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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to assess the pesactand challenges of school based
management in secondary schools of East Showa Hmmee, it examined the core conditions
that support the practices of SBM: power, knowledgel skills, information, rewards,
instructional guidance, leadership, and resourcel aommunity participation. To accomplish
this purpose, the study employed a descriptive esjumethod, which is supplemented by
gualitative research. The study was carried ourandomly selected seven (40%) secondary
schools of East Showa Zone. Then, 142 teachers weerted using random sampling
techniques particularly lottery method. 35 SBM mersal(14 school principals and 21 PTAs
member) were included in the study by using ceasgspurposive sampling respectively. 7
KETB members and 7 PTA head were involved in tidydby using simple random sampling
and purposive sampling techniques respectively s@Quenaire was the main instrument of data
collection. Interview and document analysis wereoaltilized to validate the data gained
through the questionnaire. Percentage, mean, stahdaviation and independent sample t test
were employed to analyze the quantitative datalewbualitative data which was obtained
through open ended questions, interview, and donuar@alysis were analyzed using narration.
The results of the study revealed that, the prastiof SBM on supporting conditions, power,
knowledge and skills, information, and curriculumdainstruction were sufficiently practiced
The practices of secondary school influence onsilats related to budget, curriculum, and
instructions are adequate. However, the practicesr@wvards, leadership, and resources and
community participation were insufficiently pra@e Teachers and community participation in
school decision making were marginal to participatzoss the full range of school decision.
Furthermore, inability of school leaders in searmfpiexternal fund, features of leadership, work
load for school principals, lack of collaborativer®ol management, lack of participatory
decision making, lack of support from stakeholdeagpacity of school principals to build team
and mobilize parents and local communities, and lafsconsensus, commitment, and awareness
among the school level actors hinder proper implaatgon of school based management. From
the result of the findings, it possible to concldldat, there is little gap between policy intengon
and actual practices. Finally, recommendations war@vn based on the findings. The point of
the recommendations include: training opportuniteas SBM reform for stakeholders through
seminars, workshops and discussion forums aboutdftem, disperse power throughout the
school organization so that many stakeholders pgdite in decision-making, make professional
development an going school wide activity, selecicppals who can lead and delegate ,ensure
sustainable participation of the community througtvareness creation and local public
relations, create and maintain a properly schedubstd organized formal monitoring and
evaluation to enhance the SBM progress. Moreoverggesstions were forwarded to
alleviate/solve  the factors that hinder proper pgiees of SBM reform.
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UNIT ONE

THE PROBLEM AND ITS APPROACH

1.1 Background of the Study

As school systems around the world seek to imptbe@ outcomes and practices, much
attention has been focused on school managementgewernance, among many other
important aspects of provision of education. Mawyagnments and international agencies
are increasingly interested in finding ways to ltdesrning outcomes and get maximum
benefit from their education investments, especial developing countries. Indeed,
education quality continues to be very low in medhnd low-income countries despite the
success in expanding schooling access and enrdllimehe 1990’s. Education systems in
developing countries are usually highly centraliZBelachers often lack strong incentives and
accountability mechanisms, which results in higackeer absenteeism rates (Banerjee and
Duflo, 2006; Chaudhury and others, 2006). Moreowagny schools lack the basic
equipment and school supplies, and many childremnlenuch less than the learning

objectives set in the official curriculum(World Bar2004).

Not surprisingly, policymakers and researchers enetbping countries have shifted their
focus to policy reforms that attempt to reduceatigins and inefficiencies in the education
system and its institutions. Nowadays, these refonitiatives range from pay per
performance schemes that link teacher wages toestugerformance, to introducing
vouchers and other methods to expand school chmiaiecentralizing school functions and
processes so that local communities have more pdweallocate and manage their
resources(World Bank, 2003).

One of the most popular strategies that came oungluthe 1980s the school reform
movement was school- based management. SBM iseitenttalization of decision-making
authority to the school site (Oswald, 1995). TherM/®evelopment Report 2004 claims that
placing educational resources, decision-making, aedponsibilities closer to the

beneficiaries is one approach for the improveméstbools (World Bank, 2003).



In response to the decentralization trend sinee1i®70’s School-Based Management has
been adopted by many countries as a national edogaslicy. A key reform program that
has concretized decentralization in the basic dducaector in different parts of the world is
site-management or school-based management (SBiMBtraia adopted the strategy in
1976; Britain in 1988; the US in 1988; New Zealamd 989; Mexico in 1992; Hong Kong in
1991; Thailand in 1999; and, the Philippines in 2q8autista, Bernardo and Ocampo,
2010). SBM entices many education managers aneresgfpecause it yields various positive
results such as improved academic performance wifests, increased participation of
parents and the community in the education of thdemts/children, and more importantly,

empowerment of the local school heads, among others

However, SBM reforms are far from uniform. SBM enmgaasses a wide variety of strategies,
ranging from fully autonomous schools with authooter every educational, financial, and
personnel matter to more restrictive versions #idiw autonomy over certain areas of
school operations. Another dimension of variabiligvolves around to whom greater
decision power and accountability are transfer&urhilarly, the goals of SBM reforms vary
substantially, although they typically involve: {ijcreasing the participation of parents and
communities in schools; (i) empowering principalsd teachers; (iii) building local level
capacity; (iv) creating accountability mechanisros $ite-based actors and improving the
transparency of processes by devolution of autowind (v) improving quality and
efficiency of schooling, thus raising student agkiment levels. Only recently has SBM been
adopted as a mean to an end, which is providingl gpality education to students and
improving school management, transparency, anduatability. In the early years of SBM,
the mere transferring of autonomy and authorityhe school local agents was considered a

goal on its own (Caldwell, 1998).

The pressure to decentralize decision-making aityhtw the school level in developing
countries was driven largely by fiscal constraiatel concern over the effectiveness of a

centralized education bureaucracy in providing atlan services (World Bank, 1998).



In 1994, the Ethiopian government at that time, ofiehe most centralized education
systems began to decentralize the governance pfiit&ry and secondary education system
as part of broader changes designed to improvea#idacby shifting responsibilities to

district and local control (TGE, 1994). Under thmamnsystem, schools were given authority
to manage their operations independently accortiingtudent needs and were asked to

engage the local community to improve the qualftgducation.

This decentralized form of school management, oftaled school-based management
(SBM), required a major shift in thinking and swdrgtal improvement in the capacity of
principals, teachers, and the community to provedelership, develop alternatives to meet

local educational needs, and engage parents ambtm@unity in school governance.

Hence, SBM is the decentralization of authoritytte school level. It involves the transfer of
responsibility and decision-making over school afiens and school management to
principals, teachers, parents, sometimes studamtspther school community members. The
school-level actors, however, have to conform to,operate within, a set of centrally

determined policies (MOE, 2005). The basic prireipfound SBM is that giving school-

level actors more autonomy over school affairs vaflult in school improvement as they are
in a better position to make decisions to meetaicheeds in a more efficient manner (MOE,
2007b).

Until recently, school management and organizatieere not given due attention in
education policy formulation, education practicel @tademic research in Ethiopia. Instead
policy documents tend to focus mainly on educatamtess and equity. Between the
introduction of the first Education and Traininglifp in 1994 and the launching of the third
Education Sector Development Programme (ESDPdtjcation policy has emphasized the
need to increase equitable access to quality edac@OE, 1998; MOE, 2002). ESDP i
focused on improving education management atihreda(district) and school levels so as
to expand access to education (MOE, 2005). ESDP (MOE, 2010a) considered
improvement in school management and administraa®mone of the tools for improving

education decision-making at all levels. The Goment also launched the General



Education Quality Improvement Programme (GEQIP)winich school management and
administration are taken as one of the key educafigality intervention areas (Shibeshi,
2009).

The review of national education policy indicatkattin recent years Ethiopia has shown a
commitment to strengthening school-based managenheritoth ESDP IV and GEQIP,
school management is one of the pillars of prograrmterventions to improve participatory
decision-making in both primary and secondary stshobhe policy empowers the school
principal to lead the activities of various stakieleos involved in school decision-making.
As clearly explained in ESDP IV and the SIP, théosd principal is responsible for
managing and controlling the human, financial aratemal resources of the school. School
principal are also responsible for ensuring thatmmaonities, students and local
administration participate in decision-making. TW&EO is given the role of supervising,
monitoring and evaluating the activities of theals, and of ensuring that the schools are

provided with the necessary human, material arehfiral resources (MOE, 2010a).

When such new school governance system is intrabtacan educational system and began
to be implemented, it is worthy to assess the impl&ation process so as to identify the
strengths and weaknesses in the process. The mssgssiot only enables schools and
educational leaders to identify the strengths am@kmess in the implementation of the
school based management, but also provides ushtnefgwhat measures to be taken to
improve the weaknesses and to expand their streragthvell. This in turn helps schools to
make best out of the implementation of the SBMeaystTherefore, making an assessment of
practices and challenges of SBM seems to be eakénsecondary schools of East showa

Zone.
1.2 Statement of the Problem

Decentralization of education management can lextefd at different levels away from the
centre (regional, sub regional, local and instioidl) and for different functions (resource
generation and spending, personnel managementcudum planning etc.) Depending on

the country's tradition and circumstances, sometions can be retained at the centre, others



can be devolved to the regional level, and sthieotfunctions can be transferred to the local
and institutional levels, and some functions ararath among different levels (Winkler,
1989).

In Ethiopia, studies on educational decentralirafiound that there were the presence of
differing conceptions and weak communications amtegeducation officials. One study in
Tigray and Amahara made in late 1995 (USAID, 19fifi)nd that there were differing
conceptions of decentralization among the educatificials. Another research conducted at
national level on SBM and decision-making in Etl@op Government schools (Workneh
Abebe, 2012) found that there were the preseneeeak communications between the WEO

and the schools constrained the process of depbrtical decision-making to school level.

The unique feature of this research is assessiagd#dtision making ability of school
principals and participating parents and commuiityhe school affairs. Hence, the main

problems of school based management are stated@sd.

The Government has recognized that weak manageamhtimplementation capacity at

school level was one of the main barriers to aghgeaccess, equity and quality in primary
and secondary education (MOE, 2005). After 200&efore, the Government acknowledged
the importance of school management for improvichosl-based decision-making. It

designed policies and programmes that strengthtgecble of communities and parents in
school management and financial administratiorh) Wie primary objective of improving the

quality of education. However, theoredaadministration still had more powers of critical

decision-making and improving governance in schodler instance, the WEO was

responsible for recruiting teachers and managiedfittancial and material resources of the
schools (MOE, 2005).

According to MOE (2006), the appointment of secopdhool leaders in Ethiopia is very
much based on experience and there is lack offaghBchool leaders and it was found that
it is less than satisfactory in performing teclhimanagement; building school culture and

attractive school compound; participatory decisioaking and school management for



teachers and students; creating orderly school remwvient by clarifying duties and
responsibilities; and being skillful in human redats; communicating with different
stakeholders. So, the capacities of secondary sdbaders could hinder the practices of
SBM.

At the end of ESDP lll, it was recognized that diesphe increased attention given to
devolving decision-making to the local level, inagtice, school management and
administration remained inefficient and ineffectiiche WEOs were unable to implement
government programmes because they did not haveatteity to ensure that schools were
managed and administered effectively. In addititme system suffered from a weak
relationship between regions andreda (MOE, 2010).

Alongside ESDPs and GEQIP, the Government has megignd implemented the School
Improvement Programme (SIP). One of the main facuwdethis was strengthening school
management and parent and community partnershopdier to improve decision-making at
school level (MOE, 2005). These SBM are expectethke responsibility for problems and
weaknesses that arise in schools, and they plajinigaoles in implementing effective
practices and decisions (MOE, 2007).

