | 6 |18|5 |15 |11 |5]-]12]9]19]1

65



4.2.1 Policies in place (Policies for School Inspection and Supervision)

Theme 17 Policies Guiding School Inspection and Supervision

Participants were asked about what policies were in place to guide and coordinate
their work. All supervisors and inspectors said that they have commonly used Ethiopia's
education and training policy as a reference in their daily work. Cluster and education
bureau supervisors and MoE experts have frequently used BPR, BSC, and JEG documents
as policy references. While supervisors and inspectors have used the Supervisors’ National
Primary School Curriculum, supervisors have only used Professional Competencies. The
education bureau supervisors and the MoE experts have used the Education Development
Road Map. The cluster supervisors stated that they have used their plans as useful
references when performing their daily tasks. Inspectors have used policy references such
as the National General Education Inspection Framework and Guide, and the Primary

Education Checklist (see details in annex — Appendix K).

The National Primary School Curriculum, School Improvement Framework,
Professional Competencies, and Education Development roadmap were not accessible to
school inspectors and supervisors. Some respondents did not cite any of the following as a
policy reference: the Federal Civil Service Commission (2021), the (Addis Ababa City
Administration Public Service and Human Resource Development Bureau (2022), Federal
Ministry of Education (2017) Blue Print, Federal Ministry of Education (2021b)
Recruitment and Professional Development Guide, and the school standard (Ministry of
Education, 2018). It appears that the concerned body in the Ministry lacks interest in
ratifying and making ready the draft policies.

Theme 18 Policy Gaps Impede Implementation

The draft versions of the Teachers, Principals, and Supervisors' Development
Blueprint and the Recruitment and Professional Development Guide are currently under
review. The Teachers and Education Development Desk aimed to update these policy
documents based on the findings of the education roadmap study and to align them with
the revised education and training policy of Ethiopia. The revised policy introduces
changes to the previous recruitment of supervisors, creating uncertainty about the status of

the earlier versions of these policies.
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Cluster supervisors were interviewed about the implementation of recruitment
policies for supervisors. Five cluster supervisors said that the right person was not placed
in the appropriate position. Specifically, the recruitment rules did not adhere to the
requirement of six years of work experience, educational background in school leadership,
or level of education. Six years of teaching experience was given more importance
compared to other factors. They also mentioned that supervisors with more work
experience were considered as valuable as those with less work experience based on the
recruitment criteria. Moreover, individuals aspiring to become supervisors without prior
leadership experience were hired. This points to a prevailing issue in supervisor recruitment

practices.

According to reports from five cluster coordinators and three supervisors, the City
Administration has implemented multiple reforms affecting public servants. These changes
have led to the demotion of experienced supervisors from their supervisory roles. As a
result, some supervisors have been reassigned to directorships or teaching positions, while
others have been left without clear duties for some time. This has had a demoralizing effect
on supervisors. For example, approximately thirty supervisors with professional licenses
were reassigned to teaching roles, while other supervisors without the necessary training

were given similar responsibilities after competing for vacant positions.

In addition, political appoints after being removed from their positions of political
leadership were given unopposed assignments as supervisors. They added that it is unfair
for senior executives to fill in thirty percent of supervisors' evaluations. They claimed that
because the top-level leaders utilized the criteria to benefit their cliques, it was subjective.
Similarly, Haris et al. (2018) showed, based on actual data, that political concerns and
nepotism frequently take precedence over competencies and qualifications when hiring

school supervisors in Indonesia.

In contrast, an expert from the Ministry of Education and four participants from the
Education Bureau stated that the current guidelines, which are based on the recently
approved Job Evaluation Grading (JEG) manual, are sufficient for the recruitment of
supervisors. In other words, there were job postings, work experience, written and oral

exams, and neatness checks on files.

67



Two supervisors of the education bureau and five supervisors of clusters reported
that newly appointed supervisors had not received on-the-job training at all. There is no
evaluation of training needs. Despite serving as a supervisor for almost two years, they did
not participate in any extended or short-term training. The other three interviewees stated
that ministerial and education bureau levels offer brief training. But there was no ongoing
training provided. Three years ago assigned supervisors had been doing their duties with

little to no confidence because they had not received any relevant training.

Two inspectors from MoE, two from the center, and two from the branch responded
that the recruitment of inspectors was done based on JEG prepared by the civil service, and
the conditions that each candidate must meet are set in detail. Two inspectors from the
branch said that, in the past, inspectors were recruited and employed when candidates
passed the exam, which was scheduled in collaboration with Addis Ababa University.
However, the competition is now conducted according to JEG's manuals. As said by one
inspector from the MoE, the recruitment of staff was done according to the detailed criteria
set by JEG. However, recruitment guidelines were occasionally violated, and inspectors
were appointed out of competition. Two branch inspectors reported that some team leader
and director positions were directly assigned to former political appointees when they were
removed from office, so it took a lot of time for them to get used to the job. This is in line
with the finding of the sixth ESDP, which points out that supervisors’ recruitment is not
grounded on merit (Federal Ministry of Education, 2021a).

An inspector (from the branch office) said that short-term training and long-term
training are not provided. Six participants (two from the MoE, one from the center, and
three from branch offices) stated that there was no further education opportunity provided
by the Ministry of Education for inspectors. The Civil Service University gave them limited
opportunities, however, it had little to do with their current work. An inspector from the
center said that, after recruitment, inspectors were given a 10-day short training in
methodology, classroom management, and assessment at Kotebe University. Most
interviewees stated that some inspectors and managers of the center and the branch office
had been given training regarding the revised checklist in cooperation with the Minister of

Education.
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4.2.2 Inspection Framework, School Self-Evaluation Framework, and Checklist

Five cluster supervisor coordinators, four cluster supervisors, and an education
bureau supervisor reported that when a new school is opened, accreditation is given without
the education bureau's knowledge. The Bureau is mandated to plan, decide, and support
the construction and opening of new government schools in the City Administration of
Addis Ababa. Besides neglecting the Bureau’s mandate to decide on the construction and
opening of new schools, putting accrediting organs out of the bureau could lead to unfair
distribution of schools regardless of the community's need. It can also cause conflicting
roles between the Regulatory Authority and the Bureau of Education regarding
accreditating and reaccrediting schools.

According to the above interviewees, every year, inspectors carry out standard
inspections with the same criteria, but no changes are made. Because of the presence of
more old established school facilities and compounds, most schools in Addis Ababa have
yet below-standard facilities. These deficiencies in school capacity are problems that
cannot be directly solved by the school and supervisors. They are the responsibilities of
district and sub-city education offices and the city government education bureau. However,
every year schools are said to have not met the standards, and their standards are lowered.
Knowing that gaps cannot be easily solved, they assign the school level 2 or 1 with the
same assessment. Because the school standard or the checklist was not appropriately
revised to address the observed problem. Accordingly, supervisors and principals are
always criticized for and held accountable for their failures. This caused relationship
problems.

An education bureau supervisor, three cluster supervisor coordinators, and two
cluster supervisors said that expanding the school area, classroom size, and playing ground
is difficult due to the surrounding private properties and different buildings. Because it will
involve legal issues and paying compensation, this shows that the inspectors use the
checklist every year to the same openly low standard they have seen before. An education
bureau supervisor said that instead of holding accountable those concerned bodies required
to solve those challenges faced by schools and supervisors, they were not able to do so.
Rather, they were doing a supportive job.
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According to two inspectors (from the Branch), the inspection was not being done
according to the guidelines, and the low-performing schools were not held accountable.
Some schools achieved 75 percent this year appears their level is decreasing after one year.
The results obtained in schools were low in terms of input and process. The inspector said,
“When the teachers were informed that there was an inspection, they were prepared for the
inspection and waited for us. The checklist we used invites schools to focus on organizing
processes and documents rather than outcomes” (Branch Inspector -2 (Bl — 2), Jan 25,
2023). As reported by three inspectors (from the Branch), some of the questions on the
checklist were not quantifiable. Some of the standards set out in the framework and
checklist were not easily measurable and the inspector interpreted them based on their own
experience. This created a difference in scoring, which led to unfairness. The main
inspection work was focused on the process, which means that up to 12 standards were

related to the process. An inspector stated,

“When we ask schools if they have achieved results, they say yes, but measuring
the results with an inspection undertaken in two or three days is difficult. In
practice, school results can only be known at the end of the year. The claim that the
results have improved can be considered a partial truth as teachers are giving more
than 50 percent marks in order not to be accountable” (Branch Inspector -1 (Bl —
1), April 24, 2023).

The center inspector and two branch inspectors stated that there are links between
the school improvement framework and the checklists, but there are still some that cannot
be predicted and are not easily measured. The descriptors in the standard are not convenient
to measure and cannot be applied in Addis Ababa's current situation. An inspector said,
"So far, our institution is not giving licenses and renewals to government schools. But the
guidelines mandate that this be done, so far we are only giving it to private schools” (BI-
3, April 25, 2023). According to one center and two branch inspectors, accountability does
not apply to government schools because the schools are forced by the government to
register more students with lower standards. This situation creates a challenge for the
regulatory authority to take action against government schools operating below the
specified standard. This shows that the regulator falls under unreasonable pressure from

the government.
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According to an interviewee (from MoE), the inspectorate has started removing
from the inspection checklist the things that are said to be difficult to measure, some of
which are impossible to implement. The Addis Ababa administration guidelines are being
revised to address the problem with the scope of the land standard. Conversely, two
inspectors (from the Branch) reported that it was difficult to measure because the standards
of the schools issued before have not been updated so far, and the requirements set do not
describe the actual situation of Addis Ababa. The directive requires that the size of a
primary school be between 15,000 and 25,000 square meters. However, schools in Addis
Ababa cost a lot of money and are based on much less square footage than expected. Even
if it is thought to expand, houses around them include floors that are private and corporate
properties. On the other hand, due to the high cost of land in Addis Ababa, the government
is not showing its commitment to providing a place for the construction of a school. Instead,

the land is sold to investors at high leases.
Theme 19 Policies for School Self-Evaluation Implementation

When asked why they used the results of the school self-evaluation, an inspector
explained that they conduct school visits to check whether a school conducts self-
evaluation and prepares a school improvement plan. Because the inspection checklist
specified inspectors to check this activity. Accordingly, inspectors assess and give results.
He also pointed out that there is no internal inspection stated on the checklist. No inspection
uses school self-evaluation results as a resource for future inspection planning. They check
whether schools undertake self-evaluation. According to an inspector from the center,
inspectors do nothing but ensure that schools carry out self-assessments. Accordingly,
inspectors give results to schools according to the criteria set out in the checklist. Two
branch inspectors stated that four years ago, schools used to conduct internal inspections
and send findings to the branch, so they used it as a resource to sample schools for further
inspection and did verification and support work, but now they have been left out. Now
inspectors check schools to verify if they have completed their self-evaluation. They
pointed out that the Education Bureau was monitoring and supporting the process and

implementation of school self-review.
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According to an inspector, in the previous system, the internal inspection was
mandatory, so schools were working on it. It enabled them to work closely with external
inspection. Now, school self-assessment is included in the standard inspection checklist to
ensure that inspectors can see and control the implementation of the school self-evaluation.
To make sure that the school committee was formed and worked. According to three branch
inspectors, in the past, schools used to perform internal inspections to identify the category
of their institutions. That's gone now. Now it is assessed according to the inspection criteria.
Schools do not report directly to inspectors. The inspectors will monitor the schools’ self-
review based on the school improvement framework matrix. Inspectors check the

questionnaires filled out by teachers and parents.

An inspector from the center and three MoE inspectors reported that previously,
school self-evaluation used to be called internal inspection and was closely monitored and
supported by the inspectors. Currently school evaluation is under the close follow-up and
support of the school improvement team. Schools do not send anything to the inspection
institute. It is aimed to allow schools to solve their problems and empower themselves. The
inspectors are currently working on giving points by ensuring the schools have conducted

a self-evaluation according to the checklist.

When asked what role they play regarding the school self-evaluation process, and
for what purpose they used the results of the school self-evaluation, the majority of cluster
and education bureau supervisors said that schools conduct school self-evaluation at the
end of each year. Thus, they identified their strengths and weaknesses and prepared the
school improvement plan. Then, supervisors used the identified gaps to support schools.
One of the supervisors pointed out that some schools prepared their plans by copying the
plans of other schools without conducting their self-evaluation. He reported that some

principals and supervisors did not receive training related to school self-evaluation.

An education bureau supervisor stated that he made cluster supervisors take and
review the copy of the school plan, and discuss their comments with the school principals
to support schools to improve their plans. The MoE experts reported that they encourage

schools to conduct school self-evaluation and prepare their school improvement plan.

72



However, they did not provide training to schools and supervisors relating to school self-

evaluation.

4.2.3 Purposes of School Inspection and Supervision
Theme 20 Quality and Support as overlapping Roles of Inspection and Supervision
When interviewees were asked to explain the purpose of inspection and supervision
are? All inspectors stated that supervision aims to ensure the quality of education through
support, while inspection aims to support and control to ensure accountability. They are
similar because both aim to support and improve the quality of schools and student
performance and behavior. Inspection aims to ensure accountability by taking action, while
supervision aims to provide monitoring and support to schools through advice. A
respondent stated that the purpose of supervision is to provide support through clinical
supervision to teachers and conduct administrative monitoring and evaluation to provide
support to the school leaders. According to three inspectors, the function of supervision is
fully continuous support. Supervision does not judge. The supervisory agency is not tasked
with auditing but often uses inspection findings to support schools regularly. Supervisors
aimed to support schools according to the activities (that have different purposes) detailed
in their checklists. An inspector stated that the purpose of supervision focuses on providing
support on the process to improve quality. One of its purposes was related to filling the

school implementation gaps identified by inspectors.

Five inspectors reported that the function of inspection in terms of inspectors’ roles.
The purpose of the inspection is to ensure improvement and address gaps. Inspectors
provide recommendations for improvement. Taking corrective action to create pressure on
schools to improve was mentioned as part of the purpose of the school inspection.
Inspectors believe that the purpose of the inspection is reflected in the domains of school

inspection (in terms of input, process, and output).

Almost all supervisors said that supervision is aimed at providing continuous
support to teachers and principals and identifying gaps for school improvement. Inspection
is aimed at supporting and controlling schools to ensure accountability periodically. Also,
the respondent stated that the purpose of supervision is to provide professional support to

the school staff, while inspection aims to evaluate and help schools receive resources.
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As stated by the four Ministry interviewees the purpose of supervision is to enforce
policies and standards issued by the Ministry of Education to achieve the quality of
education. Supervision is aimed at carrying out different monitoring and empowerment
activities to enable standards and plans to be implemented and gaps identified by
inspections to be filled. However, they said that inspection aims to improve institutions'’

efficiency and ensure accountability.
Theme 21 Overlapping Roles over Lesson Observation

The five interviewees reported that the supporting function of inspection has
created role confusion. When inspectors do classroom observations, they do not
communicate with the supervisors, so when they give feedback, there is a problem of

creating situations that conflict with procedures and instructions.

4.2.4 Organizational Structures (Models) of Inspection and Supervision

When interviewed, what organizational structure was created to implement
supervision policies? External supervision was organized from the city administration
education bureau to the level of sub-city and district cluster school centers, according to all
cluster and education bureau supervisors. Almost all cluster and education bureau
supervisors were unsure whether there was a supervision organization at the Ministry of
Education. Supervision was not organized separately under the name of supervision,
according to four MoE respondents. It was recently organized under the Education
Programs and Quality Assurance Desk and was interchangeably named School
Improvement. All Inspectors (from the center and branch) said there was an organization
of general education inspection at the city administrative level of the Addis Ababa Quality
Regulatory Authority (called the center). Similar regulatory bodies have also been
established as branches in eight sub-cities areas. Moreover, three MoE inspectors stated
that general inspection had been established and worked at the Directorate level. Now it is
shrinking into a new form at the desk level and is organized with only three people at the
MOoE level. The models (organization structures) of inspection and supervision systems are

illustrated as follows.
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FIGURE 7 THE STRUCTURE OF THE ADDIS ABABA (ETHIOPIAN) SUPERVISION AND
INSPECTION MODEL

Level Organization of Supervision Organization of Inspection
Ministry of Education - .
Federal (Central) . - Ministry of Education General
[ Educational Programs and Quality Education Inspection Desk
Improvement Desk :
\ 2

Addis Ababa Education and

Addis Ababa City Administration Training Quality Regulatory

City Administration .
y Education Bureau

Authority
l General Education Supervision Directorate of Inspection and
Directorate Educational Evaluation
(Center)
2 3
Sub-city Secondary Level General Directorate of Inspection and
Adminiltration Education Supervision Cluster Educational Evaluation
Team (Branch)
District Administration Pre-primary and Primary Level
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The summary of all inspectors' and supervisors' responses revealed that the
Ministry's General Education Inspection Desk was authorized to conduct inspections. At
the same time, the Educational Programs and Quality Improvement Desk is thought to
perform supervision. In Addis Ababa, comprehensive supervision is implemented at all
levels, while the inspection system is organized at both city and sub-city levels to uphold
high education standards. The Addis Ababa City Administration inspections are conducted
by the Directorate of General Education Inspection (Center and Branch). The General
Education Supervision Directorate and Primary Education School Improvement Team (the

District Cluster School Center) supervise the schools in the area.
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The supervisory structure is analogous to a tall hierarchy, while inspection
represents a flatter organizational arrangement. The current inspection structure in Addis
Ababa diverges from the inspection guideline set forth by the Ministry of Education (MoE),
which necessitates regional states and city administrations to establish structures from the
MoE down to the district levels. While some organizations opt for a flat structure to bring
service delivery closer to customers and offer local, immediate solutions for local issues,
others avoid tall structures to minimize financial expenses. While these rationales are
compelling, they are more pertinent to public organizations than educational institutions.

Sacrificing quality education for the sake of efficiency is not a simple decision.

As per the interviewees, the Regulatory Authority in Addis Ababa has reorganized
the inspection structure by consolidating some sub-cities (like Arada and Kirkos) for
inspection and eliminating district-level inspections. This was done to reduce the high costs
of the inspection process. However, this change could potentially impact the quality of
inspection services in the city. Compared to inspection, preferably the new supervisory
structure aims to provide a more unified policy framework and organized structure for

effective implementation at different levels.

All interviewees were asked about the knowledge of the body that does
supervision/inspection starting from MoE to cluster school and sub-city levels respectively.
That is, supervisors were asked to identify the supervisory bodies within the Ministry to
assess the effectiveness of communication and relationships that exist vertically between
the supervisory organizations. Accordingly, nine Cluster Supervisors (CS) and five
Education Bureau Supervisors (EBSs) said “I do not know”, and four experts from MoE
named it correctly. Also, among the 13 participants who were asked to name the bodies
that perform inspection work at the level of the Ministry five Branch Inspectors (Bls)
wrongly named it, and two named it correctly. All the regulators and the Ministry
inspectors named it properly as the “General Education Inspection Directorate.”

Interview participants were asked to name the bodies that carry out supervisory
work at the City Administration Education Bureau level. Thus, Nine CSs and four EBSs

cannot label it correctly, and four Ministry experts said they did not know it. Only one EBS
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named it correctly. All branch, center, and MoE participants were able to name the name

of the City inspectorate properly.

When asked to name the body that carries out supervisory work at the Subcity level,
five CSs and two EBSs could not name it correctly, four CSs and three EBSs named it
correctly, and all MoE experts said they did not know it. Also, all branch, center, and MoE
respondents named the name of the inspectorate inspecting at the Sub-city Administration

level rightly.

Of all the participants asked to name the body executing supervisory work at the
Cluster School Center level, all CSs and the EBSs cannot name it acceptably, and four

MoE experts said "I don't know." (Details are attached in annex — Appendix L.

4.2.4.1 Structural Issues Enabling or Demanding for Policy Implementation

Theme 22 Poor Communication between Inspectors and Supervisors

When asked what organizational or structural issues they think enable or challenge
policy implementation issues, four cluster supervisors and coordinators said that the
supervisors are called to meetings without any prior knowledge of why they are being
called. Callers pay little attention to the work that the supervisors have already planned.
This practice often prevented them from doing their work as planned and created a
workload.

Theme 23 Poor Authority Relationship between Inspectors and Supervisors

Similar (four) cluster supervisors and coordinators also reported that sometimes the
principal controls the supervisor. They demanded the establishment of a clear chain of
command and line of authority capable of avoiding communication barriers between the
upper and lower structures. Five supervisors asked for a clear guideline of authority and a
relationship should be established between the education bureau, the sub-city and district
education offices, and cluster supervision organizations. According to six cluster
supervisors and coordinators, if the accountability of the cluster supervisor is hierarchical,
it should be directly with the district education office. The supervisors’ accountability
claim agrees with Haris et al. (2018) study findings, which mention that primary school

supervisors at the district level are accountable to the head of the district deputy education
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office in Indonesia. Supervision at the district level is currently organized as a dependency
under the School Improvement Team. However, they argue that a separate structure for
supervision would allow supervisors to spend more time helping with the teaching and
learning process in the classroom. Respondents also claimed that the current supervision

organization should be strengthened.

Theme 24 Claiming for Guidelines Authorizing Supervisors to Command over

Resources

Five supervisors call for the organization at the cluster level to be strengthened with

budget, materials, and guidelines.

An inspector said it would be better for the inspectorate to continue as is keeping
its current organization and operation. There is an opportunity to work independently
despite circumstances when the regulatory authority can not be completely impartial.

Theme 25 Claim for Independence

Two interviewees stated that general education inspection in the MoE is downsized
from the directorate level to the desk with three inspectors. Interviewees demanded an
independent inspection authority at the minister and regional level and its accountability
would be to the prime minister's office. The regulatory authority is responsible to the Mayor
of Addis Ababa.

Theme 26 Claim for Relocation of Inspection

Two interviewees suggested that the inspection agency established at Addis Ababa
and the Ministry of Education be made accountable for the newly established education
and training authority.

Theme 27 Claim for Relocation of Accrediting and Reaccrediting Authority

An inspector said,

“Our regulatory authority office accredits institutions itself, controls and reaccredits

itself, it violates the principle of independence. It is the education bureau that

oversees building construction works and has to decide where a new school should

be opened following the community's request” (Branch Inspector -1 (Bl — 1), Jan
25, 2023).
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Two branch inspectors, three cluster supervisors, and the Education Bureau
supervisor said that it is appropriate if the authority to accredit the opening of new schools

is done under the city administration education bureau.

4.2.4.2 Relationship and Coordination

Theme 28 Weak Horizontal Relationship between Supervision and Inspection
Supervisors were asked to explain how they interact horizontally with the city's

Quality Regulator, and if they were experiencing problems with this interaction, they were

asked why. The supervisor said, “I see the inspectors positively. They are working to

maintain school standards, although they do not always provide school support as

supervisors” (Education Bureau Supervisor — 3 (EBS — 3), Feb 17, 2023).

Conversely, the cluster supervisor (CS) said, “We have no intimate relationship
with inspectors who sometimes measure our work and tell us. Business as usual, we will
be there when inspectors submit a report” (CS — 2 May 2, 2023). The supervisor stated that
despite the supervisors reaching a mutual agreement with the Quality Regulator, efforts to
work together have not been successful. Because the interface signed between inspection
and supervision organizations was not bound by an obligation. The supervisor also said,
“We occasionally work together; we don't have a strong relationship; sometimes they invite
us to attend when they submit a report” (EBS — 2, Feb 17, 2023). The relationship between
supervisors and inspectors was that inspectors report and supervisors listen. They said that

inspectors and supervisors were not working together in a coordinated manner.

Five branch inspectors stated that quality regulatory authorities had limited
relations with the supervision directorate regarding the exchange of reports. When
submitting the inspection report, the supervisors are sometimes available. Supervisors
communicate with inspectors when they want information. The Education Bureau
occasionally sends its report to the regulator authority. When inspectors give verbal
feedback after school inspections, few supervisors are more likely to be present than absent.
They pointed out that supervisors listening to and responding to feedback were few and

there was no good interaction between them.
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Theme 29 Absence of Resources Spoiling Relationships/Communications

Three cluster supervisors and two cluster supervisor coordinators stated that they
would try to fill the gaps such as problems related to methods of teaching, lesson
observation, and student discipline. However, when inspectors often identified gaps related
to school standards, supervisors did nothing because the gaps to be solved were beyond the
authority of schools and supervisors. When the inspection report was submitted, there was
no consensus that the gap reported as a problem would be presented in the form of a report
next year. There was no question as to why this happened and that there was no tendency

to bring together the two institutions to reach a strong debate and a solution.
Theme 30 Inspection as Having both Controlling and Supporting Functions

According to the Education Bureau and two cluster supervisor coordinators,
inspectors play a controlling and supportive role. Mostly they emphasize their supporting
role. Even if we identify and inform the inspectorate to take measures against schools
working under the school standards (for example, relating to over-class-student ratio, and
misuse of promotion policy), they could not hold the government schools responsible for
not meeting the required standards. Every year inspectors use similar measurements framed
in checklists to carry out audits in schools knowing that many school standards could not
be easily improved without improving the existing standards to fit the existing situation of
the city. Fulfilling school standards requires huge resources possibly covered by top
authorities outside the school. Despite that, supervisors were always at the forefront of

being held accountable for the gap.
Theme 31 Lack of Enforceable Accountability Policy

According to supervisors, there was a lack of a comprehensive accountability
policy able to hold all education actors and relevant stakeholders involved at different

authority levels in the city administration education system.
Theme 32 Weak Involvement of Political Leaders as Stakeholders

As reported by three branch inspectors, it is important to communicate the report
in advance to the supervisor and work together to find a common solution. According to

four inspectors (branch), when the results of the investigation are announced, relevant
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stakeholders are present but political leaders are not present. The presence of these political
leaders could allow them to achieve their goals by working together to decide on the
budget.

Theme 33 Perception of Inspection as Faultfinding by Supervisors

Two of these respondents stated that supervisors viewed inspectors as faultfinders

and that this situation created a gap in their relations.
Theme 34 Weak Vertical Communication along the Hierarchy

Supervisors were asked to explain how they interact vertically with the supervisory
structure of the Ministry and the lower-level structures. Eight cluster supervisors and
coordinators, and four education bureau supervisors said that they had no communication
with the supervisory body at the Ministry of Education. An interviewee (from MoE) said,

“We attempted to communicate, but the problem is that there is no organization that

can directly communicate with us in each region. Some regions have organized it

as the Directorate of School Improvement, some have called it the Teachers,

Principals, and Supervisors Process, and others have represented it as a focal

person, and in the Ministry of Education, it is made under Educational Programs

and Quality Assurance Desk (Unit). As a result, we were unable to establish clear

communication and we were unable to assure accountability” (Ministry Expert — 3
(ME - 3), Feb 20, 2023).

Theme 35 Dominance of Administrative Tasks over Academic Tasks

According to all cluster supervisors and coordinators, the education bureau
supervisors go to the school with their checklists and do mostly administrative and little
academic supervision. They stated that there is a gap in working with the cluster
supervisors. When they came, they made it clear that they would not work with a joint plan.
The education bureau supervisor stated “We work in the office and go to the school to do
administrative and classroom supervision and support the school leadership and classroom
teachers. We jointly conduct classroom and administrative monitoring with the cluster
supervisors” (EBS — 1, Feb 16, 2023).
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Theme 36 Weak Relationship between the Ministry and the Quality Regulatory
Authority

Five inspectors (from the branch) said that the relationship between the Ministry of
Education and the Quality Regulatory Authority is loose. Inspection results are sent to the
center, which compiles all reports and sends a final report to the mayor's office, the
Ministry of Education, and the district. The inspector (from the MoE) reported “We have
a common plan with the education bureau and the regulatory authority. We meet with
reports and training” (Ministry Inspection Official — 1 (MIO — 1), Feb 22, 2023). Five
interviewees (from the branch) and three interviewees (from the center) said that they have
received training on the revised checklist, but it has not been widely available for all of

them.

An inspector said, “I do not know what kind of relationship we have with the
Ministry of Education. If there was a strong connection, we wouldn't have the age-old
checklist in use today” (Branch Inspector - 7 (Bl - 7), May 9, 2023). Also, the interviewee
stated, “Although we report the existing gap in teachers' teaching methods and lack of
knowledge, the Ministry did not provide any support. There is no value in investing in
inspection visits every year if we do not properly use the reports” (Bl — 7, May 9, 2023).

As stated by three inspectors, the branch inspectors conduct periodic inspections
focused on six programs, while the center supports and monitors impact assessments. They
had administrative and academic responsibilities in the Mayor's office and the MoE. The
center facilitates the allocation of budgets, hiring staff, training, and conducting
verification inspections. The branch offices communicate with districts and schools during

school inspections and send feedback reports to senior leaders.

4.2.4.3 Power Sources for School Inspection or Supervisory Leadership
When the inspectors were asked what kind of power base they used to influence the

school community and implement policies, whether positional, personal, or both,

Theme 37 Inspectors Exercising Legitimate Power
One inspector said that since the inspectors’ main task and responsibility is to
establish accountability through institutional control, they determine the level of schools

based on established guidelines.
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Theme 38 Inspectors Exercising Coercive Power

Inspectors attempted to reward or punish schools. Although they have not punished
government schools yet, they have decided to close private schools. He said that an
inspector uses almost all positional power bases. Another inspector reported that most of
the inspector’s job responsibilities focus on controlling and increasing accountability.
Mostly established policies demanded controlling of whether the guidelines and standards
are being implemented at the expected level. For this reason, inspectors use institutional

power bases and coercive (punishment) or reward bases when determining school rankings.

Theme 39 Inspectors Exercising Expert Power

In a sense, when inspectors show schools their gaps, inspectors act as if they are
supporting schools because inspectors are telling them how things should have been done.
Inspectors did this using their professional knowledge and their charisma. Mostly
inspectors use an institutional power base and a very limited-time expert power base as

needed.

Theme 40 Inspectors Exercising Coercive Power

Five branch and two center inspectors answered that the schools know that it is the
inspectors’ responsibility to monitor the guidelines, especially if schools don't work
according to the guidelines (if they don't meet the standards), inspectors will lower their
school level. Since the punishment that can be followed is specified in the guidelines,
schools will pretend as if they accepted the suggestions of inspectors to avoid possible
punishments, or assuming rewards. However, their acceptance of suggestions was a
temporary reaction. A branch inspector reported that legal action cannot be taken even if
the schools are substandard. For example, a school in Addis Ababa was closed because it
was below standard. However, the owner took the case to the court and the court asked if
there is a law that states that the school can be sealed, and because the regulatory could not
provide it, the school was opened by the court's decision.

The MoE respondent reported that inspectors supervised and supported schools.
They show schools how to fix problems. And when schools are unable to improve gaps,

inspectors take action. When they did well, they encouraged and rewarded schools. Since
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the nature of the work does not allow inspectors to focus only on support or control, they

use different authority sources depending on the situation.
Theme 41 Coercive Power Inplace with Difficulty to Exercise

When asked about the power bases they used to influence school communities and
implement policies, five cluster supervisors’ coordinators and four cluster supervisors say
that the authority they gain from being supervisors (legitimate powers) has little influence.
When the circumstances allow, they work with their human abilities. In addition, there is
no authority they cannot enforce.

Three cluster supervisory coordinators and three supervisors stated that supervisors
have no institutional, coercive, or reward authority. Supervisors requested what they
needed for work. Supervisors were influenced by principals. If teachers and leaders don't
believe in supervisory authority, they won't follow it. They also stated that supervisors
filled out earlier assessments of principals. They did not know why it was left. The cluster's
supervisor also said, "I don't know why appraising principals is continuing to be the
neglected role of the supervisor. | have never evaluated their performance. | realized that
the head of the education office assesses the evaluation of the principals” (CS — 4, Jan 17,
2023). Another cluster supervisor said, "I have not appraised the principal’s duties. “I only

evaluated it once, three years ago™ (CS — 5, Jan 18, 2023).

According to five supervisors, one way for supervisors to gain control over
principals is to allow them to evaluate the tasks of principals. Still, the current situation
does not create that potential. Since the principal gives the property and resources needed

to carry out his duties, if the principal takes action, he cannot continue to work together.
Theme 42 Intervention by Others against Supervisors’ Decisions

A cluster supervisory coordinator said, “If the principal shows weakness, reduces
working performance, or even does not achieve the minimum 60 percent passing score, it
will be changed as a political decision of the head of the education office” (Cluster
Supervisor Coordinator — 5 (CSC — 5), May 9, 2023). In addition, the cluster's supervisor
said, “I respect my boss and feared he would punish me rather than reward me” (Cluster

Supervisor — 7 (CS - 7), May 9, 2023). In addition, four cluster supervisors said inspectors
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were better accepted and influential than supervisors because they had the authority to
determine school performance levels. According to the supervisors, schools will respect

the inspector's opinion to avoid consequences.
Theme 43 Principals Declining Feedback by Supervisors

The three cluster supervisory coordinators and the four cluster supervisors said
teachers and principals did not respect the supervisor's suggestions because they knew that
the supervisor did not have the power to enforce policies. Supervisors cannot exercise
power if employees cannot carry out their duties. As reported by these supervisors, teachers
and principals are recruited for short and long-term training. However, supervisors are not
required to participate in the recruitment process. However, the district education office
and the education bureau participate in the recruitment of workers and decide on their
training and development. Thus, this gives them more legitimate powers than supervisors.

Based on feedback from four cluster supervisors and five coordinators, their
objective is to encourage decentralization while avoiding the use of force or coercion.
However, this approach can lead to confusion regarding the principle of self-governance.
Consequently, supervisors must respectfully apply their expertise and influence when
exercising their authority. This perspective fails to take into account the impact of
situational factors on supervisory leadership. It overlooks the concept that there is no one-
size-fits-all leadership style, as it depends on the circumstances. An education bureau
supervisor stated, “My work is based solely on personal relationships and I do not have the

power to influence others beyond those relationships” (EBS — 4, Feb 16, 2023).

When asked about to what extent they utilize their expert power, an education
bureau supervisor responded, "I feel like my voice is heard and respected. Whenever |
inform school management that I'm visiting from the office, they give me a warm welcome
and make me feel valued." (EBS — 4, Feb 17, 2023). Three education bureau supervisors
stated that although their staff listens to them and accepts their advice, they rarely

implement their suggestions.

85



Theme 44 Absence of Resource Threatening Supervisors Power

Three cluster supervision coordinators and four supervisors stated that they can

only influence teachers or principals through their interpersonal skills. Even if they do not

comply with their orders, they cannot take any action as they do not have the institutional

authority to dictate. Especially at the cluster center level, they are not allocated an

institutional resource or a budget to carry out work, so they cannot pressure or penalize.

4.3 Findings from Questionnaires

Demographic Information

TABLE 4: QUALIFICATION, AREA OF SPECIALIZATION, AND WORK EXPERIENCE
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Most respondents, 79% of inspectors, 73% of supervisors, and 81% of principals,

held a bachelor's degree. The remaining groups of respondents had a master's degree and

postgraduate diploma degrees, bachelor's degrees, namely a postgraduate diploma in
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school leadership (PGDSL), and a postgraduate certificate in primary school supervision
(PGCPSS).

In contrast, the majority of respondents, 46 (79%) inspectors, 69 (72%) supervisors,
and 107 (79%) principals, received training related to teaching, but no additional leadership

training.

Most 55 percent of inspectors had less than 5 years of teaching experience, while
60 percent of supervisors and 57 percent of principals had 6 to 12 years of teaching
experience. Inspectors (53%) and supervisors (58%) did not have leadership experience as
school principals. Moreover, (59%) of inspectors and (71%) of supervisors had five or less
than years of experience in school inspection and supervisory leadership, respectively.
While supervision is a long-standing practice, only a few supervisors (8%) had more than
12 years of service.

In summary, 78% of respondents had a bachelor’s degree in art or education, with
over 20% holding advanced degrees. Most respondents had subject-specific teaching
training, while over 20% had educational leadership training. The majority of those in
leadership positions had 6 to 12 years of teaching experience, with a small percentage
having over 16 years. Additionally, some had no teaching experience. Regarding school
principalship, 46% had 1 to 5 years of experience, while 36% had no any experience.
Inspector and supervisor respondents had varying lengths of experience the majority (66%)
had between 1 and 5 years, indicating that they were leading primary schools with a mix

of experienced staff.

This sub-section presents data collected through questionnaires related to domains
from which school supervisors derive their power sources. The calculated test of
homogeneity of variances revealed a significant difference between the variances in the
use of power sources of the four respondent groups namely inspectors in the view of
principals, supervisors in the view of principals, views of inspectors, and supervisors on
their use of power sources: legitimate, expert, coercive (p=.000), and reward (p=.046).
However, when it comes to referent power, there is no significant difference (p=.066).
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TABLE 5: DEGREE OF USE OF "LEGITIMATE POWER" TO INFLUENCE POLICY
AND EMPLOYEES

N
0

ltem

Inspectors
n=58

Principals*
n=135

Supervisors
n=96

Principals*
n=135

One Way ANOVA

M SD

M SD

M SD

M SD

F P | df

Explain the
reasons for an
order to the
school
community.

481 |0.40

3.99 | 1.00

4.36 | 0.86

332 | 1.24

37.99 | .000

Doesn't
interfere with
the school
community's
authority.

486 | 0.35

3.68 |1.18

405 | 1.12

3.56 | 1.19

21.65 | .002

Considers the
feelings of
the school
community.

476 | 0.63

414 |0.92

456 | 0.59

339 | 124

42.66 | .000

3&
420

Makes
follow-ups to
verify
compliance
with rules.

474 |0.52

3.88 | 1.11

4.48 | 0.68

3.78 | 1.18

19.92 | .000

Emphasizes
obedience to
regulations if
appropriate.

471 | .062

3.68 |1.17

431 |0.82

3.66 |1.24

19.68 | .000

Aggregate
Mean (AM)

478 |0.38

3.88 | 0.74

435 | 0.50

3.54 |0.83

54.60 | .000

Inspectors’ and supervisors’ "legitimate power” usage was surveyed to determine

how they applied it to influence policy and staff. Thus, inspectors strongly agreed

(Mean=4.78), while supervisors agreed (Mean=4.35). On their part, principals agreed that

inspectors and supervisors used the legitimate power base (Mean=3.88) and (Mean=3.54).

The Games-Howell test results showed that there were significant differences in

opinions between principals regarding the use of power by inspectors and supervisors with

mean differences of -.900 and -.813 and p=.000 (see ddetails in Appendix - M). Similarly,

overall results revealed that there was a significant difference in legitimate power attributes

between inspectors and supervisors (F = 54.60; degrees of freedom 3, 420; p < .000).
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TABLE 6: DEGREE OF USE OF "EXPERT POWER" TO INFLUENCE POLICY AND
EMPLOYEES

N
0

Item

Inspectors
n=58

Principals
n=135

Supervisors
n=96

Principals
n=135

One Way ANOVA

M SD

M SD

M SD

M SD

F P df

Explain the
reasons for an
order to the
school
community.

484 | 0.37

4.02 | 0.99

441 | 0.84

3.61 | 1.25

25.15 | .000

Provides
evidence to
staff that his
order will be
successful.

4.69 | 0.57

3.82 | 1.10

417 | 091

3.60 | 1.24

16.52 | .000

Shows respect
for the school
community.

481 | 0.51

4.44 | 0.74

477 | 0.42

392 | 111

28.11 | .000

3&
420

Acts
confidently
and decisively
in difficult
conditions.