By the past 7 years the researcher was servedsndbawa Zone as a teacher and school
principal. On that period of time the researchesembes, extent of decision making

responsibility devolved to the school is limited dock grant budget, teachers and

administrators get mixed signals or contradictaryport from WEO; both are a hindrance to

real school based decision making, and school ipaie to engage parents and the
community in school governance is little these @&bgpvoblems seen in study secondary
schools of East Showa Zone.

However, as clearly explained in ESDP IV and thie @/IOE, 2010a), the school principals
is responsible for managing and controlling the Aoncurriculum and instructions, financial
and material resources of the school. The schaotipals are also responsible for ensuring

that communities, teachers and local administrgtiamicipate in decision-making. But SBM



were not as expected take responsibility for pnoislend weaknesses that arise in schools to
solve them, and play leading roles in implemengffgctive practices and decisions in study
secondary schools of East Showa Zone.

Furthermore, to the best knowledge of the researdhere is scarcity of studies which
focused on the issue in secondary schools of Bastas Zone. Therefore, all these initiated
the researcher to investigate the research oniggacind challenges of SBM in secondary

schools of East showa Zone.
In light of this, the researcher tried to seek arsiw the following research questions:

* To what extent do school based management is gedctin East Showa zone
secondary school?

* How do school principal encourage communities, marand local authorities to
influence education management and decision-malisghool level?

 To what extent do school principal carry out thagtces of decision making on
budget, personnel, and curriculum and instructionsecondary schools of East
Showa Zone?

* What are the major challenges affecting the prgpactices of SBM in secondary
schools of East Showa Zone?

1.3 Objectives of the Study

1.3.1 General Objective

The general objective of this research is to aspesdices and challenges of school based

management in secondary schools of East Showa zone.

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

Specifically this research was conducted to achilegdollowing specific objectives.

» To assess the school based management practisesandary schools of East Showa
Zone.



To examine the extent to which parents and comnesniparticipate in the
management of the school in secondary schools sif #sowa Zone.

To assess the extent to which school principaltjped decision making on budget,
personnel, and curriculum and instructions in sdaonschools of East Showa Zone.
To investigate the major challenges that hindetesl practices of school based

management in secondary schools of East Showa Zone.

1.4 Significance of the Study

The school based management needs to be emphagized government and educational

experts to make an investigation in identifying greblems that hinder its practices, and to

recommend possible solution. Thus, the results hef study will have the following

contributions:

a)

b)

d)

e)

The research may reveal the strength and weakne$sasctices, challenges and
prospects of SBM in secondary schools of East Shtwe. The essence of this may
generate alternatives for the improvement of thbosks as well as students
achievement,

The research results will help to fill the knowledgap about the approach, build
consensus and raise awareness of stakeholderstter implementation and results,
It is also hoped that the study would contributetite improvement of quality
education by initiating responsible parties by jdowg information on their role of
SBM, which ultimately ends with the highest leag@achievement.

It may help to encourage the PTA,KETB, teachersicpals, supervisors, woreda
education office experts, and, East Showa Zone attunc district to take actions
against problems faced, and to predict the ardantfed further consideration in SBM
planning, monitoring, and implementations, and

It may inspire other researchers' interest to confluther study on the topic.



1.5 Delimitations of the Study

The research was delimited in both content wise gewhraphically. Regarding to content,
this research was delimited on assessing the peactof SBM based on a theoretical
framework of Lawler's (1986)high- involvement modelhich focuses on increasing
employee involvement in organization decision mgkamd David (1989) studies drow
school SBM work&our key elements and (Murphy; Wohlstetter& Brig@994); Di Gropello
(2006) the three keynovationareas of school based management practices. @b8garis
assessed on focusing the following conditions scpmp school based management
variables; the four key elements lifyh- involvement modelnd how school SBM works
power, knowledge, information, rewards, and theeghkey innovation areas of SBM
practices; instructional guidance, leadership, asburce and community participations.
Because as Lawer (1986), (David,1989;Hill and Bon&®91),(Murphy; Wohlstetter &
Briggs, 1994), and Di Gropello (2006) noted thagamizational effectiveness is a
multiplicative function of power, knowledge, infoation, rewards, instructional guidance,
leadership, and resource and community participatiorhis suggests that if any one

component is missing, organizational effectivengssamatically reduced.

Geographically the scope of this study was delithite 18 secondary schools of East Showa
Zone due to the limit of time, finance and materedources. This means it does not include
primary schools found under the study area. Thesefthe finding of this research is
generalized for secondary schools of East Showa Zathout considering primary one or
secondary schools of nearby regions.

1.6 Limitations of the Study

Even though the research has attained its objedtieee were some inescapable limitations.
First, while there are various conditions support8BM practices, due to the limit of time,
finance and material resources; this research wasoorporating all supporting conditions
to see SBM practices. Furthermore, the lack of lamresearch works on the issue
investigated in the study area impedes the reseadfom consulting more findings in the
literature as well as in the discussion part.



1. 7 Organization of the Study

The research report has five units. Unit one pitsséme nature of the problem and its
approach through comprising background of the stathtement of the problem, objectives
of the study, significance of the study, delimipatiof the study, definition of operational
terms and organization of the study. Unit two désas the key concepts that are used in the
paper to place the problem in a broader perspedfvéterature or review of related
literature. Unit three concentrates on the reseanethod and methodology specifically
which includes research method, study populatiampde size and sampling techniques, data
collecting instruments, data analysis and integti@is and also ethical considerations. Unit
four give the presentation, analyses and interpoetaof the data. Finally, Unit five

summarizes the main findings, conclusions and gisesmmendations.
1.8 Definitions of key Terms
This section provides definitions of the key corisep words.

- Decentralization-decentralizatiors a process of transferring the decision making
from central or higher office to the local govermer offices of the bureaucracy. In
the context of education, the functions that an@monly decentralized to the local
levels usually to the local government or the stlitself are policymaking, revenue
generation, curriculum design, school administrgtemnd teacher management.

« School based management- School based managesranirganizational approach
that expands the local school site responsibility authority for the improvement of
school performance. Ideally, it provides local meaubms for the introduction of new
approaches to education that result in enhancexmas and that better fill the needs
of the local community.

- Power- poweris to make decisions that influence organizatiquralctices, policies
and directions; Power is also defined as controérofudget, personnel and

curriculum.
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Knowledge- knowledge ighat enables employees to understand and corrifout
organizational performance including technical kremge to do the job or provide
the service, interpersonal skills, and managenalkedge and expertise.
Information-information isabout the performance of the organization, inclgdi
revenues, expenditures, unit performance, andegiainformation on the broader
policy and economic environment, research findingsVvations.

Rewards- rewardss the overall compensation structure of the omgions that
provides incentive for employee involvement anddegbeople accountable for their
contribution to organizational performance.

Head teacher- head teachisrthe leader of school or school principal.
Practices-Practicesare the carrying out, execution, or implementatdra plan, a
method, or any design for doing something.

Secondary schoolfhe term secondary schools in the Ethiopia contétkhave four
years duration, consisting of two years of gengeabndary school which will enable
students to identify their interest for further edtion, for specific training and for the
world of work. The second cycle of secondary edanatnd training will enable
students to choose subjects or areas of traininghwhill prepare them adequately
for higher education and for the world of work, atiwill be completed at grade 12
(MOE, 1994). Thus secondary school in this reseagbtrs to first cycle secondary

schools (from 9 — 10 grades levels).
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UNIT TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This unit presents a theoretical knowledge of thenmmenon of school based management.
The unit is organized in to different sections. liEgection has been strong power to release
necessary information to conduct the study effetfivas well as to develop smart data
collection instruments. In addition the literatumeorporates various research findings on the
issue school based management which helps therchse#o see various findings conducted
in different areas.

2.1 School-Based Management (SBM)

2.1.1 Definition of SBM Interventions

Educational leaders and policy makers are alwayshenook for reforms to improve the

quality of basic education in their country. Onetlod most popular strategies that came out
during the 1980s the school reform movement wasdelbased management.SBM is the
decentralization of decision-making authority te gthool site (Oswald, 1995). Essentially
such an innovation in the delivery of educatioravices excites various education policy

makers because of shifting of the place of powexubhority.

School-based management with its different meaniagsbeen implemented in wide range
of social context both in developed and develomaogntries. Caldwell (2004) defines SBM
in a system of public education as “the systematid consistent decentralization to the
school level of authority and responsibility to readecisions on significant matters related to
school operations within a centrally determinedrieavork of goals, policies, curriculum,
standards and accountabilities” (p. 3). While tleemt ‘school-based management’ has
international prevalence, the practice has differeames in different settings, including
‘school self-management’, ‘school autonomy’ andcdb management of schools’, ‘site-

based management’.
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In the words of (Malen, 1990) “school-based managenscan be viewed conceptually as a
formal alteration of governance structures, asrenfof decentralization that identifies the
individual school as the primary unit of improverhemd relies on the redistribution of
decision-making authority as the primary means ugho which improvement might be
stimulated and sustained” (p. 2, World Bank, 20@&gntibafiez (2006) further asserts that
SBM, as a reform strategy, has a strong theoresippkal due to its participative decision
making and autonomy where in schools under SBMVeapected to be more efficient in the
use of resources and more responsive to local n@adents are involved in school affairs
such as monitoring and evaluating school persoi@®\ can pave the way to a transparent,
higher accountability and an increased focus orrawipg educational outcomes.

Cromwell (2006) says that the “philosophy supp@rsite-based management has its roots in
industry and business. In the last half of the 2&#htury, an industrial model touting the
benefits of empowering factory workers to changeirttwork roles gained widespread
celebrity and credibility”. Peter Drucker, a managat guru, has laid out the idea on
decentralization as early as 1940s amidst of cordnazd control corporations. He “favored
decentralized organizations because they creatdl goals in which employees gain
satisfaction by observing the fruits of their effprand promising leaders can make mistakes
without bringing down the business” ( Buchanan,90&BM, as decentralization strategy,
engages in delegating authority to the school awstef the central office, a shared decision-

making model engaging various stakeholders andltédie rather than directive leadership.

2.1.2 Goals of SBM Interventions

SBM is the decentralization of authority to the mahlevel. It involves the transfer of
responsibility and decision-making over school afiens and school management to
principals, teachers, parents, sometimes studamtspther school community members. The
school-level actors, however, have to conform to,operate within, a set of centrally
determined policies (Caldwell, 1998). The basiagple around SBM is that giving school-
level actors more autonomy over school affairs vaflult in school improvement as they are
in a better position to make decisions to meet scineeds in a more efficient manner
(Malen, Ogawa and Kranz 1990).
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SBM reforms are far from uniform. SBM encompassegde variety of strategies, ranging
from fully autonomous schools with authority ovevery educational, financial, and
personnel matter to more restrictive versions #idiiw autonomy over certain areas of
school operations. Another dimension of variabiligvolves around to whom greater
decision power and accountability are transferBuhilarly, the goals of SBM reforms vary
substantially, although they typically involve: {Hcreasing the participation of parents and
communities in schools; (i) empowering principalsd teachers; (iii) building local level
capacity; (iv) creating accountability mechanisros $ite-based actors and improving the
transparency of processes by devolution of autowind (v) improving quality and
efficiency of schooling, thus raising student agki@ent levels. Only recently has SBM been
adopted as a mean to an end, which is providingl gpality education to students and
improving school management, transparency, anduatability. In the early years of SBM,
the mere transferring of autonomy and authorityhe school local agents was considered a

goal on its own.

2.1.3 Arguments For and Against the Introduction ofSBM

There are a number of arguments put forth in fasbthe introduction of SBM. First,
allowing school agents (principals, teachers, aackmts) to make decisions about relevant
educational issues is believed to be a more demo@eacess than keeping these decisions
in the hands of a selected group of central leffetials (Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz, 1990).
Second, locating the decision-making power closethe final users will arguably lead to
more relevant policies, as local actors generadlyehbetter information about local needs,
and thus are able to make the best decisions. ,Tdulditional gains in efficiency could come
from making the decision-making process less buradic. Fourth, empowering the school
personnel and the community might lead to highenro@dment, involvement, and effort.
This will result in a greater resource mobilizatiand possibly a more enjoyable school
climate if all different agents involved in the d®on-making process cooperate and
coordinate efforts. The closer parent-school pastip might also improve the home
environment with respect to learning. Fifth, invialy parents in school management or in

monitoring and evaluation activities is likely tacrease the levels of transparency and
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accountability within the school. This might in tumprove school effectiveness and school

quality.