434 |0.89

339 | 1.25

3.67 | 1.36

3.29 | 1.27

10.98 | .032

Do not
exaggerate or
misinterpret
facts.

471 | 0.46

3.94 | 1.06

450 | 0.77

347 | 1.21

30.54 | .000

Aggregate
Mean (AM)

4.68 | 0.37

3.92 | 0.75

4.30 | 0.60

3.58 | 0.94

36.11 | .000

School inspectors and supervisors were surveyed to determine the extent to which

they used "expert power". Inspectors strongly agreed (average = 4.68) that they did, while

supervisors agreed (average= 4.30). Principals agreed that both inspectors and supervisors

carried out these leadership attributes (average = 3.92 for inspectors; average = 3.58 for

Supervisors).

According to the Games-Howell test, the mean difference between principals'

opinions of inspectors and inspectors' use of these attributes of power was -.758, while the
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mean difference between principals’ opinions of supervisors and supervisors' use of these
sources of power was -.724. The calculated Sig. Values were p=.000 and indicated
significant differences (see details in Appendix - N). In sum, principals had different
perceptions about inspectors' and supervisors' use of expert power attributes to influence
school policy and staff. There was a significant difference between the two groups, F =
36.11; degrees of freedom 3, 420; and p = .000.

TABLE 7: DEGREE OF USE OF "REFERENT POWER" TO INFLUENCE POLICY
AND EMPLOYEES

Inspectors Principals | Supervisors | Principals
N One Way ANOVA
Item n=58 n=135 n=96 n=135

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P df

q | Usecharisma 090 1380 | 110 | 436 | 081 |3.35 | 1.32 | 16.26 | .000
when necessary.

Does not use
his relationship
2 | with the school | 4.78 | 042 | 395 | 109 | 456 |0.87 |358 |1.16 | 28.86 | .000
community for
personal gain.

Provides an
example of
appropriate
behavior to the
school

community. 3&
420

460 | 056 | 384 | 111 |441 |0.89 |3.56 |1.17 |20.88 |.000

Does not keep
his promises
and
commitments.

219 (166 | 233 127 | 146 | 099 |245 |1.20 | 13.26 | .000

It does not
make self-
5 | sacrifices to 397 | 124 | 319 |1.16 | 272 |1.37 |3.22 |1.09 |13.01 |.003
benefit the
school

community.

Aggregate

Mean (AM) 394 | 063 | 343 | 072 | 350 |0.55 |323 |0.73 | 14.95 | .000

School inspectors and supervisors' usage of "referent power" was surveyed. Both

groups confirmed that they used referent power with average scores of 3.94 and 3.50,
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respectively. The principals gave them average scores of 3.43 and 3.23, indicating that they

were unable to make a definitive decision.

TABLE 8: HOMOGENEOUS SUBSETS FOR INSPECTORS AND SUPERVISORS
RESPONSES

Referent Power
Tukey HSD
Position Subset for alpha = 0.05

N 1 2 3
Supervisors in the opinion of principals 135 3.2326
Inspectors in the opinion of principals 135 3.4252 3.4252
supervisor 96 3.5021
Inspector 58 3.9379
Sig. 208 .864 1.000
Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
a. Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 94.178.
b. The group sizes are unequal. The harmonic mean of the group sizes is used. Type | error levels are not
guaranteed.

There is only a small difference in the mean scores of supervisors and inspectors as
perceived by principals (mean = 3.233) and (mean = 3.425) respectively. Also, the Tukey
test confirmed the existing differences between the responses of both groups with
principals’ responses. Besides, the calculated F = 14.95; degrees of freedom 3, 420; and p
=.000 revealed there were significant differences between the perceptions of all groups of

respondents.
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TABLE 9: LEVEL OF USE OF "COERCIVE POWER" TO INFLUENCE POLICY AND
EMPLOYEES

N
0

Item

Inspectors
n=58

Principals
n=135

Supervisors
n=96

Principals
n=135

One Way ANOVA

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

F

P

df

Informs the
school
community of
the rules and
penalties of the
school.

4.66

0.71

3.80

1.04

4.14

1.03

3.42

131

19.40

.000

Gives adequate
pre-warnings to
the school
community

before punishing.

431

0.84

3.61

1.09

3.69

1.37

3.46

1.18

7.49

.000

Is calm and
helpful, not
aggressive to the
school
community.

4.67

0.69

4.14

0.91

4.59

0.76

3.70

1.00

26.68

.000

Encourages
improvement
rather than
punishment.

4.69

0.54

4.22

0.91

4.76

0.43

3.53

1.27

40.88

.000

Manages
discipline
privately.

457

0.77

3.71

1.20

4.52

0.70

3.37

1.24

30.98

.000

Aggregate
Mean (AM)

4.58

0.57

3.90

0.76

4.34

0.57

3.49

0.90

39.27

.000

3&
420

Principals rated the use of coercive power by inspectors and supervisors, and

inspectors strongly agreed (mean score of 4.58) while supervisors agreed (mean score of

4.34). While principals agreed (mean score of 3.90) that inspectors use this power base, the

same principals were unable to determine the extent to which supervisors use coercive

power (mean score of 3.49).

The Games-Howell test showed that the mean difference between inspectors and

supervisors was 0.240, and the Sig. (p=.061) indicates that there is no statistically

significant difference.
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On the other hand, the mean difference between principals’ opinions of inspectors
and inspectors' use of power was -.682, and the mean difference between principals'
opinions of supervisors and supervisors' use of power was .845. The calculated sig. was
(p=.000) indicating significant differences between the response of regulators and
principals (see details in Appendix - O). The difference was significant (F = 39.27, degrees
of freedom = 3, 420, and p < .000).

TABLE 10: LEVEL OF USE OF "REWARD POWER" TO INFLUENCE POLICY AND
EMPLOYEES

Inspectors Principals | Supervisors | Principals
N Item One Way ANOVA
0 n=58 n=135 n=96 n=135

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P df

It gives
rewards that
1| the school 350 | 140 | 222 | 1.24 | 204 | 1.07 | 276 | 1.24 | 21.68 | .000
community
desires.

Does not
promise more
than what he
can provide.

462 | 062 | 359 | 1.09 | 440 | 0.99 | 3.41 | 1.11 | 31.48 | .000

Explain the

3| Criteria for 4.00 | 1.08 | 2.83 | 1.31 | 2.08 | 1.37 | 3.35 | 1.20 | 33.34 | .000
giving 3&
rewards. 420

Provides
rewards as per
4| his promise if 352 | 139 | 244 | 1.23 | 196 | 1.11 | 292 | 1.22 | 23.24 | .000
the order is
met.

Takes
advantage at
the expense of
other people.

247 | 171 | 198 | 114 | 1.23 | 0.69 | 2.27 | 1.18 | 19.33 | .000

Aggregate

Mean (AM) 362 | 0.84 | 261 | 0.86 | 234 | 0.64 | 2.94 | 0.84 | 34.36 | .000

School inspectors, supervisors, and principals were surveyed. The inspectors
agreed with the use of reward power (mean score of 3.62), while the supervisors disagreed

(mean score of 2.34). When rating the extent to which inspectors and supervisors used
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reward power, the principals were unsure, giving an average score of 2.61 for inspectors

and 2.94 for supervisors.

According to the Games-Howell test, the mean difference between inspectors and
supervisors was 1.279. The Sig. (p=.000). The difference between principals' opinions and
inspectors' and supervisors' use of power was significant (with mean differences of
principals and inspectors 1.007, and principals and supervisors -0.599). The sig. (p=.000)
(see details in Appendix - P).

There were significant differences between the perceptions of inspectors,
supervisors, and principals regarding the use of reward power attributes to influence school
policy and staff. The statistical analysis revealed an F value of 34.36, with degrees of

freedom of 3 and 420, and a p-value of .000.

The calculated test of homogeneity of variances showed that the difference in the
implementation of teacher supervision policy by school inspectors and supervisors was
significant between item 4 (p=019) and items 1, 2, 3 and the overall mean score (p=.000).
Therefore, one-way ANOVA and posthoc (Games-Howell) posthoc calculated for all

questions.
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Implementation of Classroom Observation Policy

TABLE 11: INSPECTORS' AND SUPERVISORS' IMPLEMENTATION OF
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION POLICY

Inspectors | *Principals | Supervisors | Principals
N One Way ANOVA
0 Item n=58 n=135 n=96 n=135

M SD M SD M SD M SD F P df

Classroom
observation is
done by
considering:

Purposes of
1| classroom 436 | 093 384 |087 |434 |087 |3.24 |1.21 |24.67 |.000
observation.

Practices and
procedures of
classroom

2| observation 422 (106 | 401 |107 |4.26 [079 |340 |1.22 |15.91 | .000
(regarding
school level
policy).

Criteria for
classroom
observation
(regarding
contents
included
during lesson
observation).

420
429 | 097 | 404 | 097 | 428 |091 | 339 | 120 | 1865 | .000

Frequency,
feedback
4| provision, 397 | 1.03 | 381 |1.03 |4.08 |106 |3.15 |1.22 | 16.69 |.000
and follow-up
plans.

Aggregate

414 1081 [395 (082 |422 |068 |3.27 |1.03 |28.86 |.000
Mean

* It is the same Principals (n=135) who gave their views to Inspectors and Supervisors.

School inspectors and supervisors were asked to indicate their agreement using a
five-point Likert scale on how well they implemented the classroom observation policy.
And, inspectors gave the highest (M=4.36) and the lowest (M=3.97) ratings for the four
items, while supervisors gave the highest (M=4.34) and the lowest (M=4.26) ratings. In

addition, the survey results showed that principals generally agreed (with the highest mean
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of 4.04 and the lowest mean of 3.81) that inspectors carry out classroom observations.
However, the principals were uncertain (with the highest mean of 3.40 and a lower mean

of 3.15) about whether supervisors use coercive power.

In addition, the Games-Howell test is used based on the overall mean scores to
conduct multiple comparisons about the implementation of classroom observation policies.
The overall mean difference between school inspectors and supervisors was -.031. The sig
(p=.995) indicates that this is not a statistically significant difference. Similarly, the mean
difference between principals’ opinions of inspectors and inspectors’ own opinions about
how they have implemented classroom observation policies was -.29. The sig (p=.138)
indicates that this is not a statistically significant difference. In contrast, the mean
difference between principals’ opinions of supervisors and supervisors' own opinions about
how they have implemented classroom observation policies was -.91. The sig. (p=.000)

this is a statistically significant difference (see details in Appendix - Q).

The results of the calculated aggregate mean show that there is a statistically
significant difference amongst the responses of inspectors, supervisors, and principals, F
(3, 420) = 28.86, p=.000. Table 9 shows that the overall mean values are (M = 4.14) for
Inspectors responses, (M = 3.27) for Inspectors given Principals responses, (M = 4.22) for

Supervisors responses, and (M = 3.27) for Supervisors given Principals responses.

The calculated homogeneity of variance test shows that the difference in the
performance of the methods used during school inspection and supervision regarding the
overall mean score in item 1 (p=.017), item 2 (p=.001), and item 4 (p=. 012) shows that it
was high between. On the contrary, it shows that the difference between item 3 (p=.383),
item 5 (p=.551), and item 6 (p=.237) was not significant. Also, the overall mean score (p=.
298) indicated that the difference was not significant. Therefore, one-way ANOVA and
post-hoc (Games-Howell) tests were calculated for all questions. Accordingly, the equal

variances line is used for analysis.
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TABLE 12: METHODS PURSUED DURING SCHOOL INSPECTION AD
SUPERVISION

N

0.

ltem

Inspectors
n=58

Principals
n=135

Supervisors
n=96

Principals
n=135

One Way ANOVA

M SD

M SD

M SD

M SD

F P [ df

Carrying out
the selection
of schools for
external
inspection/sup
ervision.

4.17 | 1.09

3.71 | 0.95

3.68 | 1.22

3.65 | 1.07

3.59 .014

Informing the
school about
the
inspection/sup
ervision.

471 | 0.53

420 | 0.77

4.63 | 0.67

3.99 | 094

18.84 | .000

Marketing
pre-meeting,
supervision,
and feedback
meetings.

4.52 | 0.80

4.01 | 0.90

424 | 0.93

3.89 | 0.93

8.17 .000

Conducting
investigations
and making
analyses and
interpretations

4.60 | 0.67

4.18 | 0.73

4.05 | 0.98

3.80 | 0.99

420

12.81 | .000

Writing the
feedback
report.

459 |0.84

437 |0.90

445 | 0.97

4.24 | 0.88

2.22 .085

Carrying out
the handling
of concerns
and
complaints.

4.57 | 0.80

416 | 0.99

431 | 1.04

3.90 | 1.06

7.07 .000

Aggregate
Mean

4.53 | 0.57

4.10 | 0.58

4.23 | 0.59

3.91 | 0.68

14.76 | .000

School inspectors and supervisors were asked to indicate their agreement using a

five-point Likert-type scale on how well the school’s inspection and supervision methods

were pursued and implemented. Accordingly, inspectors gave the highest (M=4.71) and

the lowest (M=4.17) ratings for the six items, while supervisors gave the highest (M=4.63)

and the lowest (M=3.68) ratings. Although principals rated inspectors the highest (M=4.37)

and lowest (M=3.71), the same principals rated supervisors the highest (M=4.24) and

lowest (M=3.65).
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According to the Games-Howell test, the mean difference between school
inspectors and supervisors was .30. The sig (p=.012) shows that there is a statistically
significant difference between the responses. Similarly, the mean difference between
principals’ views of inspectors and inspectors’ views about how they have implemented
methods of supervision was -.42. The sig (p=.000) indicates that there is a statistically
significant difference. Besides, the mean difference between principals’ views of
supervisors and supervisors' views about how they have executed methods of supervision
was -.32. The sig. (p=.001) this is a statistically significant difference (see details in
Appendix - R).

The results of the calculated aggregate mean show that there is a statistically
significant difference amongst the responses of inspectors, supervisors, and principals, F
(3, 420) = 14.76, p=.000. Table 10 shows that the overall mean values are (M = 4.53) for
Inspectors responses, (M = 4.10) for Inspectors given Principals responses, (M = 4.23) for

Supervisors responses, and (M = 3.91) for Supervisors given Principals responses.

The calculated homogeneity of variance test showed that there was a significant
difference in the overall mean score of Question 1 (p=.000) and Question 3 (p=.001) on
the implementation of joint leadership roles expected by inspectors and supervisors. On the
contrary, it shows that the difference regarding question 2 (p=.245) was not significant.
Therefore, one-way ANOVA was calculated for all questions, and posthoc tests namely
the Games-Howell test for question 1 and question 3 and Tukey's HSD test for question 2

were calculated.
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TABLE 13: JOINT LEADERSHIP ROLES EXPECTED OF AN INSPECTOR AND A

SUPERVISOR

N
0

ltem

Inspectors
n=58

Principals
n=135

Supervisors
n=96

Principals
n=135

One Way ANOVA

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

F

P

df

I conducted
inspection or
supervision
visits over
schools.

4.55

0.71

4.10

1.08

4.63

0.64

3.16

1.29

48.05

.000

| monitored the
school-self-
evaluation

implementation.

412

1.30

3.90

1.17

3.76

1.22

3.26

1.26

9.28

.000

| collected,
analyzed,
organized, and
disseminated
data.

4.29

1.09

3.62

1.33

4.15

1.10

3.35

1.27

12.35

.000

420

Aggregate
Mean

4.32

0.71

3.87

0.88

4.18

0.75

3.25

0.92

32.86

.000

School inspectors and supervisors were asked to rate their agreement on how well

they performed shared leadership roles on a five-point Likert-type scale. Accordingly,

inspectors gave the highest (M=4.55) and lowest (M=4.12) values for the three items, while

supervisors gave the highest (M=4.63) and lowest (M=3.76) values. Although principals

rated supervisors the highest (M=4.10) and lowest (M=3.62), the same principals rated
supervisors the highest (M=3.35) and lowest (M=3.16).
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TABLE 14: THE TUKEY HSD TEST ABOUT ITEM 2 (JOINT LEADERSHIP ROLES)

Subset for alpha = 0.05

Position N
1 2

Supervisors in the opinion of Principals | 135 3.2593
Inspectors in the opinion of Principals 135 3.7604
Supervisor 96 3.8963
Inspector 58 4.1207
Sig. .1000 .185

Table 13 shows that there is not a statistically significant difference (p=.185) among
the responses of Inspectors given Principals, Supervisor, and Inspector because their means
are all shown in subset 2. In Subset 1, only Supervisors given Principals are shown
(p=1.000). The two sub-boxes show that the Supervisor in the opinion of a Principals group
response (M=3.26) is different from the Inspectors in the opinion of Principals (M=3.76),
Supervisor (M=3.90), and Inspector (M=4.12) group responses because these two means

do not appear in the same subset.

The Games-Howell test showed that the overall mean difference between school
inspectors and supervisors was .145. The sig (p=.630) shows that there is no statistically
significant difference between the responses. Similarly, the mean difference between
principals’ views of inspectors and inspectors’ views about how they have implemented
the joint leadership roles was -.450. The sig (p=.002) indicates that there is a statistically
significant difference. Besides, the mean difference between principals’ views of
supervisors and supervisors' views about how they have executed the specified joint
leadership roles was -.923. The sig. (p=.000) this is a statistically significant difference (see

details in Appendix - S).

The results of the calculated aggregate mean show that there is a statistically
significant difference amongst the responses of inspectors, supervisors, and principals, F
(3, 420) = 32.86, p=.000. Table 4a shows that the overall mean values are (M = 4.32) for
Inspectors responses, (M = 3.87) for Inspectors given Principals responses, (M = 4.18) for

Supervisors responses, and (M = 3.25) for Supervisors given Principals responses.
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As (Morgan et al., 2004) pointed out, it is more common to use a t-test if one is
comparing only two groups. He said the t-test provides an adjustment to deal with the
problem of unequal variances. Levene’s F is statistically significant for the three items.

Thus, the equal variances not assumed line is used.

TABLE 15: LEADERSHIP ROLES EXPECTED OF AN INSPECTOR

Inspectors Principals
N Item t-test
0 n=96 n=135

M SD M SD t df P

I made surveillance inspections to ensure
1 | whether job inspections were realized in | 4.47 | 0.78 | 353 | 1.16 | 6.54 | 156.84 | .000
schools.

I made standard inspections in schools

2 . 433 | 118 | 356 | 1.25 | 4.06 | 114.31 | .000
about input, process, and output.
I made close control to ensure
3 | accountability of schools related to 421 (091 [ 325 | 126 |590 |146.89 |.000
performing suggestions offered.
Aggregate Mean 433 | 077 | 345 | 102 |6.61 | 140.70 | .000

The tand df were adjusted because variances were not equal.

The feedback from the inspectors indicated that they fully embraced their
leadership role, with a mean score of 4.78 for item 1 and 4.33 for item 2. On the other hand,
the principals showed a slightly lower level of agreement, with mean scores of 3.53 for
item 1 and 3.56 for item 2. Interestingly, the inspectors rated their performance for item 3
at a mean of 4.21, while the principals expressed uncertainty, giving it a mean score of
3.25. These findings suggest that while inspectors were perceived to fulfill two of their
roles, principals were less certain about the extent to which inspectors performed their third

role.

The results show that there was a significant difference between the responses given
by inspectors and principals related to the three key leadership roles that should be
performed by school inspectors to hold schools accountable in terms of improving the
quality of education in general, and the results of students, especially t = 6.61, df 140.70
and p.000. That is, the overall mean given by principals (AM =3.45) is significantly lower
than the overall mean given by inspectors (AM = 4.33).
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Test of homogeneity of variances was calculated related to Table 15 and it shows
that Levene’s F is statistically significant for seven of the eight items. As, Levene’s F
result, only item seven is not statistically significant. Thus, while the equal variances not
assumed line is used for the seven items, the equal variances assumed line is used for item
7.