The empirical evidence thus far although limitedboth quantity and quality seems to
support some of these arguments. It has been démtmusthat the quality of education
depends primarily on the way schools are manageate nthan on the availability of

resources (Hanushek, 2003). It has also been shmtrithe capacity of schools to improve
teaching and learning is strongly mediated by thality of the leadership provided by the
principal (Caldwell, 2005). Both factors would aegfor stronger control over management

within the school.

However, governments are faced with many challerigedelegating responsibility and
power to the school that can threaten the sucdeab® seform. Undertaking the government
has to decide whom to devolve decision-making aitthto and to which degree namely,
which functions to decentralize. Moreover, the gowaent has to be able to provide
appropriate incentives that will minimize confliegy interests amongst school agents. For
example, policies that put school budgets in thedkaf the communities might not be very
popular amongst school staff, whereas policiesgtrahgthen the role of the principal might
gain little sympathy amongst teachers (Wohlistedied Briggs, 1994). Conflicts amongst
school agents about the use of funds and the ev@luaf performance can have an adverse
impact on school quality. Ex-post, the governmeag to offer an accountability framework
that provides support to decentralized schools emsilire enough local capacity to manage

the powers and resources transferred.

Two groups are expected to be the main guarantaresuccessful implementation of SBM
reforms: senior teachers, especially the schooifgpal, and the parents — and, at times, the
wider community (De Grauwe, 2004). However, it iomg to presume that school staff is
always ready and willing to undertake the reforfalVshas in several cases made life harder
for school principals by increasing their admiratire and managerial workload, to the
detriment of their role as a pedagogical leadedd@eall, 1993; Odden,A. and Odden, E.
1994; Wylie 1996). In addition, many of the managatwrelated decisions SBM reforms

involved especially financing and staffing issues mmtricate and complex. With regard to
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the community, its involvement in school life mighlso impose considerable coordination
and time demands. These can represent a signiftosbtfor low-income parents who might
have to forego some wage-earning work time to @pete in the school committees.
Moreover, in communities with many social and padit tensions, the school committee can
become an instrument in the hands of an elite grang no increased transparency and
accountability will be achieved. Given these patmgroblems, additional rigorous evidence

is needed to examine the impacts of different wedymplementing SBM.

2.1.4 Types of SBM Reform

SBM is a very broad concept. It includes a varietyinterventions and experiences that
admit many different classifications. A first cldgstion is according to whom in the school
is authority transferred (Caldwell, 1998). Caldwe(l998) draws a distinction
betweerschool-based managememdschool-based governanagtiatives. The former
applies to initiatives that transfer responsitabtito professionals within the school, generally
the principal and senior teachers, whereas the iaiplies giving authority to an elected
school board, which represents parents and the cmityn Similarly, Leithwood and

Menzies (1998) identify four types of SBM reforms:

1. Administrative control reformghe principal is the key-decision maker. The refas

intended to provide more accountability and imprthesefficient use of resources.

2. Professional control reformshe body of teachers receives the authority. heac

empowerment is usually the primary objective.

3. Community control reformshe parents or the community are in charge thraigarent

association. The reform tends to focus on accollityaio parents and choice.

4. Balanced control reformgarents, teachers, and principals share respbinsg

Empowering all actors is the main reform objective.

An alternative way of classifying SBM reforms iscaading to the processes they

decentralize and the level of autonomy they trandfe this case, the diversity of SBM
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reforms might be better represented as a continofureforms that are differentiated by the
degree of autonomy granted to schools and to edwatosagent (Fasih and Patrinos, 2006).
In this continuum, the range of SBM reforms goesrir‘weak” reforms that decentralize

very little autonomy, over a few areas only, tordsgy” reforms in which schools are

basically stand-alone units, responsible for almadktdecisions concerning what goes on
inside their buildings.

Figure 1 depicts such a continuum and classifiescthuntries that have implemented SBM
reforms in the various stages of this continuum.

For instance, weak to moderate intensity SBM refoare those in which schools and/or
school councils have limited autonomy, usually ossgas having to do with instructional
methods or planning for school improvement. Suchld/e the case of schools in the PEC
(Programa Escuelas de Calidadchool Quality Program) in Mexico .Or of schoabs
Prince William County (Virginia, US) or in Edmontdi€anada), where councils merely
serve an advisory role. As councils become moreraumhous, receive funds directly from
the central or other relevant level of governménit €xample lump-sum funding or grants),
can hire and fire teachers and principals, or getaula, SBM becomes a much stronger type
of reform. Schools like these can be found in BV&dor and New Zealand. At the end of the
continuum are systems in which schools councilssciool administrators have full
autonomy over the school educational, operatiomadl financial decisions. Some schools
even engage in their own fundraising activitiestiese cases, parents or others can even
establish fully autonomous public (charter) schoaisch as in the Netherlands and the

United Kingdom.

Note that the terms “weak” and “strong” are notduseclassify any SBM system as better as
or worse than any other but simply to define thgrele of autonomy awarded to the school-
based agents.
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Figure 1: Classification of SBM Reforms Implemented/arious Countrie&

/1 Source: adapted by the authors from Fasih atrthBs (2006).

/2 These represent ratings in the continuum ofraartty and authority vested to schools by
the various types of SBM reforms.

/3 Israeli schools have autonomy to control theiddet. School locally-controlled budgets

represent a small fraction of total public expemdis because most expenditure are
controlled and made centrally. There are no schlooincils or parent associations with

decision-making authority.

/4 Cambodia schools in the EQIP program receiveh ggants and have participatory
decision making, but schools councils are not fdisnestablished.
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2.2 From Centralized to Decentralized Education

Review of the decentralization efforts of the 1960&l 1970s SBM that usually targeted
units smaller than the district but larger than sbkool and had as their primary goal either
increased political power for local communities iocreased administrative efficiency
(David, 1989; Wissler and Ortiz,1986). But the r@c8BM of 1980s and 1990s reforms that
decentralize decision making to the school site amddesigned to produce changes in the
educational practice that result in higher levdlstadent learning (M.Cohen, 1988; David,
1989).

In response to the decentralization trend since/@he School-Based Management has been
adopted by many countries as a national educatmicyp SBM entices many education
managers and experts, because it yields variousveogesults such as improved academic
performance of students, increased participationpafents and the community in the
education of the students/children, and more ingodl, empowerment of the local school
heads, among others. Thus, the centralized andabcnaic system of education is
deconstructed and reconstituted to give way foeeedtralized management system. With
this system, different educators and scholars dfl PBovide insights and feedback as to the

effectiveness of SBM in addressing education carscer

Why does the centralized management of educatise @ big problem? Because the
managerial, technical, and financial demands otation systems on government capacities,
especially in the developing world and the compierf education, make it very difficult to
produce and distribute education services in arakrgéd fashion (King and Cordeiro-
Guerra, 2005, in World Bank, 2007); hence, the fralldecentralized education as a fitting
reform agenda to maximize the efficient and effectise of government limited resources.
This became a battle cry in the 1980s and 1990shaswave of decentralization in
governance, leading John Naisbitt and Patricia Aboe (1990) to assert that the
decentralization of organizational management is ofithe megatrends that shaped the
1980s.
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Decentralization is a process of transferring tbeislon making from central or higher office
to the local government or offices of the bureacgrdn the context of education, the
functions that are commonly decentralized to tlwalltevels usually to the local government
or the school itself are policymaking, revenue gaten, curriculum design, school

administration, and teacher management.

There are many reasons why decentralization is ddembe a good strategy for addressing
the problems of poor governance and inefficienmegroviding the basic needs of society.
For instance, the World Bank (1998) recommendsrtesiezation “to effect a more efficient

allocation of resources that is necessary to bahgut improvements in the quality of

schools and to deal with financial pressures” (Beh, et. al., 2002). The pressure to
decentralize among developing countries was dii@egely by fiscal constraints and concern
over the effectiveness of a centralized educatioeducracy in providing education services.
Interestingly, in places like Latin America, thesesan European bloc and the former USSR,

decentralization proceeded hand in hand with timeodeatization process.

A key reform program that has concretized decemsitbn in the basic education sector in
different parts of the world is site-management sshool-based management (SBM).
Australia adopted the strategy in 1976; Britainl®88; the US in 1988; New Zealand in
1989; Mexico in 1992; Hong Kong in 1991; Thailamd1i999; and, the Philippines in 2001
(Bautista, Bernardo and Ocampo, 2010). By the ¢dithe century, SBM had become one of
the three major tracks for change in public edaeca{Caldwell, 2004), the other two being
the “an unrelenting focus on learning outcomes, thedcreation of schools for a knowledge

society and global economy”.

With regard to SBM, it is important to take notetloé following:

For Conley (2003), SBM is more of an enabling medra for other goal to materialize. He
clearly states in an earlier work (1993) that etiooal restructuring such as SBM needs to
dovetail with the goals of systemic reform. He folated a “framework of twelve
dimensions of educational restructuring that asaiged into three subsets: central, enabling,

and supporting variables. Learner outcomes, cuumepinstruction, and assessment make up
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the central variables, labeled as such becausehi#ney a powerful direct effect on student
learning. Enabling variables, also closely related instruction, consist of leaning

environment, technology, school-community relatjcarsd time. Supporting variables, those
further removed from the class room; consist ofegoance, teacher leadership, personnel

structures and working relationships (Thomson, 1994

Hanushek and Woessmann, (2007) remind policy makers implementers about the
evidence that “merely increasing resource allocatiwill not increase the equity or improve
the quality of education in the absence of insonl reforms” (World Bank, 2007:1). For a
successful SBM, all stakeholders of education ghoeffectively and meaningfully
participate in its implementation and all aspedtseducational management should also
synchronize with efforts related to decentralizatés to the context-specify of SBM, because
its implementation is dynamic, its practices canm®boxed in a template to be followed by
school heads. Every country and every locality thatctices SBM is well aware of its

context-based implementation.

Decentralization through school-based managemest sh@wn mixed results .Bautista,
Bernardo and Ocampo (2010) noted that in develgpetkties, SBM increases participation
in decision making but does not appear to haveffatteon teaching and learning when
treated merely as a change in governance strucHoeever, based on their literature
review, the authors assert that it affects sch@sfgpmance positively “when schools, in
addition to obtaining autonomy, provide for locapeacity-building, establish rigorous
external accountability through close relationswasin schools and communities, and

stimulate access to innovations”.

Several reasons explain why SBM is widely suppoltgdlifferent policy makers and even
governments. One of the main reasons is that paisi teachers and parents are the best
people to manage the resources available for educ&d meet the needs of the wider
community. If there is a strict regulation imposggbn schools, it limits its ability to make a
full potential in meeting students’ needs. If schoxanization is given importance, it will
have a net effect on student performance througleased test scores and reduced dropout

rates (Montreal Economic Institute, 2007). Althougtany other factors affect student
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performance such as influence of the family, sclaatdbnomy has the strongest influence on

the overall quality of school management and ogian.

The implementation of SBM also results in “increhseficiency and innovation in the
delivery of education, reduced education bureaygiiacreased responsiveness of schools to
the needs of local communities, strengthened ac¢ability and increased engagement with,
and financial support for, schools” (Montreal Ecomo Institute, 2007:2). In countries with
devolved systems of education or high degree obremmy, average performance in
mathematics and literacy tends to be higher. BUCDEK2004) report cautions that the

relationship between school autonomy and acadeenfoqmance is not causal.