TABLE 16: IMPLICATION OF LESSON OBSERVATION IN LIGHT OF POLICY

Supervisors | Principals

N Item t-test
0 n=96 n=135
M SD M SD t df P
I conducted monitoring, and controlling
1 | and provided feedback during the pre- 448 | 0.75 | 3.21 | 1.23 | 9.69 224.4 | .000
preparation phase.
2 I monitor educational enrolmen_t, equity, 448 | 078 | 295 | 131 | 1108 | 2228 | 000
and access based on the checklist.
3 | | monitored and analyzed pupils 409 | 095 | 291 | 134 | 786 |229 |.000
dropout, promotion, and repetition.
4 | 'Quided the teaching and learning 423 | 092 | 294 | 130 | 882 |229 |.000
methodology of cluster schools.
5 | | made support and control on cluster | 45| g gg | 284 | 142 |10.35 | 2249 | .000
examination and measurement.
g | | provided supportto strengthen internal |/ oo | g 59 | 287 | 141 | 12.68 | 1922 | .000
- supervision in the school.
7 I organized and expanded best practices 254 | 129 | 242 | 130 | 690 299 291
among schools.
g | | made an impact assessment on 376 |1.45 [ 283 [1.31 [573 |2189 |.000
supervision service.
Aggregate Maen 433 | 058 |321 | 107 |10.23 | 215.3 | .000

The tand df were adjusted because variances were not equal.

School supervisors were asked to indicate their agreement using a five-point Likert-
type scale on how well the school supervisors performed the supervisory leadership role
expected of them. Thus, supervisors gave the highest (M=4.58) and lowest (M=4.09)
ratings for items 1 through 6, while principals rated the highest (M=3.21) and lowest
(M=2.84) ratings for these same items. Likewise, supervisors rated item 8 (M=3.76) and
principals rated the same item (M=2.83). Conversely, supervisors rated item 7 (M=2.54)

and principals rated the same item (M=2.42).
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In general, results show that supervisors were significantly different from
principals in their responses to the eight specified leadership roles expected of supervisors
to support schools t = 10.23, df 224.11, and p.000. That is to say, the aggregate mean given
by principals (3. 21) is significantly lower than the aggregate mean given by supervisors
(4.33).

TABLE 17: PRACTICE OF SCHOOL SELF-EVALUATION

Inspectors Principals | Supervisors

SI Item n=58 n=135 n=96 One Way ANOVA
' M | SD M | SD | M | SD | df F P
1 | The school didnotundertake | 359 | 433 | 244 | 1.37 | 20 | 1.24 | 286 | 10.03 | 000

self-evaluation.
Schools work together to
2 | provide necessary 410 | 0.87 | 434 | 0.82 | 3.98 | 1.06 | 286 | 4.59 | .011
information to regulators.
Schools use self-evaluation
3 | to improve student’s learning | 3.59 | 1.06 | 4.03 | 1.05 | 404 | 0.86 | 286 | 4.77 | .009
and results.

The checklist used by
regulators is in line with the

4 : 408 | 082 | 3.76 | 1.04 | 3.85 | 1.07 | 286 | 2.18 | .115
school improvement
framework.
School self-evaluation is

5 | aimed at building the 367 | 110 | 414 | 0.87 | 3.50 | 1.31 | 286 | 10.36 | .000
school’s capacity.
Aggregate Mean 3.71 | 055 | 3.74 | 059 | 350 | 0.59 | 286 | 5.24 | .006

School principals, inspectors, and supervisors were surveyed to determine to what
extent the expected roles and awareness of school self-evaluation were realized in schools.
Inspectors are uncertain to what extent the schools undertake self-evaluation. Principals
and supervisors agreed (proved) that the school undertakes self-evaluation. All respondents
agreed that items 2, 3, 4, and 5 were realized in schools. The p-value for item 4 was .115.

The p-values for the remaining items were between .000 and .009.

There were significant differences between the perceptions of inspectors,
principals, and supervisors concerning the realization of self-evaluation (except for the
fourth item, p=.115) The statistical analysis for the aggregate mean revealed an F value of
5.24, with degrees of freedom of 3 and 286, and a p-value of .006 (see details in Appendix
-T.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

This chapter discussed the summary of major findings, conclusions, and study
recommendations.

5.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS EMBRACING QUALITATIVE AND
QUANTITATIVE DATA

5.1.1 Specific Policies Used for School Inspection and Supervision

Policies have been put in place to guide, manage, and facilitate the performance of
the primary education system. The Ministry of Education, Addis Ababa Education Bureau,
the Quality Regulatory Authority, the Sub-City Inspection, and the District (Woreda)

Cluster School Center are all involved.

The policies regarding inspection include the general education inspection
guideline, the job evaluation grading manual, and the business process re-engineering
manual. Similarly, the policies on supervision include the job evaluation grading manual
and the general education supervision directorate business process re-engineering manual.
Both the inspection and supervision policies highlight issues related to recruitment,
standards, organizational structure, relationships, power utilization, bases of power, and

more.

Both institutions commonly used the Federal Civil Service Commission guideline,
the Addis Ababa City Administration Public Service and Human Resource Development
Bureau guideline, and the primary school standard. While the Federal Ministry of
Education Teachers, Principals, and Supervisors’ Development Blue Print, and the Federal
Ministry of Education Recruitment and Professional Development Guide were important,
they were at the draft stage. This situation reveals a lack of guiding supervision policy at
the level of the Ministry of Education. It was also unknown whether the old version of
these two policies was still in use or had been repealed. Also, the Ministry interviewees

were not sure whether the old policies were canceled or active.

In the practice of school inspection and supervision, some key documents guided

the process. These included Ethiopia's Education and Training policy, Education
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Development Road Map, Balanced Scorecard (yearly plan), National Primary School
Curriculum, National General Education Inspection Framework, the Primary Education

Inspection Checklist, and School Improvement Framework.

In practice, the regulatory authority (inspection directorate) operates as an
independent agency with separate buildings. The sub—city inspectors inspect all schools in
the city administration at least once every four years. They also conduct annual visits
targeting low-performing schools judged at levels 1 or 2. The inspection directorate
inspectors conduct sample inspections to verify the inspections made by sub-city inspectors
at primary schools. The Ministry's inspectors conduct sample inspections to verify
inspections carried out across the country, including in the Addis Ababa City

Administration.

The supervision directorate operates under the City Administration Education
Bureau. The district (woreda) cluster school supervisors regularly supervise all schools.
The Education Bureau supervisors conduct sample supervisions targeting all primary
schools. The Ministry's supervisors are expected to undertake sample supervisions to verify
the implementation and effectiveness of supervisory support nationwide, including in
Addis Ababa.

5.1.2 Policy and Practice Gaps Obstructing Recruitment of Inspection and Supervision

Given the policies on inspection and supervision and the practices of each, there is
a misalignment between such policy and such practice. The weight given to teaching
experience was exaggerated in both policies. The city government places less weight on
educational qualifications. The policies indicate an evident inconsistency between the
weights assigned to work experience. Work experience and educational preparation were
given less weight by the policies. Senior executives are granted approval in the policy to
evaluate and fill in employee efficiency up to 35 percent involving subjective statements.
Thus, supervisors with professional licenses were deposed and assigned to teaching duties,
while other supervisors who lacked training and experience were assigned to supervisory

positions. It also subjected inspectors to unfair demotion or promotion to the given post.

The policy on school inspection and supervision put in place that supervisors and

inspectors be recruited. However, the majority of the inspectors and supervisors had no
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training in educational leadership. Those who had teaching experience exceeding twelve
years were scarce in number. Most of them had 1 to 5 years of experience. Few inspectors
and supervisors had no teaching experience. Most of them did not have prior experience in
school principalship. However, they were tasked with guiding schools by assessing school
quality, identifying strengths and areas for school improvement, resolving students’
achievement gaps, and improving students' performance. The results found that inspectors
and supervisors were doing their duties with little confidence since they had not received
any relevant training.
5.1.3 Organizational Structures Put in Place to Implement Inspection and Supervision
Policies

In Ethiopia, the government has established various organizations to inspect and
supervise schools to ensure they provide quality education. Thus, different models of
organizing quality management systems were put in place at various levels of the education
system. A revised policy was introduced that gives the Education and Training Authority
the responsibility of ensuring that higher education institutions maintain high standards of
education and professionalism. This authority is likely to be an impartial umbrella
organization that can play the role of managing quality education at all levels of the
education system. Despite that, the government is also taking education seriously and is
committed to providing general educational quality to its students. Thus, different agencies
work hard to ensure that schools are providing quality to students. One is called

‘inspection’, and another is known as ‘supervision’.

5.1.3.1 External Inspection Structure Organized in Addis Ababa

The Addis Ababa city administration has restructured the inspection system and
established a new organization called the Quality Regulatory Authority. This agency is
dedicated to ensuring that schools are meeting the required standards. The Quality
Regulatory Authority embraces five directorates one of them is the General Education
Inspection and Evaluation Directorate. This directorate operates at the city administration
level (also called the center). A similar structure was established at the sub-city
administration level (also called branch office). In other words, the inspection system was
organized separately at Addis Ababa'’s city and sub-city administration levels. The city and

sub-city inspectors directly inspect pre-primary, primary, and secondary schools.
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In addition, it appears that having a well-organized inspection structure in the
Ministry is crucial. This upper body will play a vital role in unifying the purposes and tasks
of inspection systems operating at different administrative levels of the country. However,
the fate of the inspection service was not promising because it was shrinking from the
Directorate to the Desk in the MoE. These findings shed light on the complexities and

challenges of the inspection and how they strive to impact the education sector.

The recent restructuring has breathed new life into inspection protocols, with their
findings now being used for policy discussions, research, and implementation. This has
enabled institutions to stay on top of their game by keeping track of their progress against
specified standards. Additionally, the impartiality of inspectors and the inspectorate is
improving (being organized separately) to enable them to perform their duties with the
utmost integrity.

5.1.3.2 External Supervision Structure Organized in Addis Ababa

The Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau has set up an external
general education supervision system at various levels to monitor and support that all
schools in the city are offering high-quality education to their students. The General
Education Supervision Directorate was organized at the city administration, sub-city
administration, and district administration (district cluster school) levels. In addition, the
organizational structure of supervision was divided into primary and secondary school
supervision. The education bureau supervises all primary and secondary schools, sub-
cities, and district cluster schools. Sub-city supervisors supervise secondary schools. At
the district (woreda) level, cluster supervisors support primary schools.

Although the national policy mandates the establishment of supervision structures
at different levels, some deviations were observed. Specifically, there were issues with the
supervision structure at the district and cluster level, which presents challenges in
maintaining hierarchical and horizontal relationships. The absence of a national
supervision policy resulted in a misaligned supervision structure. The cluster supervision
structure was responsible for the school improvement team, leading to a lack of resources

and reduced importance of cluster supervision during budget and resource allocation.

107



It seems that having a well-organized supervision structure in the Ministry is
crucial. This upper body will play a vital role in unifying the purposes and tasks of
supervision systems operating at various administrative levels of the country. Despite the
long history supervision has in Ethiopia, it was emerging as part of a unit (with unclear
status) in the MoE. These findings illuminate the complexities and challenges of the

supervision systems and how they struggle to impact the education sector.

The significant advantage of this restructuring is the time-saving aspect for
supervisors. They no longer have to spend hours walking to and from district offices, which
gives them more time to support the learning and teaching process and school
administration. This means they can provide timely support and be available when schools

need their assistance.

5.1.3.3 School Self-Evaluation System Functioning in Addis Ababa

All respondents agreed (confirmed) that schools work together by providing
information to assessors, that schools conduct self-evaluation to improve students’ learning
and results, that the checklist used by regulators agreed with the school improvement

framework, and that school self-evaluation is aimed at building the school’s capacity.

The data indicates significant differences in the responses of all participants, but
the average scores showed that schools conducted self-evaluations with little awareness.
The interviews revealed that although the checklist was intended to align with the school
improvement framework, there was a misalignment between the two documents.
Inspectors reported that they used the checklist to monitor the implementation of self-
evaluation. They believed they had assessed the level of schools' self-review
implementation against the specified focus areas in the rating scale without looking into

the necessary details.

They also noted that self-evaluation was previously part of the external inspection
process, known as internal inspection. Schools sent their internal review results to the
inspectorate thus inspectors verified it. They explained that previously they had strong
control over School Self-Evaluation (SSE). Because of that, they were in a good position

to undertake an in-depth examination of the school’s self-evaluation process. They have
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now only rated schools’ self-evaluation implementation against the primary school

inspection checklist.

Inspectors believed that the Education Bureau (supervisors) are directly mandated
to monitor and support the implementation of school self-evaluation (SSE). Supervisors'
responses indicated that self-evaluation is the mandate of schools. The majority of
supervisors reported that they used self-assessment results as a resource for their
supervision planning. Very few pointed out that cluster supervisors reviewed schools’
planning and provided them with constructive comments. This indicated that supervisors
lacked the necessary knowledge and skill about the school self-evaluation. A clear
difference was observed among supervisors in the ways they understand and support the
school self-review process. This can mislead schools to implement school self-evaluation
differently. Also, this can hinder the effective implementation of school improvement.

The findings revealed that school self-evaluation was not getting the necessary
attention. Although self-evaluation should be the responsibility of the schools, supervisors
were not meaningfully engaged in the school self-evaluation to provide schools with
technical issues and training. The policies related to school self-evaluation were either
unknown to or inaccessible to school supervisors, or inspectors. The system of school self-
evaluation was facing implementation challenges. This can affect the efforts made by

schools, supervisors, and inspectors in implementing the school self-evaluation.

5.1.3.4 Purposes Pursued by External Inspection and Supervision Organizations
Inspectors' and supervisors’ responses have revealed a lack of shared understanding
and belief about the purpose of inspection and supervision services. Some inspectors and
supervisors believed that improving school quality was a common purpose, while others
thought that inspection should aim to ensure accountability. On the other hand, some
supervisors assumed that supervision aimed to support schools. Even though the policies
say that both are needed to improve the quality of education, they have different ideas about
what that means. Authorizing two separate organizations to strive for overlapping purposes
can inevitably cause conflict in roles, fatigue, and wastage of resources. This might

necessitate critically looking at the issue to make sound decisions.
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The study discusses different policies used to monitor and supervise schools,
particularly in Ethiopia. The Supervisory Authority is responsible for monitoring and
supporting the quality of education. At the same time, the inspection is another way to
ensure the quality of education by controlling schools, providing support, and ensuring
accountability. When one organization is responsible for improving schools and holding
them accountable for their performance, it can cause problems due to conflicting roles.
This can lead to reconsidering whether there should be two separate organizations with
overlapping goals.

The situation in Ethiopia presents a challenge, as two separate organizations
(inspection and supervision) have similar support functions and overlapping roles. Despite
both organizations being authorized to support schools, assigning separate control and
support functions may not be the best decision. A strong focus on support and control to
ensure accountability during school inspections may not be the best solution to address the
complexity of the issue. Therefore, educators and policymakers must critically scrutinize
the matter to find a solution. Their attention is also required to ensure that students receive
the best possible education and support. The analyzed documents showed that considerable

8th-grade students had failed to get a passing mark in the national examination.

5.1.4 Relations between the Functions of Inspection and Supervision Organizations

It was found that supervisors faced some top-down communication challenges.
Spontaneous calls for meetings were causing dissatisfaction. These issues put them out of
their planned tasks and increase the burden on their work. Considering unplanned tasks
may hinder the success of the organization, top-level leaders should be flexible in their
approach. Supervisors were struggling to maintain budgets, materials, and office supplies,
directly affecting the relationship between supervisors, inspectors, and schools. This lack

of provision of resources is a cause for concern that needs attention.

The cooperation between inspectors and supervisors was problematic. The
feedback suggested by inspectors lacked good interaction, and supervisors were not well-
informed in advance to contribute better. The joint document prepared at the municipal
administration level hasn't been evaluated, and there was a problem with working together,

the roles and responsibilities of inspectors and supervisors overlap, which creates further
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issues in the cooperation process. Some inspectors feel that supervisors view them as

faultfinders, which could create a gap in their relations.

There were significant communication and relationship issues within the
supervisory structure of the Ministry of Education. This was primarily due to the lack of
consistent organizational structures. The role of educational bureau supervisors included
more administrative than academic supervision at schools. Collaboration between
educational bureau supervisors and cluster supervisors was lacking due to minimal

observations and a lack of joint planning.

The Ministry and the regulator had limited communication. It was rare to find the
latest regulators' reports on a particular topic online. The Regulatory Authority inspectors
had administrative and academic responsibilities in the Mayor's office and the MoE. It is
argued that the Regulatory Authority should submit a report to the city administration

Council.

The findings indicate that while some supervisors attempted to identify the
supervisory bodies working at the Ministry level and within school clusters, most failed to
do so accurately. Most inspectors could correctly identify the inspection bodies operating
from the Ministry down to the sub-city level. This shows the existing poor interaction and
cooperation between supervisory organizations at both intra- and inter-organizational
levels. The relationships between the inspection bodies operating from the Ministry down

to the lower administrative structures were stronger than the supervision agencies.

Generally, there appears to be a significant knowledge gap among supervisory
organizations, from the Ministry level down to the cluster school levels. This could be
attributed to a lack of familiarity with current policies, insufficient training, and the influx
of inexperienced staff as a result of civil servant reforms.

5.1.5 Principals’ Perspectives on the Leadership Behaviors of Inspectors and
Supervisors

The results confirmed that supervisors have a gap in implementing classroom
observations according to the lesson observation policy. On the contrary, principals'
responses confirmed that inspectors visit schools once a year to conduct classroom

observations to measure the performance of classroom teaching and learning. Generally,
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the results show that principals, the immediate beneficiaries of school supervision service
could not recognize the role supervisors played in classroom observation which is a key
factor in improving professional growth and creating a positive and effective learning

environment for students.

According to the results obtained from the questionnaire and document analysis,
both inspection and supervision systems performed their functions following almost the
same procedures such as selecting schools, informing schools, pre-meeting,
supervising/inspecting, feedback meetings, analyzing, interpreting, reporting, and handling
conflicts. However, the few observed differences in procedures are likely due to the lack
of alignment between the inspection policies concerning differences between the purposes
of inspection and supervision issued by the Ministry of Education and the Addis Ababa
Education and Training Quality Regulatory Authority. Also, those procedures listed by
MoE are many. All inspection guides include information about the procedures that

inspectors must follow.

According to the results of the questionnaire and document analysis, both
inspectors and supervisors differed in terms of how they performed their roles. They also
had common roles between them. While inspectors have highly checklist-driven and
relatively cohesive roles, supervisors' roles are multi-focused numerous, and challenging
to implement. Likewise, inspectors performed 50 highly checklist-driven roles, while
supervisors performed 60 open-ended roles.

Although the main purpose of supervisors is to provide adequate support to teachers
and improve the performance of learning and teaching, they are assigned to perform high
administrative and other related tasks. Of the roles assigned, those related to empowering
teachers and supporting the implementation of teaching and learning were very few. The
Addis Ababa City Administration Education Bureau (2022) BPR document states that at
the school cluster level, two days a week of clinical supervision and one day of
administrative supervision will be conducted. It mentions that a cluster supervisor will visit
teachers’ classrooms six times a week to support them. This indicates that administrative

supervision duties are performed three days a week.
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According to the Ministry of Education (2018), Revised Checklist, one of the roles
of inspectors is to conduct classroom observations, and this role is based on the
performance indicators specified in the primary inspection checklist. This, in turn, puts

supervisors and inspectors in conflict over their roles in lesson observation.

There were no common roles prepared at the national level to guide supervision
services across city governments, sub-municipalities, districts, and cluster school centers.
The results of one-way ANOVA and t-tests show that, from the principals' point of view,
supervisors did not perform the roles described. Although the results of one-way ANOVA
and t-tests revealed that inspectors performed their role, their performance was not at the

expected level.