Di Gropello (2006) expresses the primary goal aetralization reforms in education as “to
improve the efficiency and effectiveness of eduratby increasing school autonomy and
community participation and the autonomy and cdpaaf local and regional education

offices and stakeholders” (p. 1). In his study @0e presses that “school-based
management models seem to be a potentially prognisieans to promote more civic

engagement in education and to cost-effectivelybgéter or similar educational results than
traditional programs” (p. 53). SBM has had a vanpstantial impact on enrollment and is
somewhat associated with better student flowshasxperience of El Salvador, Honduras,
and Guatemala point out. There is also evidendeattedemic achievement is at least high in

autonomous schools, as in traditional schools.

Decentralization reforms have a positive influermce the efficiency and effectiveness of
education service delivery largely because it: €apbles the school to make use of
information about local preferences, and (b) insesahe opportunities for the community to
hold the service provider accountable, which, imtwcan improve teaching and learning
(World Bank in Di Gropello, 2006). The first reasfam effectiveness and efficiency of SBM

is information argument which argues that informator knowledge should be within the

reach of the schools so that they could use itthierr benefit; while secondly, it speaks

distinctly of accountability of the academic comrti@s for their decisions and actions.
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Admittedly, education is “too complex and too dsiéed, both in demand and supply, to be
efficiently produced and distributed in a centratiZfashion” (Montreal Economic Institute,
2007:4). Excessive and centralized bureaucrati¢raboover schools hampers them to be
responsive and creative organizations to imply ramlity to grab the opportunity of the
environment. The current period shows a volatileetyg in which many changes happen in
very fast phase conditions. We can only adjusemienough elbow room for direct actors to

decide and make immediate actions or steps advemiago the welfare of the group.

Caldwell (2004) enumerates some of the drivingderfior SBM as follows: “(1) demand for

less control and uniformity and associated demandyfeater freedom and differentiation;
(2) interest in reducing the size and thereforé¢ obsaintaining a large central bureaucracy;
(3) commitment to empowerment of the community; désire to achieve higher levels of
professionalism at the school level through thelmement of teachers in decision-making;
and (5) realization that different schools havdedént mixes of student needs requiring
different patterns of response that cannot be ohitexd centrally, hence the need for a

capacity at the school level to make decisionggspond to these needs” (p. 4).

Likened to a juggernaut, the flourishing of decalation movement reveals the internal
limitation of nationally defined programs and p@& A national policy are one size, but
does not fit all. There is an imperative that thesatral policies must be adapted to be
relevant because each community is differently ttated, although similarly situated; each
school has its own distinct character and attriuffeirthermore, too much centralization in
education stifles creativity of actors and too muehkpection suppresses local initiative

(Kandasamy, Maheswari&,LiaBlaton, 2004).

(Kandasamy, Maheswari&,LiaBlaton , 2004) reports plositive findings of decentralization
in education implemented in Africa and Asia. Figgarents and communities are showing
great commitment to their children’s schooling artly shouldering the cost of schooling
and provision of practical supports. Secondly, perend teachers, inspectors and mayors,
and other stakeholders are genuinely convincedhefeed for decentralization since they

commit themselves to its implementation, althougllyfaware of the present constraints.
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And thirdly, considering that schools and localicgé struggle with scarce resources, the

local community engages in several innovative &ffand initiatives.

(Barrera-Osorio, 2009) hold that at very margirasts, the potential benefits SBM are large.
A number of these benefits include:

*  “More input and resources from parents (whethexash or in-kind)

» More effective use of resources because those mpakerdecisions for each school are
intimately acquainted with its needs

* A higher quality of education as a result of mofécient and transparent use of
resources

* A more open and welcoming school environment beedus community is involved in
its management

* Increased participation of all local stakeholdershie decision-making processes which
leads to more collegial relationships and increasgdfaction

» Improved student performance as a result of reduepdtition rates, reduced dropout
rates, and (eventually) better learning outcompsby.

The main purpose for school-based management ismftrevement of educational outcomes
and, thus most governments have adopted as th@resdor educational reform (Caldwell,
2004). The limitation though is that SBM does noivide a solution to all school related
problems. SBM, when properly and carefully impleteeln yields increased community
ownership of schools, improves student learningaukes, and provides more streamlined
administration of the education system (Montreairieenic Institute, 2007).

2.3 SBM and Education Outcomes

For the last three decades of implementation of SB&tording to Caldwell (2004) “there
has been little evidence that school-based managemas had either a direct or an indirect
effect on educational outcomes” (p. 4) primarilyckoese most of the early SBM was
implemented as a strategy to empower the commuibgt to dismantle large, costly and
ineffective bureaucracy. Caldwell (2004) furthete®othat the impact of SBM was hard to

establish due to the weak database on studentvachémt. He claims that SBM in western

24



nations have yielded little evidence of impact earhing though they have already practiced
SBM for almost three decades, while in developiogntries, the implementation of SBM

gives early evidence of impact on learning.

Fullan and Watson (1999) reviewed several empistadlies involving SBM in developed
countries, concluding that SBM, in its then preskmin, did not impact on teaching and
learning. Fullan and Watson cited the followingdsés; a) the first was conducted by Taylor
&Teddlie (1992) in thirty-three schools in the WdtStates. They found out that teachers in
this study did not alter their practice, much l@ssrease their participation in decision-
making or overcome norms of autonomy so that teacheuld feel empowered to
collaborate with their colleagues; b) Hallinger, fdlny and Hausman, (1991) found that
teachers and principals in their samples were highlfavor of restructuring, but did not
make connections ‘between new governance structum@éshe teaching-learning process’; c¢)
identical findings arise in Weiss’ (1992) investiga of shared decision-making (SDM) in
twelve high schools in eleven states in the US.s#/did find that teachers in SDM schools
were more likely to mention involvement in the d&an-making process, but ‘schools with
SDM did not pay more attention to issues of cufuguthan traditionally managed schools,
and pedagogical issues and student concerns werenahe list for both sets of schools.’; d)
Leithwood and Menzies (1998) examined 83 empirstatlies of school-based management
to arrive at this conclusion: “There is virtuallp firm, research-based knowledge about the
direct or indirect effects of SBM on students ... litide research-based evidence that does
exist suggests that the effects on students ateagisikely to be negative as positive. An
awesome gap exists between the rhetoric and thiéyre SBM’s contribution to student
growth in light of the widespread advocacy of SBNp” 34)

Thus, Fullan and Watson (1999) suggest that wetsh@@d to abandon SBM, but rather

reconceptualize it by providing three key non-dinua elements:

* Building professional learning communities;
» Developing the two-way seamless relationship betveshools and their communities;
« Establishing and extending infrastructures whichtgbute to (1) and (2), as well as

serving as a framework for external accountability.
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Equally, Fullan and Watson (1999), in studying 8#M in developing countries of Africa,

Asia, and Latin America claim that there is not ety overall evidence that SBM in

developing countries is directly linked to improvems in the quality of. In Kenya,

Anderson and Nderitu found that implementation cf@! Improvement Programme (SIP)

has become widespread (since mid-1996), that tiseesidence of impact on the work of

teachers and their relationships to students anthemity members, and that while it is too

early to assess the impact on student outcomed, ahdise evidence is positive. In Jaipur,

India, the Bodh Shiksha Samiti Project uses a dhéisied philosophy of education linked to

an integrated community schools strategy.

The researchers Fullan and Watson report the foligspecific achievements:

A comparative assessment, based on the findingbeochmark studies in the
government schools under the programme, has edtatlithat the level of children’s
cognition attained through these innovative methsdsnuch higher than those of
schools not involved in the programme.

The programme has brought the government teach#rsfosystematic rigidity and
there is perceptible qualitative improvement inssfaom culture, teacher-student
relationships and parental involvement in schotlaies.

There is a general appreciation of the programne argrowing demand for its
expansion.

In Pakistan, the Roads to Success (RTS) is a wellhiiented report on an in- depth
evaluation of school improvement in 32 schoolsaarfprovinces. Four indicators of
success were used: enrolment, attendance, repeat#tie, and retention data were not
available on student performance. The findings are:

Critical causal factors in the process of posisebool change include a combination
of a competent head teacher (and teachers) angparsive community;

Heads and teachers can form a cluster of schodislp each other;

Parents/communities support schools through:

- Involvement with their own children’s learning;

- Involvement through securing facilities andafircial support for the school;

- Involvement through participation in school aittes.
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Research findings in various countries demonsthatethrough the implementation of SBM,
school stakeholders and participants have been wearpd in decision-making, leading to
create high levels of parental and community pidioon (Bandur, 2008). In Indonesia,
Bandur (2008) made a study that aims to examinethgheimprovements in student
achievements have been achieved resulting fronmtpeementation of SBM. Based on his
study, “there have been school improvements andestuachievements resulting from the
implementation of SBM. SBM policies and programséhareated better teaching/learning
environments and student achievements. Further,rébearch suggests that continuous
developments and capacity building such as trainmgchool leadership and management,
workshops on, and increased funding from governsnent needed to affect further
improvements in school effectiveness with the imm@atation of SBM.” (p. xii)

Santibafiez (2006) provides this summary in herditee review regarding SBM, “it appears

that having a school council that includes a widgety of stakeholders (principal, teachers,
parents) and has either limited authority and meseurces, or great authority and autonomy
(even without extra resources), does have a pesdifect on student outcomes, particularly

those on access and dropout rates, and lesserstadent achievement.” (p. 31)

Caldwell (2004) asserts that for SBM to be sucegssfimproving school outcomes, there is
a need to “highlight the importance of local demnsmaking being pre-eminently concerned
with learning and teaching and the support of lea@rand teaching, especially in building
the capacity of staff to design and deliver a culftim and pedagogy that meet the needs of
students, taking account of priorities in the losetting, including a capacity to identify
needs and monitor outcomes Also evident is thidimgi of the capacity of the community
to support the efforts of schools” (p. 5). This glynmeans that SBM may not directly affect
learning but transfer of authority to local leaderay provide an important avenue and better
opportunities for schools to perform well.

International studies of student achievement siclPISA and TIMMS show that schools
with a high degree of autonomy did better (Caldw2W04). The reason behind the higher

performance was the importance of support of tenaanity to schooling.
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Caldwell (2004) clarifies that SBM, as a policyndae easily legislated which shifts power,
authority, responsibility and influence from onedeto another such a shift is a change in
structure. On the other hand, the challenge is posebuild commitment and capacity to

achieve the desired impact on learning such aishéftchange in culture.

2.4 SBM and Capacity Building

School autonomy, decentralization, and SBM arepalicies that automatically put the
school principal at the heart of quality improvemedpast researches yielded that school
management has a crucial contribution in the peréorce of teachers and students. Principal
characteristics such as strong leadership, achiewermrientation and good community

networks pave the way for successful school (Kaautigs Maheswari&,LiaBlaton, 2004).

For Caldwell, (2004) capacity building at the lot=lel is one of the reasons for the effective
implementation of SBM. Teachers, principals andeotschool leaders need to build their
capacity to perform their new roles in the resuoetl school operation. For teachers, there is
an imperative to undertake professional developnosensuch topics as needs assessment,
curriculum design, research-based pedagogy, antinobons monitoring. For principals or
school heads, they need to strengthen their kn@eleand competencies on strategic
leadership, human resource management, policy makianning, and resource allocation,

community building and networking among schools.

In this regard Di Gropello (2006) mentions two udhces that affect the successful
implementation of SBM: “a) assets of actors and momities, which include skills, and
information as well as organizational, psycholofjitaman, financial and material assets,
and (b) the context in which the school and comtyuexkist” (p. 4). He also affirms that
SBM has prioritized school quality like teacher aswhool effort, as well as attended to
learning materials, teachers skills, pedagogicabwation all resulting in limited potential
impact of SBM on the quality of education and l&agn SBM equally remains at stake either

due to the issue of the actors’ ability to sust@rnitial implementation or positive output.

SBM, if implemented in fragmentary and incompletanmer, will not produce its intended

outcomes. Bimber(1993) claims that decentralizat@s a limited effect when treated
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separately with other aspects of school decisi@iace decisions are interdependent,
granting autonomy in one area of school managemeaytbe constrained by other areas, in

the absence of decentralization.

Caldwell (2004) also articulates passionately thie 1of universities in providing training
programs for school leaders and teachers to actjueranecessary skills, perspectives and
knowledge for a successful implementation of SBM. this situation, teacher training
institutions (TEIs), formerly known ascolenormale play a vital role as part capacity
builders for the public schools, especially in pdinvg of In-Service Training (INSET) for

teachers and school leaders.

For his part Di Gropello (2006) reminds us of tiek rof SBM amidst weak institutional
framework the capture of local power by local elifdus Grauwe (2004) in describing

successful schools recognizes three policy impboat namely:

1. “Principals are key to successful schools; thegrdfore need to work within a
supportive policy environment.

2. An integrated accountability framework has to beealigped linking the different
actors to whom the school is responsible.

3. These different actors should be given professitraahing so that, subsequently,
their autonomy can be increased” (Kandasamy, Maae&yliaBlaton, 2004:6).

SBM, on the other hand, has its own internal anererl barriers. For example, Lugaz
(2004) spells out the barriers of decentralizatiohWest Africa: a) Poor quality monitoring
on the part of local education offices, owing te thadequacy of the financial, material and
human resources at their disposal; b) Overloadettipels and under sourced schools; c)
Lack of transparency on the part of the schoolsclviobtained alternative sources of funds;
d) Different categories of teachers and its quakty Lack of support from local elected
officials due to lack of experience or trainingaducation matters; and f) Culture (p. 4-5,
Lugaz, IIEP, 2004). But these barriers can be @raec by careful planning and
implementation of SBM by those directly involved asll as the leaders in the national

government.
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Admittedly, SBM as reform management strategy isfiree from drawbacks, let alone

defeat its intended purpose, if not well implemente

2.5 Do We Know How to Make SBM Work?

Despite the plentiful number of studies and reviev$SBM that tend to show why SBM
does not work or works only at the margin, the nédigerature has focused more consciously
on identifying components that help make SBM awective strategy. David (1989) argued
that three key factors are necessary to make SBIk:wsrhool autonomy for making
decisions on budget, personnel, and curriculumuleggry relief to make new decision
making real; and shared, collegial decision makingpng site teachers and administrators.
Drawing on successful school based education ingmmawnt research (Berman and Gjelten,
1984; Chapman and Boyd, 1986; David and Peterg8#,1David, 1989 also argued that for
SBM to produce a school improvement process ttadlyreiorks (i.e., improves curriculum,
instruction and student achievement), it must beompanied by four key factors, all of

which are predicted on district support:

1. New knowledge and skillBoth teachers and administrators need a widey asfa
knowledge and skill to engage successfully in SEBMch knowledge and skills include
content knowledge and skills in new instructiostahtegies; planning and organizing a
meeting and following an agenda; engaging in gnageess; budgeting; developing and
monitoring a fiscal plan; and reviewing and anaigzdata on school performance. This,
of course, suggests the need for a robust staéldpment program

2. Principal leadership.The amount of authority and the style with whithisi shared
depends on the principal. In districts succesdfdeaentralizing management, the central
office trains, hires, and evaluates site leaderherbasis of these key leadership skills.

3. Implementation timeTeachers and administrators need time to acquice use new
knowledge and skills.

4. Salary levels These should be commensurate with the new lefetesponsibility and

authority.
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These findings are reinforced by a recent RAND repo decentralized management in
several large city districts (Hill and Bonan, 199hat report concluded that for SBM to
work the following are necessary;

» Superintendents and school boards should treat 8BM reform strategy by
transforming the central office in to a help giveganization and by promoting
and expecting school variety (rather than unifoyjnit

» Teachers unions should treat SBM as the core gtrdte professionalization by
providing training in the knowledge and skills neeédto make implementation
effective and by trouble shooting on a collaboratdasis with the principal.

» Teachers and principals should focus on studendsnég, (a) moving beyond
traditional labor management barriers and actingegially, (b) by emphasizing
informal procedures rather than formal processatsdan result in vets and (c) by

taking the initiative in assessing school perforosan

According to Hill and Bonan (1991), accountabilitgyder SBM should be based on results
(i.e., student outcomes) and hold schools accolenfabimplementing their own plans and
meeting their goals. The authors further noted tiratstrongest basis for accountability is the
reputation of the school and that the ultimate antability mechanism in school choice,
where parents and students decide which schodddteéad based on reputation of school.
Finally, Hill and Honan suggested that the centffite role in accountability under SBM is

to manage the school choice process.

Although these findings converge, they neverthelesbased on a limited review of the
literature (David, 1989) or a study of a few distisitaking modest steps towards SBM (Hill
and Bonan, 1991). The private sector, howeverpleas experimenting with a wide range of
decentralized management approaches for over 2légcand the accompanying research
has identified several key factors that produceatiffe organizations. These findings were
synthesized recently by Lawer (1986) in a booktkwtiHigh-involvement management
High- involvement management appropriate for servarganizations that engage in
knowledge production, exist in changing (usuallyidéy changing ) environment, are staffed

by individuals whose job tasks are complex and ireqoonstant decision making, and
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characterized by interdependence among tasks whkeimrganization (Lawer, 1986). All of

these characteristics apply to schools.

From His Synthesis of 20 years of research, Law®86) concluded that decentralized
management work when four components are decea®dalo serve delivery/production unit:
power (i,e., authority over budget and personrkeipwledge ( i.e., the skills and knowledge
needed to engage in high involvement management e forms of service
provision),information (i.e., data about the pemfance of the organization and about the
fiscal performance of the unit and the organizatioduding sales, costs, market share,
profitability, etc.), and rewards (i.e., a knowledgnd skills based compensation structure,
organization wide bonuses for accomplishing goatg] gain sharing programs for either
accomplishing goals or reducing costs). Indeed, dravargued that organizational
effectiveness is a multiplicative function of pow&nowledge, information, and rewards.
This suggests that if any one component is missorganizational effectiveness is

dramatically reduced.

Taken together, these conclusions help bring faik to the findings from the two studies
on how school SBM works (David,1989;Hill and Bond®91)and to the problems with
SBM identified in the previous section. SBM pglifirst needs to decentralize powers to
schools. Power is defined as control over budgdtmersonnel. Decentralized schools need
to be given a lump sum budget and expenditure &ityho spend the budget, subject only to
district review of the total budget. Further, sclsooeed to have the authority to hire, train,
supervise, promote, and fire their own staff, wighv constrains from the central district
office. Many SBM studies and reviews have alreaddenthis point (David, 1989:Hill and
Bonan, 1991; Malen et al., 1990; wohlstetter antféit) 1992).

Second, schools must have the knowledge and s&#ded to accomplish their tasks.
Technical skills primarily include teachers knowdedof curriculum content and proficiency
in the instructional skills needed to teach ihoMledge and skills also include the process,
leadership, financial, and management skills ne¢dezhgage in collegial planning, budget

development and monitoring, and cost benefit/cégciveness analysis. This point was
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made strongly by David (1989) “real authority configsn knowledge” (p.51) and Hill and

Bonan (1991), who identified the need for training.

Third, schools need to have information about thmiganization, its classrooms and
academic departments, and about how the organizét®into the overall district system.
Such information includes a wide array of studentcome data such as content area
achievement, graduation rates, participations ratesirse taking patterns; and so on
.Education information also includes detailed s¢thbased revenue and expenditure data by
program and student, which is rarely availableng district, including SBM districts. This
point is indirectly raised by the push in educatfon few forms of individual and school
based student assessments. Only Guthrie (1986xardilBonan (1991), and Wohlstetter and
Buffet (1992) explicitly identified school basedtocomes as key to SBM, and only Guthrie

identified the need for fiscal information as well.

Fourth, schools need to be able to provide rewarciécomplishing goals. As proposed by
Lawer (1986), this factor encompasses the overalnpensation structure of the
organizations. In education, this necessitates mefjanges in teacher and administrator
compensation system (such as knowledge and sliéidbpay and school based bonuses for
accomplishing performance targets) that have nen Ipart of any proposed SBM program to
date. David (1989) raised the compensation issuethe merely argued for a salary level
commensurate with new roles and responsibilityilsstan SBM. More recently, Odden and
Conley (1991) described how a new teacher comgiensstructure with the above elements
could be designed, but the closest that schoole bame to such changes have been modest
school based performance awards that a few saatkslistricts have adopted (Rechards and
Shujaa, 1990).

In views of the scholars Lawer (1986), David,1988;ldnd Bonan, (1991), these four
components are the key variables that need to tenttalized to schools if SBM is to work
in local districts. Schools as organizations theachto be redesigned with the people within

them (Mohrman and Cummings, 1989).
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2.6 Conditions Supporting School Based Managemensa Governance Mechanism

A primary purpose of SBM is usually to enhance sthmerformance and the quality of
education provided to students. Unfortunately, éhgpirical research investigating the link
between SBM and school improvement has been rdithéed (Summers and Johnson,
1994).Furthermore, one comprehensive review oflit@sature (Malen et.al, 1990) indicates
that the impact of SBM is fairly limited). Thisipr research, and the experience of a myriad
of school, makes it clear that a shift to SBM doed guarantee subsequent school
improvement. Hence a critical question focuses batwonditions are necessary for SBM to
enhance the quality of education provided to sttglen

A theoretical frame work Lawler's (1986) high-inveiment model which focuses on
increasing employee involvement in organizationiglen making. According to this frame
work, efforts to improve organizational performarme more likely to be successful if
employees’ throughout the system are actively weolin the process. Father more, the
requisite employee involvement is more likely ta@acif it is supported by a decentralized

approach to management and organization that fecuséour key elements.

The first of these is power .By definition, any rhanism for organizational entails the shift
of power to lower levels of the hierarchy. Thighe basic characteristics of SBM, namely,
the shift of some decision-making authority forra thstrict administration to the school site
and the inclusion of school level constituents he decision making process. However,
Lawler (1986) suggests that three reaming elemenist be decentralized to facilitate the
development of meaningful patterns of involvemenerded towards performance. These
elements are knowledge and skills, informationisd aewards. To make good decisions,
participants need the knowledge and skills requice@énact their expanded roles so as to
improve outcomes and achieve high performance. Thidudes not only technical

knowledge regarding how to do their job, but alssibess knowledge relevant to managing
the organizational and interpersonal skills reqliiee working together as a team. They also
need timely information about organizational pariance, especially regarding

organizational goals and objectives and the extemthich these are being attained. Finally,

it is important to rewards to be aligned with thehavior, outcomes, and capabilities required
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for high performance. This provides incentive fonpdoyee involvement and holds people

accountable for their contribution to organizatigmaformance.

2.7 Innovations through School-Based Management

The literature reviews on the innovation areasobios| based management research shows
that, in addition to these elements of the higleimement model, which these four
conditions along with three other factors seemebet@ssociated with the effective use of
SBM. These are, an instructional guidance systeaddrship, and resources facilitated the
implementation of four categories of curriculum anstructional innovations (cf. Murphy;
Wohlstetter & Briggs, 1994); Robertson et al. (1995

The first one is the presence of an "instructiqgnatiance system,” which includes a state or
district curriculum framework along with the schedleaching and learning objectives and
the means by which they are to be accomplishedutated within the parameters of the
broader framework. Most of the actively restruetgrischools had a well-defined vision
delineating the school's specific mission, val@e®] goals regarding student outcomes. This
vision served as an impetus and a focal point éaisions regarding what types of reforms to
implement. Without such a vision, schools were liguess able to get very far in terms of

designing and implementing any reforms.