Supervisors faced numerous challenges that compromised their ability to enforce
policy and influence the school community. Without sufficient budget and resources for
cluster supervision, supervisors had to rely on schools to provide the necessary support.
The lack of resources weakened the supervisors' ability to utilize reward and coercive
powers effectively. The existing rules did not grant supervisors to use positional power to
their full potential. The supervisors were not empowered to appraise principals’ efficiency.
They have not participated in the recruitment process of teachers and principals' short and
long-term training opportunities. Reserving supervisors from doing these responsibilities
has potential consequences for them. Because of their lack of authority, their suggestions

were not implemented by schools.

The results revealed that supervisors were significantly different from principals’
perceptions of the leadership attributes describing inspectors’ and supervisors' use of
various power sources. Results found that there were significant differences in opinions
between principals regarding the use of power by inspectors and supervisors with mean
differences. Inspectors were better positioned to use legitimate power attributes than

supervisors.

Principals had different perceptions about inspectors' and supervisors' use of expert
power attributes to influence school policy and staff. It can be said that inspectors have

more power to use expert powers than supervisors.
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The findings suggest that supervisors may have used fewer referent power attributes
than inspectors, as the supervisors' level of agreement leaned more towards the "I can't
decide" response. The Tukey HSD test indicated that although inspectors and supervisors
claimed they had referent power, the opinions of principals about both groups demonstrated

that neither group had referent power.

There were significant differences in the perceptions of inspectors, supervisors, and
principals regarding the use of coercive power attributes to influence school policy and
staff. While principals supported that inspectors used coercive power, they did not support

that supervisors used it.

Inspectors asserted that they wielded their influence through rewards, but principals
were uncertain about whether the inspectors utilized this power. Nevertheless, inspectors
confirmed that schools heed their recommendations fearing facing consequences if they
fail to comply. Likewise, supervisors stated that inspectors' recommendations carry more
weight with schools because they have organizational power (reward power) to judge (rate)
schools following inspection visits. Unlike inspectors, supervisors did not utilize their

power of reward.

Overall, Inspectors were better positioned to use legitimate power attributes than
supervisors. Supervisors were almost reliant on the use of personal power sources. This
implies that they were not empowered to use their positional (organizational) power bases
necessary to perform their duties and responsibilities. Supervisors' inability to use their

organizational power will likely affect their efforts to realize school improvement.

The present requirement for strong accountability claims inspectors and supervisors
should demonstrate leadership not only through effective communication but also by
implementing systems of rewards and consequences. It is argued that positional power
must complement personal power to flexibly use their authority according to the changing
needs of followers and the situation. It can be said based on these findings that it is
impossible to avoid some power bases at the expense of others. It would be crucial to
recognize that all power bases have their place and should be used in different situations.
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5.1.6 Major Challenges Impeding the Organization and Roles of Inspection and
Supervision

The results showed that some of the school standards were not measurable. For
instance, inspectors are authorized to measure whether teachers have adequate knowledge
and ability about the subject they teach. Inspectors are expected to assess the existence of
good governance in the school. These indicators are related to behaviors that require a long
time to understand them. As a result of the limited time inspectors spend in schools, they
cannot measure these behaviors. Although a school should have between 15000 and 25000
square meters, it is frequently not feasible to find a school with the required standards.
Some of the school compounds were small in size; the sizes of classrooms, offices, and
playing grounds were under the standard. Some school compounds were not suitable for
special needs students and staff. Because there were no pathways for them to walk.
Inspectors conduct school visits knowing that gaps in school standards have not improved,

causing accountability problems between inspectors, supervisors, and schools.

In the process of integrating the school improvement with the inspection checklist,
the domains of inspection in terms of input-process-output appear overloaded with
standards and indicators. With the Ministry’s effort, the number of school improvement
standards (29) and indicators (150) was reduced to 24 and 88 (Ministry of Education, 2007,
and Ministry of Education, 2013a). This was made to simplify implementation. The new
integration increased standards to 27 and indicators to 107. Although the education and
training policy has been revised, some of the earlier standards in use are not updated. The
required education qualification and number of human resources for different school levels
are yet measured against the earlier school standards and checklists. However, there are
discrepancies between these documents. There was an alignment gap between the revised
policy, school standards, and school inspection checklist. This makes the job of inspectors

problematic.

Inspectors face challenges in ensuring government schools meet the required
standards. Some standards are difficult to improve without significant resources. The same
assessment approach is used repetitively, leading to exhaustion among inspectors and
supervisors. Supervisors and schools are held responsible for the gap despite lacking a

comprehensive and updated inspection policy framework. Inspectors were not able to
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accredit and reaccredit schools as per their mandate. They could not hold government
schools for their failure to fulfill the set school standards. These gaps put the inspectorate’s

impartiality under suspicion.

To summarize, the current hierarchical structure poses a significant challenge for
the inspection system. Although it is intended to operate independently from the
government and other actors, being accountable to the Ministry puts its autonomy at risk.
When the Ministry has control over the budget and personnel appointments, it becomes
challenging for the inspectorate to maintain impartiality. The chief executive could prohibit
the publication of failure reports or avoid certain reports that would lead to significant
accountability, including criticism and dismissal from power. In addition, the head of the
inspectorate could be vulnerable to dismissal by the chief executive for all failures or for
publicizing reports. Therefore, it is essential to reassess the current policies and find

solutions to tackle this issue.

The regulatory authority was playing a conflicting role. Although it is required to
support, control, and hold schools accountable, it accredits and reaccredits schools. On the
other hand, although the Education Bureau is mandated to plan and construct new schools
under its jurisdiction, it was not accrediting schools. It is felt that these inconveniences
would have the potential to hurt the relationship between the two institutions, and their

organizational effectiveness.

For instance, interviewed supervisors commented on the inspectorate’s mandate to
accredit and reaccredit schools. They indicated that the inspectorate was playing a dual
role, wearing two hats. It first sent inspectors to evaluate a new school's standards for
accreditation. Then, after a year, the inspectorate sends inspectors to oversee the accredited
school and reaccredit it. According to supervisors, this was considered as the inspectorate
plays a conflicting role. They believed that the Education Bureau was the appropriate body
to provide accreditation for schools. This can avoid paying for conflicting roles by a single

organization.
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5.2 CONCLUSIONS

Specific Policies in Place

Various inspection and supervision policies have been established at the national
and Addis Ababa city administration levels. These policies are implemented and overseen
by various levels of management, including the Ministry of Education, the Education
Bureau, the Regulatory Authority, the Sub cities, and District Cluster school centers. The
alignment of inspection and supervision practices with policy provisions varies across
levels. Both policies and practices are believed to have varying degrees of impact on school
improvement and quality enhancement. It has been observed that challenges related to
supervision and inspection policies and practices hinder the achievement of better

outcomes.
Policy and Practice Gaps

The current inspection and supervision policies may not effectively fulfill their
intended purpose, showing inconsistencies and difficulties in enforcement. The policies
prioritize teaching experience over educational level, training, and leadership experience,
potentially impacting the selection of competent applicants for school inspection and
supervision positions. The selection criteria lack clarity and do not specify the required
years of teaching experience, or experience as a principal, supervisor, or inspector.
Additionally, subjective criteria are used to evaluate the performance of supervisors and
inspectors. Failure to address these issues could lead to negative consequences, including
the potential replacement of competent supervisors with individuals lacking necessary
competencies, a possible decrease in qualified candidates' interest in these positions, and

higher levels of dissatisfaction, possibly resulting in high turnover.
External Inspection Structure

At the city and sub-city administrative levels, separate general education inspection
structures were in place. However, there were no inspection structures at the district level.
Additionally, there was a general education inspection structure at the Ministry. The
Ministry’s inspection structure had been reduced to a desk (unit), indicating a potential
decline in the significance of this body. The policies caused misalignment between the

Ministry's inspection and the city administration's inspection organizational structure. The
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way inspections are organized at the Ministry and the City Administration have structural
differences. There was a difference in their chain of command and accountability. In
addition, there was an organizational role difference caused by the different structures they
have established. The absence of empowered regulators capable of overseeing,
coordinating, and ensuring the effective operation of inspection systems illustrates a lack

of unified oversight.
External Supervision Structure

The Ministry of Education lacks a well-defined supervision organizational structure
and operates with unclear status, policy, limited manpower, and resources. Addis Ababa
city has a relatively organized education supervision structure, but the cluster school center
organization faces challenges. The limited capacity to hire adequate education bureau
supervisors affects the effective provision of support offered to cluster supervision, and
there is a misalignment between the Ministry of Education and the Supervision Directorate
of the City Administration. However, the structure allows supervisors to use their time

efficiently by avoiding unnecessary travel.
School Self-Evaluation

Inspectors, supervisors, and schools were not implementing the school self-
evaluation in a coordinated manner. There was a clarity problem for inspectors and
supervisors in implementing the self-review process. Lack of awareness or
misunderstanding about school self-evaluation policies can affect its effective

implementation.
Purposes Pursued

The current inspection and supervision policies have led to misunderstandings
about the purposes of the institutions among those responsible for implementation,
resulting in overlapping and conflicting roles. The overlapping and conflicting purposes
further resulted in contradictory roles, confusion, resource wastage, and fatigue for
implementers. This affects coordination and relationships between inspectors, supervisors,

and schools. Additionally, this can affect the overall organizational operation and student
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outcomes. This in turn necessitated reconsidering the need for two organizations with

overlapping purposes.
Relationship and Coordination

The policies governing the pursuit of objectives, organizational structure, and
inspection and supervision systems were found to be lacking in comprehensiveness. This
resulted in various relationship and coordination issues between the two organizations.
Inadequate communication and a lack of consistent organizational structures led to
significant challenges. The gaps in policies and practices regarding resources allocation
caused budget constraints, material shortages, and limited office supplies indirectly
affected the relationships between supervisors, inspectors, and schools. The feedback from
inspectors was not effective, and supervisors were not well informed in advance, hindering
their ability to contribute effectively. Gaps in policies led to claims of independence and
relocation of the inspection chain of command, exacerbating relationship issues. Some

supervisors began viewing inspectors as faultfinders, straining their relations.
Leadership Behaviors (Use of Power)

The existing policies and practices lack clear authorization for inspection and
supervision roles and do not recognize supervisors and inspectors as professionals.
Additionally, recruitment policies lack clarity, completeness, and enforceable
accountability. These policies are open to misuse by leaders and do not assign supervisors
with the authority to control resources, manage budgets, procure materials, and maintain
office spaces, affecting their interactions with inspectors, schools, and teachers. The
policies did not prevent entry to supervisory positions without the necessary teaching and
leadership experience and training. The leadership style of supervisors and inspectors relies
solely on either organizational or personal power, with insufficient adaptation to the
changing needs of their employees and the situation. Moreover, the education bureau's
emphasis on administrative rather than clinical supervision has led to conflicts between

supervisors and inspectors over their roles in lesson observation.
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Challenges

The school inspection process encounters significant challenges due to the observed
gaps in the inspection and supervision policies. These policies lack enforceability and may
not accurately measure schools' compliance with expected standards. The specified
standards may be challenging to achieve in the actual context, as they involve complex
socio-economic and political issues. As a result, inspectors may be compelled to utilize the
same assessments year after year, potentially leading to public primary schools operating
without obtaining the necessary accreditation. The current policy places a significant
responsibility on schools and supervisors to meet challenging standards, which can lead to
conflicts among inspectors, supervisors, and schools. Moreover, the policy assigns
conflicting roles to the inspectorate, requiring both support and control, which contradicts
the Education Bureau's mandate to plan, construct, and accredit schools. This
organizational structure may hinder the inspection system's independence from the

government and other stakeholders.
Implication for Quality Education

The Ministry of Education, the Education Bureau, and the Regulatory Authority are
collaborating to enhance the quality of education in Addis Ababa by implementing
comprehensive frameworks for school improvement and inspection, using an input-
process-output model. However, there are challenges related to inconsistencies and
accessibility issues with various inspection and supervision policies, which are impeding

the effective functioning of these systems.

Current inspection and supervision policies have resulted in difficulties in
implementing inspection and supervision processes, affecting staffing, promotions, morale,
and the effectiveness of practitioners. Furthermore, the absence of a clear school self-
evaluation policy, unrealistic standards, and an overreliance on organizational or personal
power by leaders without due consideration of the evolving needs of their followers and
the situation have also caused significant obstacles to carrying out value-adding activities
in processing inputs into outputs. Communication gaps and issues with vertical

accountability have led to relationship challenges.
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The mentioned gaps in input and process have led to ineffective decision-making,
subpar legislative and professional standards, limited school improvement, unaccredited
government schools, and a restricted capacity for school self-evaluation. As a result, these
cumulative effects have contributed to poor 8th-grade national exam results for students in

government schools of the Addis Ababa City Administration.
Implications for Policy and Practitioners

The findings of this research create an opportunity for policy-makers, scholars, and
practitioners to reconsider the objectives, frameworks, and procedures essential for
overseeing and assessing schools. Additionally, it sheds light on how school inspectors and
supervisors obtain their legitimacy and utilize it to enforce policies and maintain a high

standard of accountability within educational institutions.
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5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

To establish a professionalized, regulated, aligned, and fair education system,
collaboration among the Ministry of Education, the Education Bureau, and the Regulatory
Authority should create inclusive, consistent, objective, and easily accessible policies. The
policies should give value and specify the assigned weights separately to leadership
experience, relevant training, and educational level. Furthermore, emphasis should be
placed on the training of inspectors and supervisors in offering both short and long-term
leadership development opportunities. These governing bodies should prioritize
implementing policies and guidelines objectively, holding themselves accountable for any

lapses, and applying suitable consequences.

The Ministry should establish a robust inspection system with adequate authority,
resources, independence, and skilled manpower. This can enhance the Ministry's oversight
capabilities and contribute to standardized accountability and quality control. Additionally,
creating a dedicated inspection structure at the district level can improve the effectiveness
of inspections in city administration, leading to better coordination and uniformity in the
inspection approach across different levels of authority and educational institutions. This
can provide inspectors with sufficient time to thoroughly evaluate schools and identify all

available implementation gaps that need to be addressed promptly.

The Ministry should improve the supervision system by allowing the necessary
structure, resources, and expertise to enhance supervisory abilities, communication, and
support with the Education Bureau. The Education Bureau should establish a separate
supervision team at the district level independent from the school improvement team to
allow an efficient chain of command and allocation of resources for supervising cluster

schools.

The Education Bureau should provide training and establish clear responsibilities
for inspectors, supervisors, and schools to ensure effective school self-evaluation execution
and minimize potential confusion. It is also advisable to encourage inspectors, supervisors,
and schools to collaborate in addressing identified gaps in their school self-evaluation

process.
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The Ministry and Inspection and Supervision Directorates should jointly review
and clarify their purposes and roles to avoid duplication of effort and role ambiguity. They
should consider integrating inspection and supervision organizations if they aim to assist
schools in enhancing quality while providing support and control to ensure accountability.
Alternatively, they should maintain separate systems if the inspection system is exclusively
focused on control to ensure accountability and the supervision system is dedicated to

providing support to improve quality.

The Ministry, Bureau, and Regulator should work together to address
communication and coordination gaps. They need to collaboratively prepare a policy
framework to guide their operations and resolve issues related to independence and
relocation of the inspection chain of command. It's also advisable for the Ministry, Bureau,
and Regulator to prioritize budgets, materials, and office supplies within the policies and
practices to ensure seamless communication and cooperation between inspectors,
supervisors, and schools. They should engage with relevant stakeholders to address
resource deficiencies and work together to achieve their shared objectives, ultimately

improving their relationships and avoiding misunderstandings.

It is recommended that the Ministry, Bureau, and Regulator improve policies and
practices supporting supervisors and inspectors in enhancing school quality. They should
also emphasize the need to address issues such as clarity, inclusiveness, misuse of power,
and lack of accountability in recruitment policies. Furthermore, the Ministry, Bureau, and
Regulator should prioritize the importance of developing policies that consider the
evolving needs of organizations and individuals, as well as allowing inspectors to adapt
their approach based on the creative potential within schools. Clear lesson observation
policies are also recommended to mitigate potential role conflicts between inspectors and

supervisors.

It is recommended that the Ministry and the Regulator should reallocate the
responsibility for accrediting and reaccrediting schools to the education bureau for
effective and responsible inspections. It suggests reform and transparency for the Ministry
and Regulator, revising school standards and inspection checklists, and implementing a

comprehensive policy to hold all leaders accountable. The Ministry and the Regulator
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should emphasize the need for a well-defined policy to address issues of accountability,

coordination, communication, and equal quality of education for all students.
Future Research

The findings of this research offer valuable insights for policy-makers and
practitioners seeking to enhance education within city administrations. To that end,
additional research is recommended to explore how a distinct inspection system can
effectively fulfill its two-fold mission of providing support for quality improvement while
also ensuring accountability in schools.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX - A

Addis Ababa University
College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Questionnaire to be filled in by School Inspectors and Cluster Supervisors
Dear Respondent

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain data relating to inspection and supervision
policies and practices in Addis Ababa City Administration and to suggest solutions to fill

in those gaps that might be identified.

It is worth noting that the success of the purpose of this study almost relied on your
thoughtful, genuine, and well-timed response to each question. Thus, you are kindly
requested to complete all of the question items in the questionnaire sensibly and reliably.
Moreover, the study is purely academic given that all information provided will be held in
strict confidence.

General Direction

* You do not need to write your name.

« Put a tick ( v") mark in boxes that represent your responses.
» Write additional opinions, if any, in the space provided.

* Please, follow the instructions provided for each part.
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Part I: Background Information

Name of the organization:

Educational qualification:

Educational level:

Previous positions: Being a teacher (in years) __ being a principal (in years) __ or vice-

principal (in years) other (if any, specify):

Experience as an inspector/supervisor (in years):

Part I1: Leadership roles demonstrated by school Inspectors and Supervisors

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about how frequently are you performing the
following tasks based on sound policy. The following five-point rating scales are provided:
5= Always (A) 4 =Frequently (F) 3 =Undecided (U) 2= Rarely (R) 1= Never (N)

N Frequency

Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership roles
A|lF|JU|R]|N

I know that classroom observation is practiced in line with the

following strategies built into the teacher’s supervision policy:

1 | By considering the purposes of teacher supervision (classroom

Visits).

2 | By considering the practices and procedures of teacher

supervision (regarding school level policy).

3 | By considering the criteria for teacher supervision (classroom

visit).

4 | By considering frequency, feedback provision, and follow-up

plans
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2. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that

most closely match your perception about to what extent the following methods are pursued

during the school inspection and supervision process. The following five-point rating

scales are provided: 5=Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)
2 = Disagree (D) 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)

3 = Undecided (U)

Degree of agreement
No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership roles
SA |[A|{U|D|SD
1 Carrying out a selection of schools for external visits.
2 Before starting a visit; an inspector/supervisor defines
objectives, announces planned visits, collects preliminary
data, and notifies the schedule.
3 Making pre-meetings; doing interviews and verifications,
checking documents, and making on-site- visits and
feedback meetings.
4 Conducting investigations using checklists and based on
standards and made analyses and interpretations.
5 Making arrangements for writing the feedback report.
6 Carrying out the handling of concerns and complaints.
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3. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about how frequently are you performing the
following roles during your school inspection/inspection practices. The following five-
point rating scales are provided: 5= Always (A) 4= Frequently (F) 3= Undecided (U)
2= Rarely (R) 1= Never (N)

No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s dual leadership roles (to be | Frequency
" | filled in by both Inspectors and Supervisors) AlFIUIRIN

1 I conducted inspection or supervision visits over schools.

2 I monitored the school-self-evaluation implementation.

3 I collected, analyzed, organized, and disseminated data.
Inspector’s separate leadership roles (to be filled in by
Inspectors only)

1 I made surveillance inspections to ensure whether inspections
were realized in schools.

5 I made standard inspections in schools about input, process, and
output.

3 I made close control to ensure accountability of schools related
to performing suggestions offered.

Supervisor’s separate leadership roles (to be filled in by
Supervisors only)

1 I conducted monitoring, and controlling and provided feedback
during the pre-preparation phase.

5 I monitor educational enrolment, equity, and access based on
the checklist.

3 I monitored and analyzed pupils' dropout, promotion, and
repetition.

4 | guided the teaching and learning methodology of cluster
schools.