The second condition has to do with the naturehef $chool principal's leadership role
(Wohlstetter& Briggs, 1994). Principals at the waely restructuring schools were highly
regarded by the faculty as being strong leadermeSof them were adopting more of a
managerial or even a transformational role, wifloaus on effectively managing the whole
of the social system rather than just the curriculand instructional aspects (cf. Murphy,
1994). This orientation incorporates both an irdéand an external focus. Internally, these
principals motivated their staff, created a teamlifg on campus, and worked to shield
teachers from concerns in which they had littlete@snterest or expertise. Externally, they
gathered information regarding educational researah innovative practices to share with
their teachers. They were also entrepreneuridiah they sought out grant opportunities and

encouraged faculty to write proposals to gain fagdor desired innovations.
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To implement meaningful reform the third conditimmovation that serve the practices of
school based management is resources like; hunmamcfal and material assets both kinds
of resources outside funding and partnerships with community. For Caldwell, (2004)
capacity building at the local level is one of tleasons for the effective implementation of
SBM. In this regard Di Gropello (2006) mentionsotimfluences that affect the successful
implementation of SBM: “a) assets of actors and momities, which include skills, and
information as well as organizational, psycholofjitaman, financial and material assets,
and (b) the context in which the school and comtyuexkist” (p. 4). He also affirms that
SBM has prioritized school quality like teacher aswhool effort, as well as attended to
learning materials, teachers skills, pedagogicabwation all resulting in limited potential
impact of SBM on the quality of education and l&agn SBM equally remains at stake either

due to the issue of the actors’ ability to susttnitial implementation or positive output.

In summary, the literature reviews on the innovatareas of school based management
research suggested that a number of factors thalitdee the use of school-based
management as an effective form of governance $ohaol. Described above in terms of the
elements of the high-involvement model, the usenabvation area like, an instructional
guidance system, the role of the principal, anduese the bottom line is that effective
utilization of SBM governance requires the develepmof high quality decision making

structures and processes at the school.
2.8 School Management as a Means of Improving Dems-making

This section reviews general literature on the ifance of management for improving
decision-making at school level. It highlights teetent to which devolution of decision
making authority to schools helps in the furthecetdralization of school management. It
also discusses the roles of head teachers and coitresun improving decision-making at

school level.

2.8.1 Decentralization of Decision-making Authorityto Schools

This sub-section attempts to discuss what intesnatiliterature tells us about education

management at school level and how it contributesniproving critical decision-making.
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Today, greater decentralization of educational slesimaking is becoming the common
aspiration of many developing countries (De Grawawal., 2011). Some researchers argue
that the participation of communities and studemtthe day-to-day activities of the schools
(for example, in supervision, monitoring and evatug is part of the decentralization of
school management (Naidoo, 2005). In some Asianntces, like Malaysia, school
management has improved because it involves stsi@ect communities in school decision-
making (Luck, 2011). The same is true in South @&friwhere the participation of
communities and students in decision-making hayeplaa role in the improved and

expanded school-based management (Naidoo, 2005).

Researchers have identified some benefits of desdemattion for critical decision-making at

school level. First, as Dunne et al. (2007) havented out, education decentralization
reduces inequities mainly when financial respofigjbis delegated to local government.

Sub- Saharan African countries, from Ethiopia tat8cAfrica, have recently been engaged
in administrative decentralization, and efforts daveen made to increase school-level
independence through the provision of direct fin@nsupport to schools in the form of

school grants and by promoting community partiégratin school governance (Naidoo,

2005). Therefore, decentralization facilitates oesiveness to local needs through
community participation, transparency and accodilifain school management (Dunne et
al., 2007).

Second, decentralization leads to a change in $chanagement. Many African countries,
for example, regard decentralization as a meanméoragement restructuring (Dunne et al.,
2007). In many developing countries the school adstration is a combination of head
teacher, teachers, school administrators, commuejtyesentatives and local government
authorities. The decentralization process has welHieimportant outcomes as school
administration and communities play greater ratebuilding classrooms, recruiting contract
teachers, and raising community contributions (Buen al., 2007). Moreover, the school
administration are involved in the setting of stgffalifications, textbook development,
monitoring and evaluation, teacher training, pafirencial administration, designing school

rules, and maintenance of school facilities (Najd2@05).
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Third, the decentralization of school management ecaake decision-making more
democratic and lead to improved efficiency and atieness. The expansion of good
governance and democracy to schools requires tavement of stakeholders such as
policymakers, teachers, students, parents and comymmembers (Naidoo, 2005). Vegas

(2007) describe the effects of devolution of derisnaking authority to schools as follows:

School-based management reforms that devolve daeimsaking authority to the schools, for
example, have had important effects on teacheoperdance and student learning by making
schools more accountable to their communities. Revm of decision-making authority to

schools in Central America has, in many cases,tdetbwer teacher absenteeism, more

teacher work hours, more homework assignmentsbatidr parent-teacher relationships.

However, while decentralization may be a goal ohynaducation reforms, research from
many developing countries indicates that decemtdin policy does not necessarily
produce the expected outcomes (Dunne et al., 28@fe of these challenges are discussed
below.

On the one hand, decentralization has not devoj@der and control over education
management, financial administration and teacherage@ment to the school level. Studies in
some African countries, for example, indicate thdgcentralization is loaded with

bureaucratic bottlenecks (De Grauwe et al., 2011).

Furthermore, in many developing countries, the tstof decentralization as a way of
improving service delivery has been initiated bseawf pressure from international
organizations. It is not an internally driven fortteat will bring realistic outcomes in the
system (De Grauwe et al., 2011). Another challeisg¢hat problems such as poverty,
difficult socio-political situations and limited ecomic opportunities have prevented
decentralization from bringing about the desiredcomes in local contexts (Dunne et al.,
2007).
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2.8.2 The Role of Head Teachers in promoting key Dision-making

In this sub-section, the paper discusses literataréne contribution of head teachers to the
strengthening of school-based management. It pesvéh account of how head teachers play

a part in the further decentralization of decisimaking at school level.

The role of head teachers is one of the factorthénsuccess or failure of the education
system at school level. Head teachers play an itapbrole in financial administration and
staff management. In Malaysia, the head teachemasidtant head teachers play vital roles
in the management and administration of financral enaterial resources (Kandasamy and
Blaton, 2004: 46-7). Head teachers are very impoffar improving teacher management
and teacher motivation and for improving studeatdiievement (Mpoksa and Ndaruhutse,
2008).

It is argued that the important elements in thediteachers’ managerial skills include a good
educational background, ability to create a goodkwemvironment, public relations skills
and the ability to communicate well with stakehofdélhese elements can be considered as
the essence of educational management (Luck, 20ditloo, 2005). Effective management
of schools may lead to improved performance andymtivity. Therefore, head teachers can
make a key contribution to the creation of a comguenvironment for the staff to achieve
these things (Luck 2011). The growing interest tiergythening education management at

school level can support this process (GottelmaareD 2000).

2.8.3 The Role of Communities and Parents in Schoblecision-making

In this sub-section, the paper reviews literatunetite role of communities and parents in
school-based decision-making. It also provides saiscussion of how community
participation contributes to the further decentatiion of critical decision-making at school

level.

One of the advantages of involving communitiesdmo®| decision-making is that it creates a

greater sense of ownership, morale and commitnmanng the stakeholders. Decisions that
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are made at local level are arguably more respentivspecific issues related to school
contexts (Dunne et al., 2007). An important achmeset has been observed in South Africa
in this regard, since school-based governancetés afitegrated with participatory decision-
making (Naidoo, 2005).

Another advantage is that decentralization empowerasmunities to mobilize resources
(Dunne et al. 2007). In Ghana, for example, deaénétion helps to enhance the efficiency
of school management and accountability (Dunné. 087).

Third, decentralization motivates parents to shokeatgr interest in their children’s
education. In some cases, the functioning of losdilication offices was financed by
communities (Dunne et al., 2007). According to Drave et al. (2011), the involvement of
parents, teachers, local councilors and educatfiiciats in school management can help to
promote decision-making at school level, which ioyas the quality of schooling and
students’ achievement.

However, the implementation of decision-making tlgio the full participation of parents

and communities entails challenges. When comparid teachers and head teachers,
community groups do not focus on education matadsthis often creates conflict (Naidoo,
2005).

To sum up, the literature reveals that in practieeentralization policy has not ensured the
full participation of all stakeholders in schoolctgon-making and school administration.
The most positive outcome of decentralization poiit developing countries appears to be
creation of the awareness and increases in lotaltefto address problems in education.
Decentralization can generate a critical mass tbado tackle context-specific problems in
education management (Dunne et al.,, 2007). But roteroto strengthen school-based
decision-making, the relationships among educatiffices, local government authorities,

communities and parents need to be coordinatedagstakeholders work as a team.
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2.9 Legal Framework: The Ethiopian Context

Ethiopian educational history indicates that treueésof school management and decision-
making at school level is a recent development. floeern school system was introduced
into the country by missionaries during the nineteecentury. The first modern government
school was built by Emperor Menilik in 1908; furtrechools were built by Emperor Haile

Selassie and the subsequent regimes (Nekatibe).201

The rise of different governments to power in Etidowas accompanied by educational
reforms and policy changes. From 1941-74, the irmpeducation system functioned on the
basis of the emperor's conviction that educatiotd hee key position in the country’s
development. However, each of the two post-impanial governments had well-defined
reform policies of their own. For instance, the ialist regime issued a five-volume
publication entitledGeneral Directions of Ethiopian Educatian 1980. Its aim was to
cultivate a Marxist ideology, develop knowledgesicience and technology and integrate
education with production (Nekatibeb, 2012).

Similarly, the Federal Democratic Republic of Efhiaissued two policy documents entitled
‘Education and Training Policy’ and ‘Education SscBtrategy’ in 1994. Initially, policy

focused on improving education access and equibe Government then started to
emphasize the importance of school governance. éxample, the Education Sector
Development Programme (ESDP) | (MOE, 1998) defittexl roles and responsibilities of

school governance at the federal, regionalwwockdalevel.

When ESDP Il was designed in 2002, the Governmealized the significance of

management and decision-making at thereda and school levels. This was further
strengthened with ESDP Ill (2005) when the Govemmndecided to decentralize critical

decision-making from regions and zones towloeeda and municipalities, and further to the
school level, with the objective of having educatibecome more responsive to school
situations (MOE, 2005).
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The devolution of decision-making authority to theredalevel was expected to strengthen
woredalevel educational institutions, to offer bettercab governance, to promote
accountability and to improve community participati(MOE, 2005). The focus of the
decentralization programme at this time was tongfiteen the capacity oredaEducation
Offices (WEOSs) through training in educational &méncial management (MOE, 2005).

ESDP Il also outlines the importance of commupigyticipation in school decision-making

and financing. Communities were expected to raiged$ for purchasing basic school

equipment, hiring contract teachers, constructeigpsls and classrooms, building teachers’
houses, and encouraging girls to enroll in schoGmmmunity members and parents are
members of the Parent—Teacher Associations (P WWsgh were expected to participate in

preparing annual action plans (MOE, 2005).

The Government has recognized that weak manageamehtimplementation capacity at

school level was one of the main barriers to aghgeaccess, equity and quality in primary
and secondary education (MOE, 2005). After 200&efore, the Government acknowledged
the importance of school management for improvichosl-based decision-making. It

designed policies and programmes that strengthfreecble of communities and parents in
school management and financial administratiorty ¥ie primary objective of improving the

guality of education. However, tiveoredaa administration still had more powers of critical
decision-making and improving governance in schodler instance, the WEO was

responsible for recruiting teachers and managiedfittancial and material resources of the
schools (MOE, 2005).

At the end of ESDP lll, it was recognized that disphe increased attention given to
devolving decision-making to the local level, inagtice, school management and
administration remained inefficient and ineffectiiehe WEOs were unable to implement
government programmes because they did not haveatteity to ensure that schools were
managed and administered effectively. In addititme system suffered from a weak
relationship between regions andredas (MOE, 2010).
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ESDP IV therefore emphasized the further devolutbrkey decision-making to the local
level, including improving the functioning of ofeés at all levels, promoting cluster resource
centres, and improving school-level managementutijitocapacity-building programmes
(MOE, 2010).The General Education Quality ImprovatmBrogramme (GEQIP) aims to
improve quality intervention in key areas, incluglischool management and administration
(Shibeshi, 2008). Priority areas identified inclddacreasing effectiveness and efficiency
through decentralized educational planning and g@ma&nt; establishing open, transparent
and productive management systems; and promotifectiée horizontal and vertical

communications across the education system (MOE)20

Alongside ESDPs and GEQIP, the Government has mesignd implemented the School
Improvement Programme (SIP). One of the main facuwdethis was strengthening school
management and parent and community partnershopdier to improve decision-making at
school level (MOE, 2005). The document outlined tmain components of school
management and administration as: school princigads assistant school principal; school
management committees at various levels (compriseaghers, students, parents and
representatives of the local community); and edaoat experts and supervisors working at
various levels outside the school. These parties expected to take responsibility for
problems and weaknesses that arise in schoolshaydlay leading roles in implementing

effective practices and decisions (MOE, 2007).

As compared with the other policy documents disedsgbove, the SIP gives more decision
making power to the school principal. School piats are responsible for making parents
and the school community aware of school improverpé&ans by using school newspapers,

magazines, pamphlets and meetings (MOE, 2007Db).

The document SIP (MOE, 2007b) says that any indalidvho participates in the activities

of the school can participate in the evaluatiorcpss. Head teachers are empowered to make
key decisions and lead all stakeholders at sclenval/ including ensuring that the rights of
all stakeholders are maintained and their opiniamsheard and considered. Stakeholders’

participation can be facilitated effectively thretugommunication. The head teacher needs to
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explain how the school community members, i.e. lteex; school committee, student

representatives and clubs, can participate in dehrgovement activities.

As the school principals lead the development &Htasgy at school level, they should also
encourage teachers to play a leading role in teldpment of strategy by participating in
the self-evaluation process (MOE, 2007b). The schoocipal should provide management
and professional competency training for teachers staff members and support them to
take responsibility for the school improvement pl&urthermore, the school principals
should arrange training opportunities for studeepresentatives, parents and other

community members on school improvement and selfuation processes (MOE, 2007b).

The SIP also emphasizes the importance okételeadministration in the implementation
of decentralized educational management. KélgeleEducation and Training Boards were
expected to play an important role in supervising assisting schools to implement the SIP;
in helping schools in getting the necessary agsgistafrom governmental and
nongovernmental organizations; and in coordinativegsupport and assistance provided by

students, parents and local community (MOE, 1998).

To conclude, the Government of Ethiopia has regeodused on improving SBM through
the devolution of education decision-making to sthevel. To achieve this objective, it has
promoted the roles of various education stakehslotedecision-making. Specifically,

* It has tried to strengthen the relationship betwéhe WEOs and the schools through
monitoring and capacity-building schemes.

» The recent education programmers’ such as ESDEBQIP and SIP give more power to
school principals and administrators to coordirtheeroles of communities, parents and
local administration in school decision-making.

» The policy emphasizes the importance of the @pdtion of communities, parents and
teachers (through PTAS) for the improvement ofaaitdecision-making at school level.

* As a key local administration unit working clogelvith the community, kebele
administration is considered as one of the keyedtaklers for enhancing school based

management.
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UNIT THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This part of the research presents the methoda@bggpects of the research, which include
research method, study population, sample size samdpling technique, data collecting

instruments, data analysis and interpretationsagswlethical considerations.
3.1 Research Method

In order to assess and clarify the current prastioé SBM and thereby recommend
constructive ideas, it is necessary to conductszrgaive study in the schools. This is so
because descriptive study sets out to describe whatd it is used to draw valid general
conclusion in its natural setting. Concerning tlBgst& Kanh (2003) and Yalew (1998)
descriptive study is concerned with: conditionsrelationships that exist; practices that
prevail; beliefs, points of views, or attitudestthee held; processes that are going on; effects
that are felt; or tends that are developing. Actwly, the research method was employed in

this study is descriptive survey.

In this descriptive survey, both quantitative anldative data were required to assess the
school based management practices in secondarplscbibEast Showa Zone. A survey,
according to Kothari (2004), is a method of seayrinformation concerning an existing
phenomenon from all or selected number of respdasdefithe concerned population, while
interview facilitates to have or to get in-depthtadaon the practice of school-based
management from the respect individuals. Furtheemitve qualitative information was used
to provide greater clarity and understanding ofittfiermation obtained from the quantitative
survey response and the qualitative data was atswrporated in the study to validate and
triangulate the quantitative data (Creswell, 200)erefore, these methods were selected
with the assumption that they were helpful to abtprecise information concerning the

practices of school based management in detaibed frumerous numbers of respondents.
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3.2 Sources of Data

The source of necessary information to conduct stuely is primary data sources. The
primary data was collected from PTAs, KETB, teasheand school principals through
guestionnaire and semi-structured interview. Thasilen to use these subjects as a source of
primary data was based on the expectation thatltheg a better experience and information
on the school based management practices in segordhools. As to complement and
supplement results obtained from the above respasdelocuments are also examined.
Annual and strategic plan of school, school Agenaasicipatory decision making of SBM
on budget, personnel, and curriculum and instracti8IP document that show the
participation of community and parents in the st¢haffairs and the school rewarding
strategies are the documents which were consultedipplement the data collected by the

prepared data collecting instruments.
3.3 The study Site

East shwa Zone is one of the twenty-four Zones ion@lya Regional State of Ethiopia,
which is bordered on the south by the Arsi zona the west by wesArsi Zone, on the
northeast by the Amara Reginal state, and on Bashd Afar Regional state and Awash
River. Adama is the capital city of this zone. dtfound on 99 KM distance from Addis
Ababa to East. East Showa Zone comprises ten Wairéddtama, Adaa, Batu, Bora, Boset,
Dugeda, Gumbichu, Libancukala, Lume, and Matahar@redd and three town
administrations; Batu, Mojo and Matahara town. En@¢oreda vary in their infrastructure,
weather conditions and socio economical statusalTrmtmber of secondary schools in a
Zone is 18. The number of teachers is 410 in seargrathools.

3.4 Population

The population that were included in this reseaesle all concerned school based
managements in 18 secondary schools of East Zpeeifisally, secondary school teachers
(410), principals and vice principals (36), KETRJ and PTAs(90),a total of (608).
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3.5 Sample Size and Sampling Technique

East Showa zone was selected as a study site juelyobecause, the researcher was
working there and he is familiar with the area. fEhare 18 secondary schools in different
woreda of East Showa Zone. Amongst these secomstdigols 7(40%) were taken by

(lottery method) as a sample by the researchepparsudgment.The researcher decides to
use these schools as a sample is due to the deaflabncial and material resources to
conduct the study effectively. The seven secondahpols were selected by using simple
random sampling technique (lottery method).Becanmest secondary schools in East Showa
Zone have relatively similar standards like infrasture, facility, availability of necessary

human resources (both administrative and acadeanit)ther.Thus, the researcher believed
that, the sample size of secondary schools repsen and helped to compose well-

founded generalization at the end of the study.

The procedures that were used to determine the Isalmp simple random sampling

technique particularly lottery methods are thedwihg:

Step.1. Constructing a sample frame

» All the names of sample secondary schools werealkgitally ordered.

» The number of sample secondary schools to be sdlecis decided.
Step.2.The names of sample secondary schools wesétsted by tickets number.

» Each rolled tickets was corresponded to a namtggisample frame.
Step.3.Rolled tickets was mixed well in a packet

» Pick up until all the required number of respondemére identified.

Accordingly, Baatuu, Boote, Dekebora, Mojo, Ude,l&vaiti, and Wongy SS were selected.

To determine the sample size of teachers from ated target populations (410) of East
Showa Zone secondary schools, the researcherestlbg? (35%) teachers as representatives
for this study. The researcher believed that tlaeseepresentatives’ sample, manageable and
sufficient to secure the validity of the data. Téfere, the sample size for this study was 142

teachers.
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The total numbers of teachers in the seven selesgedndary schools are 202. Hence, to
select 142 teachers through simple random sampdicignique, proportional allocation by
stratified sampling to the size of teachers in estiool was done. Selecting teachers through
random sampling technique help the researcher ¢p kepresentativeness of the research
work through giving equal chance for each teachdret a sample unit. Making proportional
allocation to teachers in each school, equalized¢pessentativeness of the larger as well as
the small secondary schools for the study. To deter the sample size of teachers for each
secondary school, the stratified formula of Willigit977) was utilized. It was done by
dividing the targeted sample teachers (142) with ttital number of teacher in the seven
secondary schools (202) and multiplied with totamber of teachers’ in each school.

Mathematic;

Ps = % X No of teacher in each school

Where, Ps = Proportional allocation to size
n = Total teachers’ sample sizéA)L
N = Total number of teacher in d&ven selected sample school (202)

Based on the above stratified formula, sample gizeachers in each secondary school was

computed.

1. Baatu secondary school (teacher population =42)
n =42x142 29.5: 29
202
2. Boote secondary school (teacher population = 24)
n =24 x142 16.87~ 17
202
3. Dekebora secondary school (teacher population = 14)
n =14 x142 9.84:10
202
4. Mojo secondary school (teacher population = 51)
n =51 x142- 35.85~36
202
5. Ude secondary school (teacher population = 16)
n=16 x 142 11.2411
202
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6. Walancit secondary school (teacher population = 31)
n=31x 142 21.79~22
202
7. Wangy secondary school (teacher population = 24)
n=24x 142 16.8%17
202
The sum of the sample size of the above secondapots

29+17+10+36+11+22+17=142

After determining proportional allocation (stragifi formula) to size of teachers to each school

the researcher employed lottery method and questices were administered for them.

In this study, School principals (7) and all viedasol principal in seven sampled schools (7)
total of (14) principals were selected by censusmimg for questionnaires. In other case,
PTAs from 5-6 members in each school (3 teacheresemtatives PTAs member and 2
parent and community representatives PTAS), thea8hier representatives PTAs member in
each school total 21 teachers representative PTekabar of selected secondary schools of
East Showa zone was included in the study by pirpaampling for questionnaires. This

helps the researcher to gain adequate and neceas$amnation due to their day-to-day

participation in management and leadership of thegss of the school based management.

PTAs community representative members in each $chead of PTAs (1) total of (7) were

selected by purposive sampling for interview. Sibgcthem purposive has great benefit for
the research findings. Because, these respondentbeacore to practices and to follow up
the school based management administration, awmdhal¢e deep information regarding to
some factors that hinder school based managemadatiqas. By supporting this Ball (as

cited in Cohen, Manion, and Morrison, 2007, p.1dfafes that “purposive sampling is used
in order to access ‘knowledgeable people’, thah@se who have in-depth knowledge about
particular issues, may be by virtue of their prefesal role, power, access to networks,
expertise or experience.” Purposively selected sesnpere used to get in-depth information

through semi structured interview.

KETB from7 members in each school (1 KETB membetdlTKETB member of selected

secondary schools of East Showa zone were inclidéte study by using simple random
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(lottery) method for interview. The assumption Imehithat is the entire population is
sufficiently large to include all in interview quems, and the researcher can include the
entire population in the study. In addition, thislgs the researcher to gain adequate and
necessary information due to their participation nmanagement and leadership of the
practices of the school based management. Accdydind®TA head and 7 KETB members

from East Showa zone were included as a samplatEwiew in this study.