5 I made support and control on cluster examination and
measurement.

5 | provided support to strengthen internal - supervision in the
school.

7 | organized and expanded best practices among schools.

8 I made an impact assessment on supervision service.
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Part 111 — Leadership behaviors demonstrated by school inspectors and supervisors

Instructions: This questionnaire contains questions about different domains of sources of
power used by school inspectors and supervisors. Indicate how often each statement is true
of your behavior.

Domain One: Legitimate Power

4. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what degree you make use of legitimate
power sources when performing your leadership responsibilities. The following five-point
rating scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4=Agree (A) 3=Undecided (U)
2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

Degree of agreement
No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behavior

SA |A|U|D|SD

I explain the reasons for the order to the school community.

I don’t interfere with the school community’s authority.

I consider the feelings of the school community.

I made a follow-up to verify compliance with the rules.

gl b Wl N

I emphasize obedience to regulations if appropriate.
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Domain Two: Expert Power

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what degree you make use of expert power
sources when performing your leadership responsibilities. The following five-point rating
scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A) 3 = Undecided (U)
2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

Degree of agreement

No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behavior
SA |A|U|D|SD

I explain the reasons for the order to the school community.

| provide evidence to staff that my order will be successful.

I showed respect for the school community.

| act confident and decisive in a difficult condition.

gl Bl W N

I did not exaggerate or misinterpret the facts.

Domain Three: Referent Power

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what degree you make use of referent power
sources when performing your leadership responsibilities. The following five-point rating
scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A) 3 = Undecided (U)
2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

Degree of agreement

No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behavior

SA |A|U|D|SD

1 I use personal attractions (charisma) when necessary.
9 I do not use my relationship with the school community for

personal gain.
3 | provide an example of appropriate behavior to the school

community.
4 I do not keep my promises and commitments.
5 I do not make self-sacrifices to benefit the school

community.
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Domain Four: Coercive Power

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what degree you make use of coercive power
sources when performing your leadership responsibilities. The following five-point rating
scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A) 3 = Undecided (V)
2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

. . . Degree of agreement
No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behavior
SA |AlU|D|SD
1 I inform the school community of the rules and penalties of
the school.
5 | give adequate pre-warnings to the school community before
punishing.
3 I am calm and helpful, not aggressive to the school
community.
4 | encourage improvement rather than punishment.
5 I manage discipline privately.

Domain Five: Reward Power

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what degree you make use of reward power
source when performing your leadership responsibilities. The following five-point rating
scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A) 3 = Undecided (U)
2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD)

Degree of agreement
SA |A|U|D|SD

No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behavior

I give rewards that the school community desires.

I do not promise more than what | can provide.

I explain the criteria for giving rewards.

| provide rewards as per my promise if the order is met.

gl | W N

| take advantage at the expense of other people.
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Part IV: School Self-evaluation Strategies and insights to be taken

9. The following statements are intended to ask for your opinion about to what extent schools
perform their school self-evaluation roles every year with the expected awareness. Please
indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that most
closely match your perception. The following five-point rating scales are provided:
5=Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A) 3 = Undecided (U) 2 = Disagree (D)
1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)

Expected roles and awareness regarding school-self- | Degree of agreement

No. .
evaluation SA |A |U|DJ|SD

1 The school did not undertake self-evaluation by
determining its level at the end of every year.

2 Schools have worked together to provide necessary
information to inspectors/supervisors.

3 Schools use school self-evaluation to provide their
students with quality education demonstrated by
improved pupils’ learning and exam results.

4 The checklist the inspectors/supervisors utilize is in line
with the school improvement framework (school-self-
evaluation framework), and the national inspection
framework.

5 School self-evaluation is aimed at and emphasizes
improving the schools’ ability by generating data
relevant to its use.
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APPENDIX - B

Addis Ababa University
College of Education and Behavioral Studies
Department of Educational Planning and Management
Questionnaire to be filled in by School Principals and Vice Principals
Dear Respondent

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain data relating to inspection and supervision
policies and practices in Addis Ababa City Administration and to suggest solutions to fill
in those gaps that might be identified.

It is worth noting that the success of the purpose of this study almost relied on your
thoughtful, genuine, and well-timed response to each question. Thus, you are kindly
requested to complete all of the question items in the questionnaire sensibly and reliably.
Moreover, the study is purely academic given that all information provided will be held in

strict confidence.

General Direction

* You do not need to write your name.

« Put a tick ( v") mark in boxes that represent your responses.
» Write additional opinions, if any, in the space provided.

* Please, follow the instructions provided for each part.

Part I: Background Information

Name of the organization:

Educational qualification:

Educational level:

Previous positions: Being a teacher (in years) __ being a principal (in years) ___ or vice
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Part Il — Supervision roles demonstrated by cluster supervisors and school inspectors

1. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about how frequently are they performing the
following school supervision/inspection tasks based on sound policy. The following five-
point rating scales are provided: 5 = Always (A) 4 = Frequently (F) 3 = Undecided (U)
2 = Rarely (R) 1 = Never (N)

Note: Sl refers to School Inspector, and CS refers to Cluster Supervisor

Rating Scales
No. | Item

A|lF|U|R|N

CS undertakes classroom observation for teacher

1 | supervision.

Sl undertakes classroom observation for teacher supervision.

CS undertakes classroom observation by practices and

procedures stated in the teacher supervision policy.

2 SI undertakes classroom observation by practices and
procedures stated in the teacher supervision policy
(regarding school level policy).

CS undertakes classroom observation by the given criteria
in the teacher supervision policy (regarding contents

3 | emphazed in lesson observation).

Sl undertakes classroom observation by the given criteria in

the teacher supervision policy.

CS undertakes classroom observation by agreed frequency

of supervision, provision of feedback, and follow-up plans.

SI undertakes classroom observation by agreed frequency of

supervision, provision of feedback, and follow-up plans.
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2. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what extent the following school inspection
and supervision procedures and methods are likely pursued during the school inspection
and supervision process. The following five-point rating scales are provided:
5=Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A) 3 = Undecided (U) 2 = Disagree (D)
1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)

Note: CS refers to Cluster Supervisor, and Sl refers to School Inspector

Rating Scales
No. | Item
SA | Al U |D|SD
CS makes the selection of districts and schools for external
supervision.
1
SI makes the selection of districts and schools for external
inspection.
CS defines regulations, notifies supervision, collects
information, and announces a timeline.
2
SI defines regulations, notifies inspection, collects
information, and announces timeline.
CS undertakes the following activities: pre-meeting,
interviews, verifications, on-site- supervision, and post-
meeting.
3 - - - . -
SI  undertakes the following activities: pre-meeting,
interviews, verifications, on-site- inspection, and post-
meeting.
CS undertakes investigations using checklists based on agreed
standards and makes analyses and evaluations.
4
SI undertakes investigations using checklists based on agreed
standards and makes analyses and evaluations.
CS makes arrangements for publishing the supervision report.
5
SI makes arrangements for publishing inspection reports.
CS undertakes handling of concerns and complaints.
6
SI undertakes the handling of concerns and complaints.
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3. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about how frequently inspectors and supervisors
perform the following roles during your school’s supervision and inspection practices.
The following five-point rating scales are provided: 5= Always (A) 4= Frequently (F)
3= Undecided (U) 2= Rarely (R)1= Never (N)

No.

Inspector’s and Supervisor’s dual leadership roles (to be filled in by
both Inspectors and Supervisors)

Fre

uency

A F

u

R

N

1

CS conducted inspection or supervision visits over schools.

Sl conducted inspection or supervision visits over schools.

CS monitored the school-self-evaluation implementation.

CS monitored the school-self-evaluation implementation.

CS collected, analyzed, organized, and disseminated data.

CS collected, analyzed, organized, and disseminated data.

Inspector’s separate leadership roles (to be filled in for Inspectors only)

CS made surveillance inspections to ensure whether job inspections were
realized in schools.

SI made surveillance inspections to ensure whether job inspections were
realized in schools.

CS made standard inspections in schools about input, process, and output.

S| made standard inspections in schools about input, process, and output.

CS made close control to ensure accountability of schools related to
performing suggestions offered.

S| made close control to ensure accountability of schools related to
performing suggestions offered.

Supervisor’s separate leadership roles (to be filled in for Supervisors

only)

CS conducted monitoring, and controlling and provided feedback during
the pre-preparation phase.

SI conducted monitoring, and controlling and provided feedback during the
pre-preparation phase.

CS monitors educational enrolment, equity, and access based on the
checklist.

SI monitors educational enrolment, equity, and access based on the
checklist.

CS monitored and analyzed pupils' dropout, promotion, and repetition.

SI monitored and analyzed pupils' dropout, promotion, and repetition.

CS guided the teaching and learning methodology of cluster schools.

Sl guided the teaching and learning methodology of cluster schools.

CS made support and control on cluster examination and measurement.

S| made support and control on cluster examination and measurement.

CS provided support to strengthen internal - supervision in the school.

S| provided support to strengthen internal - supervision in the school.

7

CS organized and expanded best practices among schools.

Sl organized and expanded best practices among schools.

8

CS made an impact assessment on supervision service.

S| made an impact assessment on supervision service.

Note: Sl refers to School Inspector, and CS refers to Cluster Supervisor
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Part 111 — Leadership behaviors demonstrated by school inspectors and supervisors

Instructions: This part contains questions about different domains of sources of power
used by school inspectors and supervisors. Indicate how often each statement is true of the

inspector’s or a supervisor’s behavior.
Domain One: Legitimate Power

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that
most closely match your perception about to what degree inspectors and supervisors make
use of legitimate power sources when performing their leadership responsibilities. The
following five-point rating scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)
3 = Undecided (U) 2 =Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

Degree of
No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behaviors agreement
SA |A |U|D|SD
A supervisor explains the reasons for an order to the school
) community.
An inspector explains the reasons for an order to the school
community.
A supervisor doesn’t interfere with the school
) community’s authority.
An inspector doesn’t interfere with the school
community’s authority.
A supervisor is sensitive to the feelings of the school
3 community.
An inspector is sensitive to the feelings of the school
community.
A supervisor makes a follow-up to verify obedience to
A rules.
An inspector makes a follow-up to verify obedience to
rules.
A supervisor emphasizes compliance (obedience) if
. appropriate.
An inspector emphasizes compliance (obedience) if
appropriate.
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Domain Two: Expert Power

5. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that

most closely match your perception about to what degree inspectors and supervisors make

use of expert power sources when performing their leadership responsibilities. The

following five-point rating scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)
3 =Undecided (U) 2 =Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

Degree of
No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behaviors agreement
SA | Al U| D| sSD
A supervisor explains the reasons for a suggestion to the school
community.
1
An inspector explains reasons for a suggestion to the school
community.
A supervisor explains why a suggestion is important to the
school community.
2
An inspector explains why a suggestion is important to the
school community.
A supervisor listens seriously to the school community's
feelings.
3
An inspector listens seriously to the school community's
feelings.
A supervisor shows respect for the school community (don’t be
arrogant).
4
An inspector shows respect for the school community (don’t be
arrogant).
A supervisor acts confident and decisive in a difficult condition.
5
An inspector acts confident and decisive in a difficult condition.
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Domain Three: Referent Power

6. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that

most closely match your perception about to what degree inspectors and supervisors make

use of referent power sources when performing their leadership responsibilities. The

following five-point rating scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)
3 = Undecided (U) 2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

No.

Inspectors' and Supervisor’s leadership behaviors

Degree

agreement

of

SA

A

U

SD

A supervisor uses personal attractions (charisma) when

necessary.

An inspector uses personal attractions (charisma) when

necessary.

A supervisor doesn’t take personal advantage given the

relationship with the school community.

An inspector doesn’t take a personal advantage given the

relationship with the school community.

A supervisor provides an example of appropriate behavior to
the school community.

An inspector provides an example of appropriate behavior to

the school community.

A supervisor does not keep my promises and commitments.

An inspector does not keep my promises and commitments.

A supervisor does not make self-sacrifices to benefit the

school community.

An inspector does not make self-sacrifices to benefit the

school community.
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Domain Four: Coercive Power

. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that

most closely match your perception about to what degree inspectors and supervisors make

use of coercive power sources when performing their leadership responsibilities. The

following five-point rating scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)
3 = Undecided (U) 2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

No.

Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behaviors

Degree of

agreement

SA

A | U] D] SD

A supervisor informs the target of rules and penalties for the

school community.

1
An inspector informs the target of rules and penalties to the
school community.
A supervisor gives adequate pre-warnings to the school
community.
2
An inspector gives adequate pre-warnings to the school
community.
A supervisor remains cool and helpful to the school
community.
3
An inspector remains cool and helpful to the school
community.
A supervisor encourages improvement to avoid punishment.
4
An inspector encourages improvement to avoid punishment.
A supervisor manages discipline in private.
5

An inspector manages discipline in private.
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Domain Five: Reward Power

8. Please indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that

most closely match your perception about to what degree inspectors and supervisors make

use of reward power sources when performing their leadership responsibilities. The

following five-point rating scales are provided: 5 = Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)
3 = Undecided (U) 2 = Disagree (D) 1= Strongly Disagree (SD

Degree of
No. | Inspector’s and Supervisor’s leadership behaviors agreement
SA | Al U|D|sSD
A supervisor gives rewards that the school community desires.
' An inspector gives rewards that the school community desires.
A supervisor does not promise more than | can provide.
i An inspector does not promise more than | can provide.
A supervisor explains the criteria for giving rewards.
’ An inspector explains the criteria for giving rewards.
A supervisor provides rewards as promised if requests are met.
* An inspector provides rewards as promised if requests are met.
A supervisor uses rewards in a manipulative way.
° An inspector uses rewards in a manipulative way.
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Part IV: School Self-evaluation Strategies and insights to be taken

9. The following statements are intended to ask for your opinion about to what extent schools

perform their school self-evaluation roles every year with the expected awareness. Please

indicate the degree of your agreement by placing a thick mark “in the boxes that most

closely match your perception. The following five-point rating scales are provided:

5=Strongly Agree (SA) 4 = Agree (A)

1 = Strongly Disagree (SD)

3 = Undecided (U) 2 = Disagree (D)

No.

Expected roles and awareness regarding school-self-evaluation

Degree of agreement

SA |AlU D |SD

The school did not undertake self-evaluation by

determining its level at the end of every year.

Schools have worked together to provide necessary

information to inspectors/supervisors.

Schools use school self-evaluation to provide their students
with quality education demonstrated by improved pupils’

learning and exam results.

The checklist the inspectors/supervisors utilize is in line
with the school improvement framework (school-self-
evaluation framework), and the national inspection

framework.

School self-evaluation is aimed at and emphasizes
improving the schools’ ability by generating data relevant

to its use.
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APPENDIX - C

Addis Ababa University
College of Education and Behavioral Studies

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Interview Guide for National, City, and Sub-city Inspectors and Supervisors, and

Cluster Supervisors
Background information:

Name of the organization:

Educational qualification:

Educational level:

Previous positions: Being a teacher (in years) being a principal or vice (in years)

other (if any, specify):

Experience at the Regional/National Inspectorate (in years):

Experience as Sub-city Education Inspector (in years) (only for sub-city inspectors):

Experience at Regional/National Supervision Office (in years):
Experience at District Education Office (in years) (only for district supervisors):

Experience as a Cluster Supervisor (in years) (only for district supervisors):

1. Are there policies able to guide and coordinate the practice of school
inspection/supervision relating to the general primary education system in Ethiopia? If your
answer is Yes,

1.1 How much are these policies implemented? (For example, what will happen if a school
remains below the minimum standard, like related to quality education, or school
standards?

1.2 Which of the policies are not easily transferred into practice? Why? Can you give an

example of such policies?
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1.3 How is the inspectors’ hiring (recruitment) policy implemented? What criteria are
practically employed by human resource managers?

1.4 Do you think the Inspectorate is an independent expert agency capable of assessing school
performance and improvement at a distance from the government? If your answer is yes,
can you give practical examples? If your answer is no, why?

2. What organization and structure are created to implement these policies? That is,

2.1 What benefits have you gotten from the new organization or restructuring?

2.2 What organization and structure issues do you think enable to solve the problem of policy
implementation?

2.3 How have you interacted with the MoE vertically? Is there any problem occurring? If yes,
would you explain it, please?

2.4 How have you interacted with the City Administration Education Bureau horizontally? Is
there any problem occurring? If yes, would you explain it, please?

3. What basis of power have you used to be able to influence the school community and
enforce policies? (Either your positional power or your interpersonal power or both?)

4. Do you think that your recommendations are welcomed and implemented by schools
(especially, by principals and teachers)? If yes or no, why?

5. What similarities and differences exist between the objective of supervision and
inspection?

6. For what purpose have you used the results of school self-evaluation? (Maybe to target
inspection visits and or to target potential areas for improvement?

7. Does the inspection office offer training to schools relating to SSE methods? What is that?
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Checklist to be filled by interviewees

7.1 Which of the following organizations of inspection/supervision services are mirroring the

situation in Ethiopia? That is, you (interviewees) are requested to reflect on at what levels

inspectors are functioning. What do inspectors/supervisors emphasize? What are the

purposes of these different levels?

Mention Targets of inspection Purpos? of inspection (use a
responsible : P tick ¢ v"* mark)
Levels officers who [ gchools onl Pedagogical | Administrative
undertake the as a teaché/rs (support- (control-
task whole oriented); oriented)
Federal
Regional
Sub-city
District
Cluster-
School

What functions do you think are not being covered, if any?
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APPENDIX -D

Addis Ababa University
College of Education and Behavioral Studies
Department of Educational Planning and Management
Document Review Guide

Document analysis will focus on different policy tools that are crucial to the operation of
the primary school inspection/supervision system in the Addis Ababa City Administration.
They included the general policy documents listed in the table below. That is, the analysis
emphasizes on:

What are the contents of these documents that have implications for
inspection/supervision?

How are these contents implemented?

What factors facilitate or hinder the implementation of these inspection/supervision
functions? Why? How?

What alignments or misalignments exist amongst these policy documents?

What possible explanation could be made relating to these alignments or misalignments?

Availability of related policies (use a
thick mark “v™)

Not Not
available | accessible

Inspection-related policy documents
Available

National School Inspection Framework (SIF)
School Improvement Framework (SIF)
Primary school standard manual

Inspection Business process Reengineering
Manual (Job Evaluation Grading)

Inspection Business process Reengineering
Manual (Job Evaluation Grading)

Education and Training Policy

Federal Civil Service Commission Laws

City Administration Public Service Bureau

Laws
City Administration Proclamations
Ministry Education Blueprints,

Manuals/Guidelines
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2. The existence and implementation of the following specific policy elements (those listed
below in the table) will be analyzed in light of the specific supervision-related policy

documents.

Types of specific policies to be analyzed

Hiring of inspectors and supervisors

Provision of training and other incentives for inspectors and supervisors

Professional experiences of inspectors and supervisors

Purpose of inspection and supervision

Roles of inspectors and supervisors

Procedures of inspection and supervision

3. Reports relating to interpreting grade eight national exam results will be collected,

analyzed, and interpreted.

160



APPENDIX - E

PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM

Provide a brief introduction indicating the purpose of the study and the tool. Please, tick

“the following boxes to indicate your agreement:

Contents of participant consent form (Issues that need an | Participants’

No.

agreement agreement status
1 I have read the information provided about the purpose of the

study.
2 | understand that the data collected will be completely

anonymous and that my privacy and confidentiality will be

respected.

3 I understand that | have the right to withdraw from this study

at any time without prejudice.

4 | understand that any reports that will result from the data

collection will not identify any individual participants.

5 I am willing to participate in the study.

Name:

Signature: Date:
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U | N | @A | Ak | N6

PRGA o0t AN NANT o PATCOACT
Z a0 o-0r herhta-t AT 2C N-Fmman - - - - -
oAt ATLUMINC ho-P Ay

1 ooy AWTCOA? (PASA 9°AhT)
AN 2TF 9T @-ar 179010 =

2 PANTTICP T ATCOACT 1T AG LA
9°F oO0r 1770101

3 ooy AWTCOAT (PASA 9°AhT)
a0 L.CAT N9 o-ar 1770101 =

4 PLNPU, PAINLavAN ANTNT AT
PO-FCOATT APETT 29°F o0 177010 =

163



2. AQDF7 0APSE @0 0681 V7 PART 1710P ooy PAICIITPT LLE Lovd il LUI°
oL AT /0T ASITOERTT AL-PTT 97 PUA LIM00@ AP4.00v- ATLYT a2 T
M0 IC NN9° Poian s - 0oL AT QA APAT 1P REEPT PCOPA:-
5= (1M9° AN“1"700- (0A) 4 = AN“1"IA0- (A) 3 = @07 AATAI® (ooh)

2 = AANTI719° (R) 1= (1N9° AANT1719° ((A)

PhP IR T £25
No. PAINENN? AOP4C MSPF

NA |A| @A | A | NA

1 Ao ATCUA? T9°VCT 077 (15 00-G

1707 BP A ]

2 A hovBovs. (141 2A7IPTF av)pd:
AJINENNT “q@P: ovlB a0 &S CLIL NS
NP

3 PLav-ANAN “VL:L7; Ph-ooMLHTT7 AT
LINEPNT TPt 2 AVETT b ARG (10T o-
AL AINVERTNT AS CNL-avAN AN 7984

4 Fhant Qoomdy® ovls 61077 “INELe AT
LLBPTT avw it (19784 T3 8P TT7 A
TCAPLPTT TPY L

5 PVNLavAO 7°CF AawRe: NS T4

6 PoIPT AT PoIPT KPPLNT “INYLEL:.
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3. AMAL 7 O/ W ASIVCERA/OTCOAT? TAMEP 0P T eoLhHa-T7T 1.5 2T 9°7P0A
0L ACé.00v 10 A“LAD TP PL&-Lo v °ART N1APSTE o0t 1770Paop
PO TP REE CavAil::: PoLO-TAT AA AYPOT 1P REEPT PCOPA:-
5=+A M (U=2) 4= (L2997 ((IFF) 3= @07 AATAY (wh) 2= AAE. RAE. (AR)
1= (epre- (M)

Lt Ry
No. PAINTNATS CATCOAT hovd-C 216 P

U N+ | @k | Ak | N6

PAINENTCTS ATCTOLHET P94 1.5 P
(MAZOERTETE AT CO LHET Po2.9°A)

TVCT AT e 7T AT TA (VT CAA?)
ALCPLLAD =

P9 UCT LT 947 ¢ Fhnant? (Nesmdy®
2 | I F9°VCT -0 29°177 FoNE- AL
ATIOVERNI/ATCOANT A& CLPAD=

PAIOVERNTY/OTCAAC? ovldB7 0NA0: 7%

3
N°YL.L-EF AN T A=
PAZOENAC 252 (MATOERACT AF Porqea)
L L3057 NC F9°VCT LT 00T avddoo
AT LP1E ATOVTRNT AL CLPAD =
) VG LT O78CE AL PTEL-9°
AJIOVENTT ALCRLLAD
3 e HIVCT LAT7 FmPEY T AL AP

EPrPC AECLLAY =
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neA lll - A FoouCT 0t AIOThN7? 99206 PhAanl-C MVEPT

ol PP T - LY aovm PP PTIVCT W ASTOVERNTCT AA“Ladoo-OTo- P14 L
PYLA 7T PPERLPTT LHA:: AALTS TS avipsh, OALNP VS I°7 PUA

M Aol R7RPT Lov\frl:::

AL W72L - VIP (P-A) POAMT 9°75 (Domain One: Legitimate Power)

A2 7 OF OWF AZO0ERNGT FGL2 0Pt eoLhtACTTT CLS 2T 9T PUA L. DY,
APd.0ov- Y- A“LAD POE PLL VT PART N1APSE o0 N17I0Pavp COAI°I°Y TP

LLE Pavpil::: POLTACT AR AP0 1P REEPT PCOPA:- 5= 1MY° ANTI7IAD-
(MA) 4 = AO“17IA0- (A) 3 = OONT RATAY (ovh) 2 = RANTI7I9° (h)
1= 1M9° AANTT779° ((1A)

Ao T £25
No. PATCALHC AOR4C NUL LT
NA |A | A | A | NA

1 AL: A7 RIOVENTC TANN g 07017 a0

YPYNLAN ANLSAU-=
) AL A7L AIONEHhTHC FPUCT OF “040A

NATNT AL AP AANNY°:
3 hz: AT ATATHAC P 19°VCT (A7 790400

0% 29° 1+ o0 ANINAY-=
4 AL A7L AINERTHC L7307 aohéTFo7 A4

A ALCIAV
. AL A7L AINVERTHC ANdAL Qv 1L707F Ahanc

AL hO7P T KhAMAY-=
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ho-£ AT - hov- P NP+ PoLaw’ip PCAAMT av(d-l (Domain Two: Expert Power)

ANR2T7 O O F AJZONERTT F62 obT PoLhFAT7 “L5 2T 97PN (4L 997
APdOov- 1@ A“LA®- TLE CLLT VT PART NAPTE @-0r N17I0Povs PAI°I°TTPF
LLE oAk POLNFACT A AP 1P REEPT PCOPA:-

5= (1M9° A0“1"7a0- (MA) 4 = ANTP700+ (A) 3 = @07 AATAI® (wh)

2 = RANTI719° (A) 1= 1N9° AANTT"19° ((A)

Ph9n9Ry T £28
No. PA.IATTC ROPL.C NULLT
NnAi 5 |k | 5 | NA

1 AL: AL RIOVENTC P9°0me-7 TANH 9°n7 e+

AF0E 040N AOCS A
5 AL A7L ATOTRTC P9PAme- FOMH an 7

ATLUUT ANGTET TINEE APCaAY-=
3 Az: AT ATOATHC A1-9°VCT O “0040-0

ANNCT AALTFAY=
A AL A7L ATOTRC MANT ¢ Ve o0 (140

Noo a7 AG NSLPrT ACIE AONSAU
5 As: A78 WINENTC 17017 A1 hADTT9°

®LI° AN ANTEI°Y°
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hao-£ 00T - WA ANAGT Polovysp COAMT ov(d-T (Domain Three: Referent Power)

AMN2T7 O 01 CAZAERAT 162 oF T PoLhTATT T8 2T 97PN (LI,
APd.0ov- - A“LA@: TLeE PL-LT VT PART 1APTE @A (17I0Paog POI°IT TP
LLE PavAl:: PoL-FACT QA AN 1P REEPT PCOPA:-

5= (1M9° A0“177a0- (MA) 4 = ANTP700- (A) 3 = @07 AATAI® (awh)

2 = hAANTITI° (h) 1= (1M9° AANTI7I9° ((1A)

Phoo9RYT 828
No. PA.TATAT-C ROPEC NULLT

NA |Ah |k |k NA

Ab: A7 RINVENTEC ANdAY T AT POA
a7 (WENT7) AmP InY =

Az A7L AIONTREC WFPVCT 0T 040N
2 | 2C PATYT UVEYE 19T o0 077010 A4
PP hAD-AI°:

Az AT RIOVERTC AT/ 04N 0,

3
ae7 997,048 9°aAN, APCaay-=

4 Az: ATL AIOATHAC P1MUT7 PN AT PA
%7 Adm-QOPy°:

5 Az: A7L AIATHAC P T9°UCT (A7 “I90400

AcopPI° (g P07 PPI° AAAL. AANTPYIC=
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ho £ hét - PTINIRE OAMT 9°77F (Domain Four: Coercive Power)

AMN2T7 O 01 CAZAERAT 162 oF T PoLhTATT T8 2T 97PN (LI,
APd.0ov- - A“LA@: TLeE PL-LT VT PART 1APTE @A (17I0Paog POI°IT TP
LLE Pavpil::: POLTACT AR AP0 1P REEPT PCOPA:- 5= 1MY° ANTI7IAD-
(MA) 4 = A0"1"100+ (A) 3 = @OOT AATAY® (avk) 2 = RANTTI7T19° (h)

1= 1Mg° AANTII9° ((h)

PhgRgRYT £28
No. PAZTOE TG RORE.C NULLT
Nk |A |9k | A | Nk

1 A% A7L AINTHTC O F°VCT 07 VT A

POETF ATIVCT Ok “WNLAN AD-F AV
) Az A7L AINThHC hoodayt 041 aF/0

YYNLAN ONd PLav POAMTPELPTT AONAY-=
) AL: A7 RIOVENTC 1220 RS AN 17y

A t9PUCT L W0LAN NG AL LAV
4 A% AL RINTNTC QPN AP oo qNT

ANl Sav-=
. Az A7L AIOThTC 2LOTA7T?7 0N A0S L a0

(A& T57 MA@ & hhoPnyg®):=
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hao-£& A0t - Covling® AAMN7T 9°7F (Domain Five: Reward Power)

AMN2T7 O 01 CAZAERAT 162 oF T PoLhTATT T8 2T 97PN (LI,
APd.0ov- - A“LA@: TLeE PL-LT VT PART 1APTE @A (17I0Paog POI°IT TP
LLE Pavpil::: POLTACT AR AP0 1P REEPT PCOPA:- 5= 1MY° ANTI7IAD-
(MA) 4 = A0"1"700+ (A) 3 = @07 AATAY® (oh) 2 = AANTT"I9° (R)

1= 1Mg° AANTII9° ((h)

eNIRIRIY 228
No. PA. 7T ITC ROPL.C NULLT
NA |A |9 | A | NA

1 AL: A7 RIOVENTC O 190CT 0 00400

PULLANDT AATYTET AOMAY-=
) AL: AT RIOVENTC “1P4AN b9 Tam- 148 PA

AANY° =
) A% A7L AINTREC AATTT7 dAovm T

(8. CHET AU
4 AL A7L ATOTHRTC oM rFé.0on (MU FPA

a(\ A NATT7 APCAAD=
. AL A7L AINERTC OANT ALT o, P&0T PPI°

AnhA1é-av-=
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RAEA IV - PHIRUCT NF IA-9927199 DA +FF ITHNLPF

PorrAT oo LT (Aol TVCT AT O/ 07 Coo9P19° “15 T 9°7
PUA R7R7%.0m PACOAL T RO LT AcomPd 1o-:: PoLO-FAT QA AY°OT 170 RLE DT
PCOPA:- 5= 1M9° AN“1"100- (1A) 4 = AN"1I00< (A) 3 = o@OT AATAY® (avh)

2 = AANTTTI° (h) 1= N> AANTTTI9° ((1h)

PhgRgRYT £28
No. PHIVCT (L 607 Pav9°19° TG PTF KRG TN,

NA | A| @A | A | NA

1 TUCH Ok NPhaot: ool 4 @ L9° avP.avl P
LLBEmT7 Nav@T 407 av19°19° AALLY° =

2 TUCT LT DATOERFCT 2C Nov-A0C
P PNEA T D7 ANLAL ol A“1PLA ACTPA =

3 FUCT LT AFATA CH21LPT Pav™IC WG PG
O-FT PP Pt LA FIUCT AP TF o
AovAm-t /LT AA-29°177 TP o PA

4 ATOERTCT Polmboo-BFa- 091497150 NCHC
0T UC T LT 700 e 0P (PTICVCT LT 4-
Q9177 T0PR): QWGP CATINTRNT 0P AT
NATIOERT 7 FhdnT2C PA-MMaoo o=

5 29 VC T (W 0-29°177 hé- PP9e IC AT 8T
PAT @7 avlBDT 1Y it PHIVCT L7
Tacd A% AA Paon Y-
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APPENDIX - G

A0 AN L26CA

PHIVCT RS We TS+ hAE

CTIUCT APLT Oé hooli-C T9°UCT hsA

0hAOTC GTCALHC P779°4 POhG aom PP
h-C/NCH aoAn G,
PHY OU4P oomlP AA?? OAa%0 AN0 017 ANVTFSEC PATCOAC?S PAIINVENT?

Z0O02PTTE AONGCT7 Chavplirk: anlBPT7 A1 A COLATPA- e -+T7 Aavav-Aqt

P2 LATA. G TYPTT AavmBI® Y-

Y PG o-mITT PUlo0toe ACAL Thd Ao 0192.0meT YPES PSP avin
o= QALY oomPd AL APLN PLERPT PULAMCT oA PTG IPF RILUT Amed
0J-A¢ VTG oP'r7 AowInd AoSAU= (oot 74 LU PG oA (lov-A. K597 0P
A7 LA ooVt APL1AONL: PULAM-T oo AN NPGE AATT @B AMA TG P L @A

@ Pty Al IIMAY- =

LU7 POUG aomPP Aavoo-AT OAméT L AOP L% Aav( 15 AV~

hAmPAL ovavg e

o  PLLAYT PANT lood9® 1ANPT LondAA (192.4-1F AT7 o-AT ovAd LOm::
o enn77¢ AN AP (N Em- DG 0P AL Lov-As
o oMl Aovov-At RTG 100 ANA@- CHISAAT avavnld ¢ P LoTA-:

h&A W78 - CHATLPT QN-00lE
U040 29 ng9°= hea ko 0l hANEC “IRhA 0

PAAMF-T ¢ T9°VCT Khert CTIUCT L8

PR AL (NwduChT (Ao t): (NCARO  oo9°YCort___(hool):  (pANTC
ATCaLNCTT___ (hoo T)
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A%A v-at:- 0hAdtC ATCALHC PolHo T4 GWE LT

AMDTT 0APSE 00F 68T V7 AR (17I0Poop PO 2T REE Paoviivl:
LV (FFpna% 7 a0, AL (aa(dat PoLhtAT7 219°0CT 0T AFCOT NP7
9°7 PUA (MFRD.I77 AP4.00v- WILWPT NAL T 1M, IC 1NY° PoiManl: ‘jo-::
eorhtAT AA APOT 1P RLELT PCOAPA- 5=0-A M (U2) 4= (L2297 ((1)
3= @07 AAT-AY® (vh) 2= AAE. WAG (Ah) 1= (e e 0 (o)

£ h
No. PATCALHC AO24C MSPF

U | N | A | AR | N>

PhGA @01 9°AhS NANT"10-
PATCON7 Z7a0, o0t helhla-T
AAFT IC (Mmoo avphe R7£77-U0C
hao-PAY-=

1 ooy AWTCOA? (PASA 9°AhT)
AN 2TF 9T @-ar 179010 =

2 PANTTICPTT ATCAAT TG RS
1241 29+ o0t 0177010T.

3 PaogeyLr AT COAT (PRGA
AT )N .CATT W 19° T o-0P
070101 =

4 PLANPN, CNlLaovAN AOATNT AT
PO-FCOAATT APETT 90T 00T
n°70104- =
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2. AQDF7 0APSE @0 0681 V7 PART 1710P ooy PAICIITPT LLE Lovd il LUI°
PortAT7 O/ PATCOATT NE-PT7 9°7 PUAN LIVav@- AP4.000 ATLPT WaP-T
M0, 2C NNg° eoam s Go-:: POl AT QA APAT 170 LLEPT PCOPA: -
5= (1M9° AN“1"700- (0A) 4 = AN“1"IA0- (A) 3 = @07 AATAI® (ooh)

2 = AANTI719° (R) 1= 1N9° AANT1719° ((h)

Ph9ooRYT 225
No. PATCALHC AOP4C MSPT

NA R | ™K | A NA

1 Ao ATCUA? T9°VCT 077 (15 00-G

1707 BP A ]

2 A hovBovs. (141 2A7IPTF av)pd:
ATCUACTT “A0P: avlE N0 2GS PL
aaS%7 M od:

3 | PLon-0A0 1L4; PA-aoMLBTT AT
TN PTT NN 2 A1ESTT il RS
g AL PATCOAT AT PUNL-avin N0
A YA L

4 ANt Noomd9® avld® 107 1048 A
LLEPTT avw /Al 1998:47) 17738 PTT7 A
TCATLPTT TN L

S PVNLovAN L7°CoTr AawRG: NVET T4 =

6 PoPT AT PoIPT KePLNT “INLEL:.
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3. AQA2 7 (FF O F ASIOERA/O0TCOACT FMEP 0P eoLhFAT7 “1.52T 91 PVA
182997 AP4.0ov- 1o A“LA® PLE CL-L V" AT NAPTE o0 N7I0Poop
POYCICY 2T RS Poviil:: PoLhTACT AA AYPOT 17N KLELT PCOPA:- 5=U0A M
(V) 4= O-FL2 2% (OT) 3= w07 AATAY (wh) 2= AAE. hAG:
(Ah) 1= Neren (Nepr)

£ h
No. PATIONERNNTS CATCOAT hovdC 1.6 P

U | N+ | @k | AR | N>

PATOENTCTS ATCALHCT 246 T8 P
(MAZIOFNTCTS NATCT LHET Po79°4)

TVCT LATT Mo N7 T DTN (WTCOHAT)
ALCLLAV =

eTUCT W 949 e CEhANT? (lavmd 9
2 | F°UCT L0 29°177 FAE- AL
ATONCRNT/ATCOANT ALCLLAY

PAIOENOZ/OTCAAC? ovldE7 ANA0: 7%

3 N97L.L- L1 A0l TFay-=
PATCALHC “282TF (MATCOLHET NF Pogqea)
1 PP Lav HYVEA P°RET 9°1 o0 1770101

A AG RPPC 0197247 AOELPT ATPTAU-=

5 Eha.OT AL (levaoChn (FHYPUCT 9°N10:
TP AG LU AL RFFA ALCLLAV =

-T2 2T TIRL6P: 109 AT oo 19° AL ntTA

3 AG 113 ALCLPAY

4 PRANTC-TI°UCT OLFT7 PO0TH"1C WG Pav?IC
He, avCFAay-=

5 NHANVEC 416 AS 9°HG AL €96 AG RPPC
AL CLLAD =

6 0 F&VCT L F o0r Po-0r ATCOA? A“7ashC
&6 APFAY-=

7 0F°VCT LT ovhd 9°CP FIhCE L7
ALLPF ANG-FFAD-=

8 PAIOVENT? RIADNT Lon @) FARG AL

29°171 KL CLLAV-=
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heA 1l - TGt G ATCLHCT Po1.36 Phavd-C MWEPT

ol PP T - LY ovm PP PTIVCT b ATCLHET AA“Lmd oo-OTo- P14 PL
PYLA 97T PPERLPTT LHA:: AALTS TS avpss, OALNP VS I°7 PUA
M Aol BT8P Lovfrl:::

Aa-L A7L - VI (P(+A) PAAMT? 9°7 (Domain One: Legitimate Power)

A2 7 O 01 CATCOACT 162 oF T oL a7 “152F 9°7P0A (1L 97
APdOov- - ACLA®- PLE CL-LF VT ART NAPTE @-0r N17I0Paovr PAYCITT2
LLE Poopk:: PoLh-FACT QA RPN 1P REZEPT PCOPA:- 5= (1M9° ANTI"I0V-
(MA) 4 = AN717700- (A) 3 = AT AATAY® (aoh) 2 = AANTTI"T9° (h)

1= 1Mg° AANTI779° ((1A)

Phom e 228
No. PATCALHC ADR-C NULET
NA | A my (A | NA

1 A%: AL OTCALHC: FAYH Q0T 9°N7 0177

At/ “NLAN ANLS AU
5 Az: A7L OTCAeNC: (UGt Ok

TQUNLAN AANT AL AP ANINY° =
3 A% AL ATCOLHC: ¢ T9°VCT 17

YYNLAN AT 29°F @-OT ANVINAY-=
A A% AL ATCALHC: L70F avhé-To-7

A1 TN AECIAD
. AL: AL ATCALHC: ANé.AL Oy L7707

ANANC AL A07E8T AOMAD-=
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Aao-£ U0t - hov- @R NPT Polaviysp POAMNT av(lA- (Domain Two:

Expert Power)

A2 7 O 01 CATCOACT 1062 oFT oL a7 “1525 9°7P0A (L) 97.
APdOov- - ACLA®- PLE CL-LF VT ART NAPTE @-0F N17I0P oot PAYCICTT2T
LLE PovAk:: PoLh-lACT QA RPN 1P REZEPT PCOPA:- 5= (1M9° ANTI"I0V-
(MA) 4= ANTI7900+ (A) 3 = @OONT AATAY (ovh) 2 = AANTI19° (h)

1= 1M9° AANTI779° ((1A)

Ao T £25
No. PATCALHC AAP4C NULLT

nx | % [een | 5 [na

A%t AL ATCQLHC: P9°OAmo-7 AU

1
N7 T AT/ TIWNLAN ANLS AU

5 Az A7 OTCALHC: P9°Ama- +OMH ah 27
ATLUUT AN TINEE APCaAy-:

3 hz: A7L OTCALHC: AT9°VCT 0Lt

TQNLAN ARNCT RALFAD-=

AL A7L ATCAOLHC: NANT ¢ U2 o
4 N¢é-0 Nao1-"Qavy ZG NP1l ACI°S
HONS A=

hz: A7L ATCALHC: PITUT7 Ao
ANITTI° @LYI° ANV AATLER9C9°
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Aa-£ 00T - DA ANAT Po2.a05p PAAMNT avdet (Domain Three:

Referent Power)

ANR2T7 O 0T CATCOAC? F62 obT PoLhAT7 “15PT 700N (1L .99
APdOov- - ACLA®- PLE CL-LF VT ART NAPTE @-0r N17I0Povr PAICICTT2T
LLE PovAk:: PoLh-FACT QA RPN 1P REEPT PCOPA:- 5= (1M9° ANTI"I0V-
(MA) 4 = A0"1°740- (A) 3 = ae@O7 AATAY® (ovh) 2 = RANTTTI9° (h)

1= 1M9° AANTI779° ((1A)

PhgogmIT 028
No. PATCALHC ADR-C NULPT

NA |A |k | kA | NA

A% AL ATCALHC: ANdAL PT A5 P94
a7 (WEN?7) AmP InY =

Az A7 OTCALHC: D F9°VCT LT “70040A
2 | 2C AT UVEYE 190 o0 077010 A4
PP hAD-AI°:

A% AL ATCALHC: AT/ 004400 A0,

3
V&7 9700 L 9°AN APCAAD-=

4 A% AL ATCALHC: P17 PA &G PA ST
AAmANPI°:

. A% AL ATCAQLHC: CT9°VCT A7 “NLAN

Ao pPI° (IR P07 PPI° AAALe AANTYIC =
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A& RétT - PTINILE AAMT 9°7%5F (Domain Four: Coercive Power)

ANR2T7 O 0T CATCOAC? F62 obT PoLhAT7 “15PT 970N (1L 99
APdOov- - ACLA®- PLE CL-LF VT ART NAPTE o-0F N170Povr PAICITT2T
LLE PovAk:: PoLh-lACT QA RPN 1P REZEPT PCOPA:- 5= (1M9° ANTI"I0V-
(MA) 4 = AN"1°740 (A) 3 = @OOT AATAY® (ovh) 2 = AANIIP° (h)

1= 1M9° AANTI779° ((1A)

PAIRIRTY 28
No. PATCALHC ADR-C NULPT
NA |A |®™h | A | NA

1 AL A7L OATCALIC: P TFVCT W ET VIT AS

POEF ATIVCT Ao “WNLNN Ado-FPAD- =
5 A% AL ATCqLHC: hoodak 41 al/0T

YYNLAN P PLav PAMTPELPTT AONAY-=
3 AL A7L OATCALUC: CTHLIIU AS A 175

AT9PUCT (LA “W0LAN NG ALLAUY°:
) A%t AL ATCALHC: hPNT LAP v GA7

AN v
c AL ATL ATCOLHC: S0 TA 77 N9A

ANTS L0 (AEE7 0o & AAoPOY®):
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hAa-£ AP0 - Paving™ AAMT? 9°7F (Domain Five: Reward Power)

ANR2T7 O 0T CATCOAC? F62 obT PoLhAT7 “15PT 970N (1L 99
APdOov- - ACLA®- PLE CL-LF VT ART NAPTE o-0F N170Povr PAICITT2T
LLE PovAk:: PoLh-lACT QA RPN 1P REZEPT PCOPA:- 5= (1M9° ANTI"I0V-
(NA) 4 = A0"1I00+ (A) 3 = @OOT AATAI® (oh) 2 = AANTI"19° (h)

1= 1M9° AANTI779° ((1A)

ehoogoyt £/ 5
No. PATCALHC AOR4-C NULLT
NA |A |k |A | NA

1 A%: AL OTCOLHC: PHI°VCT Ll “Iv040N

PULEANDT AA“IET ANNAY-=
5 A%: AL ATCALHC: “IPLAN a9 T-Am- 1AL PA

AA0Y°
3 A% ATL ATCALHC: AA“IT17 Aovhant

a0 4. CHET hNé-é-aU=
A A% AL ATCQLHC: FOMH htéd.0o0 (1NMU-T PA

ol TNATET7 APCAAD-=
c A% A7L ATCOLHC: NANT ALT o, P07

PP AdhAL-AU-=
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h&A IV - PFRUCT NF FA-99219 DA +FF ITHAPT

PorLrlACT a2 (19 Roo-l: FaoyCl AT O/ &077 Poo9P19° “15 T 9077
PUA R7R7%.0m: PACOAL T ROPOT AcomPd 1o-:: PoLO-FAT QA AY°OT 170 RLE DT
FCAPA:- 5= MN9° A0"T1"100+ (NA) 4 = ANTI00 (A) 3 = AT RATAI® (avh)

2 = AANTITIP° (h) 1= 1M9° AANTI7I9° ((\h)

PhgRgRYT £28
No. 2 HIUCT (LT &07 Cap g9 oG P

NA | A |®A| A | NA

1 TIPVCT A 1Phaovd: ool 4 @LY° avBavl @
LLE®7 Nav@O7 (07 av19°19° RALLINY =
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APPENDIX - K

Table: Policies guiding the practice of Primary School Supervision and inspection

Several supervisors Several inspectors
responded responded
Policies used
g'“Ster Education Sub-city | ETQRA
chool MoE MoE
Center Bureau (Branch) | (Center)
The_ 19_94 ETP of 2 4 2 6 4 3
Ethiopia
BSC, BPR, and JEG 9 4 4 . . -
Manuals
General Education i ) 1 . , -

Supervision Blueprint

Supervisor’s
Professional 6 1 - - - -
Competencies

School Improvement
Framework

National Primary
School Curriculum

Education Road Map - 1 3 - - -

Strategic, yearly plan,
and 90-day plans

National General
Education Inspection - - - 7 3 3
Framework

National General
Education Inspection - - - 7 3 3
Guide

Primary Education
Inspection Checklist

Education Sector
Development Program
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APPENDIX - L

TABLE: THE STATE OF ORGANIZATION OF INSPECTION AND SUPERVISION IN AACA

Mention the . N
- . - Mention the organization that
Particip- organization that Particip-
Levels Levels undertakes the task of
ant undertakes the task of ant .
. . supervision
inspection
5 named it by different
Branch names, and 2 named it Cluster
“General Education Supervis 9 said “I don’t know”
Inspector . . N
Inspection Directorate or
correctly.
— 3 named it “General - Educatio
S Center Education Inspection S n Bureau 5 said “I don’t know”
S Inspector . ” P 3 Supervis w
D Directorate” correctly. D
w L or
Ministr 3 named it “Teachers and
. y Education Leaders Development
3 named it “General of -
MoE X . . Desk” correctly.
Education Inspection Educatio . .
Inspector . » 1 named it “Educational Program
Directorate” correctly. n Expert . i,
and Quality Assurance Desk
(MoE)
correctly.
All named it “AACA L
Branch ETQRA (Center)” CcS Almost all named it with different
c Inspector c names wrongly.
2 properly. S
© © Educatio 1 labeled it “AACAEB” General
2 Center All labeled it “AACA k% n Bureal Education Supervision
£ ETQRA (Center)” = ) Directorate” correctly.
£ Inspector . S Supervis . : :
S appropriately. 5= 4 designated it by different
< < or (EBS) .
- - nomenclatures incorrectly.
= All designated it =
©) ©)
MoE “AACA ETQRA MoE All said “T don’t know”
Inspector »
(Center)” correctly.
4 labeled it “Sub-city Sl and
Supervision Team” acceptably.
Branch All named it “AACA Cluster But, now it is renamed as “Sub-
ETQRA (Center)” have Supervis city General Education
Inspector : C
rightly. or (CS) Supervision.
2 2 5 named it by different
2z e nomenclatures imperfectly.
=] 14 ¢ >
N Center All labeled it AA(,:,A n 3 labeled it correctly and 2 named
ETQRA (Center) EBS . .
Inspector it Cluster Supervision.
correctly.
MoE All named it “AACA
ETQRA (Center)” MoE All said “I don’t know”
Inspector :
appropriately.
_ All named it by different
3 Cluster nomenclatures mistakenly. Now,
- - é Supervis it is renamed “Pre-primary and
- o or (CS) | Primary Level General Education
[ . . ’
9 Supervision Cluster Team.
- - 5 EBS All named it Wrong.
- - MoE All said “T don’t know”
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APPENDIX - M
Post Hoc Tests (Legitimate Power)

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable |(I) Position |(J) Position Mean 95% Confidence
. Std. . Interval
Difference Sig.
(1-3) Error Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
Inspector  [Supervisor 42170" | .07185 | .000 | .2349 | .6085
Inspectors given| .90031" |.08140 | .000 | .6893 |1.1113
Principals
Supervisors 1.23512" | .08720 | .000 | 1.0091 | 1.4611
given Principals
Supervisor  |Inspector -.42170" | .07185 | .000 | -.6085 | -.2349
Inspectors given| .47861" |.08217 | .000 | .2659 | .6913
Principals
Legitimate [Games- Supervisors .81343" | .08792 | .000 | .5858 | 1.0410
Power Howell given Principals
Inspectors  |Inspector -.90031" | .08140 | .000 |-1.1113| -.6893
given Supervisor -.47861" | .08217 | .000 | -.6913 | -.2659
Principals  Supervisors .33481" |.09588 | .003 | .0869 | .5827
given Principals
Supervisors |Inspector -1.23512" | .08720 | .000 |-1.4611|-1.0091
given Supervisor -.81343" | .08792 | .000 (-1.0410]| -.5858
Principals  |Inspectors given| -.33481" | .09588 | .003 | -.5827 | -.0869
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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APPENDIX - N

Post Hoc Tests (Expert Power)

Comparisons

Dependent (1) Position  |(J) Position 95% Confidence
\Variable Multiple .Mean Std. . Interval
Difference Sig.
(1-3) Error Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
Inspector Supervisor .37723" |.07824| .000 | .1740 | .5805
Inspectors given| .75783" |.08075| .000 | .5485 | .9672
Principals
Supervisors 1.10153" |.09435| .000 | .8570 | 1.3461
given Principals
Supervisor  |Inspector -.37723" |.07824| .000 | -.5805 | -.1740
Inspectors given| .38060" |.08863| .000 | .1512 | .6100
Principals
Expert |Games- Supervisors .72431" ].10117| .000 | .4624 | .9862
Power [Howell given Principals
Inspectors  |Inspector -.75783" |.08075| .000 | -.9672 | -.5485
given Supervisor -.38060" |.08863| .000 | -.6100 | -.1512
Principals  Supervisors .34370 |.10312| .005 | .0770 | .6104
given Principals
Supervisors  |Inspector -1.10153" |.09435| .000 |-1.3461| -.8570
given Supervisor -72431" |.10117| .000 | -.9862 | -.4624
Principals [Inspectors given| -.34370" |.10312| .005 | -.6104 | -.0770
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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APPENDIX -0

Post Hoc Tests (Coercive Power)

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable|() Position |(J) Position Mean 95% Confidence
. Std. . Interval
Difference Sig.
(1-3) Error Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
Inspector  [Supervisor 23973 | .09495| .061 | -.0077 4871
Inspectors in | .68153" |.09965 | .000 4225 .9406
given
Principals
Supervisors | 1.08450" |.10780 | .000 .8047 | 1.3643
given
Principals
Supervisor |Inspector -.23973 |.09495| .061 | -.4871 .0077
Inspectors 44181 |.08739 | .000 .2156 .6680
given
Principals
Coercive (Games- Supervisors 84477 | .09657 | .000 5948 | 1.0947
Power  [Howell given
Principals
Inspectors  |Inspector -.68153" |.09965 | .000 | -.9406 | -.4225
given Supervisor -44181" |.08739 | .000 | -.6680 -.2156
Principals {Supervisors 40296 |.10120 | .001 1413 .6646
given
Principals
Supervisors |Inspector -1.08450" | .10780 | .000 |-1.3643 | -.8047
given Supervisor -.84477" |.09657 | .000 |-1.0947 | -.5948
Principals |Inspectors -40296" |.10120 | .001 | -.6646 | -.1413
given
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Post Hoc Tests (Reward)

APPENDIX - P

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable|() Position |(J) Position Mean 95% Confidence
. Std. . Interval
Difference Sig.
(1-3) Error Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
Inspector  [Supervisor 1.27902" |.12791| .000 | .9446 | 1.6134
Inspectors given| 1.00736" |.13253| .000 | .6616 | 1.3531
Principals
Supervisors .67995" |.13158| .000 | .3366 | 1.0233
given Principals
Supervisor |Inspector -1.27902%|.12791| .000 |-1.6134| -.9446
Inspectors given| -.27167" |.09846| .032 | -.5265 | -.0169
Principals
Reward |Games- Supervisors -.59907" |.09717| .000 | -.8506 | -.3476
Power  [Howell given Principals
Inspectors |Inspector -1.00736"|.13253| .000 |-1.3531| -.6616
given Supervisor .27167" |.09846| .032 | .0169 | .5265
Principals [Supervisors -.32741" |.10318| .009 | -.5941 | -.0607
given Principals
Supervisors Inspector -.67995" |.13158| .000 (-1.0233| -.3366
given Supervisor .59907" |.09717| .000 | .3476 .8506
Principals |Inspectors given| .32741" |.10318| .009 | .0607 | .5941
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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APPENDIX - Q

Post Hoc Tests (Teacher Supervision Policy)

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable (1) Position |(J) Position Mean Std. | Sig. | 95% Confidence
Difference| Error Interval
(1-J) Lower | Upper
Bound | Bound
Supervisor -.03098 |.12985| .995 | -.3701 | .3082
Inspectors 28713 |.13223| .138 | -.0578 | .6320
given
Inspector  [Principals
Supervisors .91491" |.14164| .000 | .5464 | 1.2834
given
Principals
Inspector .03098 |.12985| .995 | -.3082 | .3701
Inspectors 318117 |.10155| .011 | .0553 .5809
given
Supervisor  Principals
Teacher - -
. . |Games- Supervisors .94589" |.11353| .000 | .6521 | 1.2397
Supervision .
Policy Howell gl\./en.
Principals
Inspector -.28713 |.13223| .138 | -.6320 | .0578
Inspectors  [Supervisor -.31811" |.10155| .011 | -.5809 | -.0553
given Supervisors .62778" |.11624| .000 | .3272 | .9284
Principals  [given
Principals
Inspector -.91491" |.14164| .000 | -1.2834 | -.5464
Supervisors (Supervisor -.94589" |.11353] .000 | -1.2397 | -.6521
given Inspectors -.62778" |.11624| .000 | -.9284 | -.3272
Principals  [given
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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APPENDIX - R

Post Hoc Tests (Methods of Inspection and Supervision)

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable (1) Position |(J) Position 95% Confidence
.Mean Std. . Interval
Difference Sig.
(1-3) Error Lower Upper
Bound | Bound
Inspector  [Supervisor -07945 |.12727| .924 | -.4117 .2528
Inspectors given | .19323 |.12750| .432 | -.1394 5259
Principals
Supervisors .87027" |.13826| .000 | .5106 | 1.2299
given Principals
Supervisor (Inspector 07945 |.12727| 924 | -.2528 4117
Inspectors given | .27269" |.09901| .032 | .0164 5290
Methods of Principals
Inspection  |Games- Supervisors .94972" |.11253| .000 | .6585 1.2410
and Howell given Principals
Supervision Inspectors |Inspector -.19323 |.12750| .432 | -.5259 1394
given Supervisor -.27269" |.09901| .032 | -.5290 -.0164
Principals  [Supervisors 67704 |.11279| .000 | .3854 | .9687
given Principals
Supervisors Inspector -.87027" |.13826| .000 |-1.2299 | -.5106
given Supervisor -.94972" |.11253| .000 | -1.2410 | -.6585
Principals |Inspectors given | -.67704" |.11279| .000 | -.9687 | -.3854
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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APPENDIX - S

Post Hoc Tests (Joint Leadership Roles of Inspectors and Supervisionors)

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable (1) Position |(J) Position Mean 95% Confidence
. Std. . Interval
Difference Sig.
(1-3) Error Lower Upper
Bound | Bound
Inspector  [Supervisor 14476 |.12096 | .630 | -.1702 4597
INSPECtOrs gIvVen| ysnog+ | 12015 | 002 | 1376 | 7629
Principals
SUPEIVISOS 14 o760+ | 12250 | 000 | 7487 | 1.3863
given Principals
Supervisor |Inspector -.14476 |.12096 | .630 | -.4597 1702
Joint Inspectors given| - 4548+ | 10768 | 025 | 0267 | 5842
. Principals
Leadership Games- Supervisors
Roles of _p o .92276" |.11040 | .000 .6370 | 1.2085
Insbectors andHoweII given Principals
Supervisors Inspectors |Inspector -.45023" | .12015 | .002 | -.7629 -.1376
P given Supervisor -.30548" | .10768 | .025 | -.5842 -.0267
Principals i
pals Supervisors 1 ¢1256+ | 10051 | 000 | 3342 | 9004
given Principals
Supervisors Inspector -1.06752"| .12259 | .000 |-1.3863 | -.7487
given Supervisor -.92276" | .11040 | .000 |-1.2085| -.6370
Principals i
pals - lInspectors given|_ ¢, 756+ | 10951 | 000 | -9004 | -3342
Principals

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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Expected Roles and Awareness of School-Self-Evaluation (One way ANOVA)

APPENDIX - T

ANOVA
Sum of Df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square

Between Groups 34.967 2 17.484 10.026 .000
SSE Item 1 \Within Groups 498.742 286 1.744

Total 533.709 288

Between Groups 7.686 2 3.843 4.586 .011
SSE Item 2 \Within Groups 239.664 286 .838

Total 247.349 288

Between Groups 9.330 2 4.665 4.769 .009
SSE Item 3 \Within Groups 279.784 286 978

Total 289.114 288

Between Groups 4.436 2 2.218 2.176 115
SSE Item 4 \Within Groups 291.461 286 1.019

Total 295.896 288

Between Groups 24.265 2 12.133 10.355 .000
SSE Item 5 \Within Groups 335.091 286 1.172

Total 359.356 288

Between Groups 3.517 2 1.758 5.237 .006
/Aggregate Mean |Within Groups 96.023 286 .336

Total 99.539 288
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