In general 191individuals were included as the damp extract sufficient evidence on
school based management practices in secondarglsafdeast Showa Zone. The next table

indicates the total study population in the studgaa

Table 1.1The Summary of the Population, Study Subgs and Sampling Technique

No Participants Total No SampleSize Sampling Technique
1 Secondary Schools 18 7 Simple Random
Sampling
Baatu SS 42 29
Boote SS 24 17
Del.<ebora SS 14 10 Simple Random
2 Teaches Mojo SS 51 36 Sampling and
Ude SS 16 11 stratified (proportiona
Walancit SS 31 22 allocate)
Wangy SS 24 17
Total 202 142
3 School Principal 7
Vice school principal 7 Available Sampling
4 PTAs
PTAs(head) community 7 Purposive Sampling
representative
PTAs teachers 21 Simple Random
representative Sampling
5 KETB 7 Simple Random
Sampling

3.6 Instruments for Data Collection
In order to acquire the necessary information frarticipants, three types of data collecting
instruments were used. These are:
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3.6.1 Questionnaire

Both closed and open ended questionnaires wereoggatplto collect quantitative and
gualitative data from selected teachers and sghrmtipals. This is because questionnaire is
convenient to conduct survey and to acquire necgsstormation from large number of
study subject within short period of time. Furthers it makes possible an economy of time
and expense and also provides a high proportiasalble response (Best & Kahn, 2003).The
guestionnaire was prepared in English languageausecall of the sample respondents can
have the necessary skills to read and understandaihcepts that were incorporated except
PTAs and KETB members selected from school socigtich is interview questionnaire

administered for them.

The questionnaire were dispatched and collecteougir the assigned data collectors. To
make the data collection procedure smart and aefien confusions, the data collectors
were properly oriented about the data collectioacedures by principal investigator. In

addition to this, nearby follow up was kept by ghancipal investigator.

The questionnaire has two parts. The first pathefquestionnaire describes the respondents’
background information, categories include: gendge, area of specialization and length of
service. The second and the largest part incompotta¢ whole possible school based
management variables of both closed and open-equestion items. The closed ended items
were prepared by using likert scales. The valu®fscale was in between one and five. But

the type of likert varied according to the typegokstions.

3.6.2 Interview

Semi-structured interview was used to gather intfdepalitative data from KETB (7) and
PTAs (7) on the practices of school based managemesecondary school. Because
interview has greatest potential to release mowepth information, provide opportunity to
observe non-verbal behavior of respondents, givgporunities for clearing up

misunderstandings, as well as it can be adjustechéet many diverse situations (MoE,

1999). The data through interview was collectedulgh the principal investigator.
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3.6.3 Document Analysis

Documents like the participatory decision making SBM on budget, personnel, and
curriculum and instruction, vision and mission leé school plan (ESDP), the participation of
community and parents in the school affairs and dtieool rewarding strategies are the
documents which were consulted to supplement tkee aatained through questionnaire and

semi-structured interview.

3.7 Dependent and Independent Variables

3.7.1 Dependent Variable

According to McQueen and Knussen (2002, p.46) dégetnvariable represent “the outcome
of the study and they provide the quantitative malt¢hat allows us to answer the research
guestions”. As scholars McQueen and Knussen desaédpendent variable is the core
research questions or hypothesis to be answerdte and of the research. Therefore, the
practice of school based management is the depewaeable for this study.

3.7.2 Independent Variables

Independent variables are the causes supposedésensible for bringing about change(s)
in a phenomenon or dependent variables (Kumar, )200Berefore, the independent
variables that could be incorporated to see thexgdm in the practices of school based
management are power, knowledge, information, rdsyanstructional guidance, leadership
and resource. All these variables are identifieselddaon Lawler’s (198@)igh- involvement
modelwhich focuses on increasing employee involvemerdrganization decision making
and David (1989) studies dow school SBM workihe four key elements, and (Murphy;
Wohlstetter& Briggs, 1994); Di Gropello (2006) theree keyinnovationareas of school
based management practices.

3.8 Procedures of Data Collection

To answer the research questions raise, the réseagoes through a series of data gathering

procedures. These procedures help the researchget suthentic and relevant data from the
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sample units. The expected relevant data was gath®y using questionnaires, interview,
observation and document analysis. Thus, afteingdetters of authorization from Jimma
University and Zone Education office (for additibteiters towards Woreda and schools) for
ethical clearance, the researcher directly go t@agiwMalkasa secondary school to pre-test
the data gathering instruments. At the end of sleats related to pilot test, the researcher
has been contact to Woreda education offices aadptimcipals of respective schools for
consent. After making agreement with the concerpadicipants, the researcher was
introduced his objectives and purposes. Then, itied fuestionnaires were administered to
sample respondents SBM and teachers in the selsdieobls. The participants were
allowed to give their own answers to each item pashelently and the data collectors was
closely assist and supervise them to solve anyustoti regarding to the instrument. Finally,

the questionnaires were collected and make it réadyata analysis.

The interview has conducted after the participamdividual consent was obtained. During
the process of interview the researcher was attémpelect free and clam environment to

lessen communication barriers that disturb thevigeving process.

3.9 Method of Data Analysis and Interpretation

The data were analyzed both quantitatively anditgiaely. The analysis of the data was

based on the responses collected through quesiienimerview, and document analysis.

The data collected through closed ended questiassailied, tabulated and filled in to SPSS
version 16 and interpretation was made with helpeartentage, mean, standard deviation
and inferential statistics like independent santgkst. Because, the percentage was used to
analyze the background information of the respotdenereas, mean and standard deviation
were used to summarize the collected data, on ememt variables, in simple and
understandable way and to make it easy for fuititerpretation (Aron et al., 2008). It also
used to roughly judge which conditions supportirdhia®l based management factors
(independent variables) practiced more in seconskengols of East Showa Zone. Therefore,

descriptive and inferential statistics were usedthe purpose of understanding the main
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characteristics of the research problems. Furthesbe mean values of each item were

interpreted based on the terms of reference fomehby Fowler (1996) as indicated below:

The practices of SBM with a mean value of 0-1.49&y low, 1.50-2.49 as low, 2.50-3.49
as moderate, 3.50-4.49 as high, and 4.50-5.00rgshigh implementation of the activities.

Inferential statistics was also used to test diffiees between and among groups. The
Independent-sample t-test helps us to investidgearteans significance difference between

two independent groups. Or it can be used to coenjb@ mean of two samples.

The qualitative data was organized according tacepts identified from research questions,
transcribed and then analyzed according to thejomeancepts. The results of the qualitative
data are then presented using narration. In thaditgtive study the respondents interviewed
by the researcher in each of the seven schoolssetien purposefully selected PTA head
coded or (referred to as PTAs1, PTAs2, PTAs3 ...anAs?) and the KETB from each

school randomly selected were (referred to as KETB&ETBs2, KETBs3... and KETBSs7).

During open-ended interviews data presentationlysisaand narration the researcher was

used this code.

3.10 Validity and Reliability Checks

Checking the validity and reliability of data calteng instruments before providing to the
actual study subject is the core to assure thetguafl the data (Yalew, 1998). To ensure
validity of instruments, the instruments were depel under close guidance of the advisors,
instruments were developed related to review efdiure and also a pilot study was carried
out on 18 teachers and 5 SBM of Awash Malkasa skggnschools to pre-test the
instrument. The pre-test was providing an advarppounity for the investigator to check
the questionnaires and to minimize errors due fwamper design elements, such as question,
wording or sequence (Adams, 2007).

After the dispatched questionnaires’ were returmetessary modification on 5 items and

complete removal and replacement of 4 unclear gurestwere done. Additionally the
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reliability of the instrument was measured by usgrgnbach alpha test. A reliability test is

performed to check the consistency and accuratyeaineasurement scales.

Table 2.1 Reliability Coefficients Test Results wit Cronbach’s Alpha of the Practices

of SBM
No | The Practices of SBM variables Number of| Reliability Coefficients
items
1 | Power 11 .799
2 | knowledge and skill 7 .768
3 | Information 8 .896
4 | Rewards 6 .900
5 | Leadership 7 .878
6 | Resource and Community Participatipf .829
7 | Curriculum and Instructions 7 687
Average Reliability Coefficient .849

As Table 2 shows the results of Cronbach's coefiicalpha is satisfactory (between 0.768
and 0.900), indicating questions in each constrai@ measuring a similar concept.
Supporting this, George and Mallery (2003) and @ol{2007) also suggest that, the
Cronbatch’s alpha result >0.9excellent, >0.8goo@.7acceptable, <0.6 questionable,
<0.5poor, and the reliability coefficients betwe@r¥0-0.90 are generally found to be

internally consistent.
3.11 Ethical Consideration

The purpose of the study was explained to theqpatnts and the researcher has asked their
consent to answer questions in the questionnaiiaterview guide. He also informed the
participants that the information they provided wasly used for the study purpose.
Accordingly, the researcher used the informaticmfrhis participants only for the study
purpose. In addition, the researcher ensured cemif@lity by making the participants
anonymous. Furthermore, the first page of the quasaire displays an opening introductory
letter that requesting the respondents’ cooperdtigrovide the required information for the

study.
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UNIT FOUR

PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

This unit deals with presentation, analysis andrpretation of the data gathered from the
respondents through questionnaire, interview, asaichent analysis. Thus, the quantitative
as well as qualitative analysis of data was incagal in to this unit. The summary of the
guantitative data has been presented by the ufaldés that incorporates various statistical

tools. The qualitative part was used as a compléangto the quantitative analysis.

The data was collected from a total of 191 respotsdd o this effect, a total of 177 copies of
guestionnaires were distributed to 142 teachers3&8BM members (14 school principals
and 21 PTA members). The return rates of the cquasdires were 135 (95.07%) from
teachers, and 35(100%) SBM members i.e. schootipafs 14(100%) and PTA members
21(100%). Among 14 interview respondents, i.e. 7A®head and 7 KETB members,
11(75.6%) are properly participated and gave necgsmformation on the issue under
investigation. But 2 PTA head from community anBETB are not participated since they
were absent during the time of data collection.gkneral 94.8% of respondents are
participated and gave necessary information onigbge raised through questionnaire and
semi-structured interview. Therefore, the totapresse rate is sufficient and safe to analyze

and interpret data.

The unit consists of two sections. The first sectdeals with the characteristics of the

respondents and the second section presents tlysiarzand interpretation of the main data.
4.1 Characteristics of the Respondents

The respondents were asked to indicate their baakgr information. The details of the

characteristics of the respondents are given iie talbelow.
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of the Respondents

° ltems Respondents
Zl
Teacher SBM member
Principal: PTA member
No % No % No %
1|5 Male 110 81.5 12 85.7 17 81
S Femals 25 18.5 2 14.3 4 19
& Total 135 100 | ,, | 100 21 | 100
2 20-25 26 19.2¢ - - 2 9.5
26-30 56 41.48 7 50 8 38.1
31-35 17 12.59 4 29 5 23.8
© 36-40 12 8.88 - - 3 14.3
< 41-45 6 4.44 3 21 1 4.7¢
46-50 6 4.4¢ - 2 9.F
51 and Abov 12 8.88 - - - -
Total 135 100 14 100 21 104
3 _ 10/12 complet - - - - - -
)]
o TTI - - - - - -
—
< Diplome 3 2.22 - - 3 14.3
(@)
g 1% Degree 129 9555 | 13 | 928 | 18 | 8%7
3 2" Degree 3 2.22 1 7.2 - -
w Total 135 100 14 100 21 104
4 @ Less than a ye 9 6.66 _ . - -
§ 1-4year: 33 27.4 1 7.16 5 23.4
Qo 5-8 year. 39 28.88 8 57.1 6 28.6
) 9-12 year 16 11.85 2 14.3 3 14.7
% 13-16 year 4 2.96 - - 2 9.5
= Abovel6 yeal 34 25.1¢ 3 21, 5 23.¢
Total 135 100 14 100 21 104
5 o) Languag 28 20.7¢ 2 14.: 8 38.1
= Mathematic 26 19.2¢ 1 7.14 5 23.€
- % Natural Scienc 47 34.¢ 6 42.¢ 5 23.
QG SocialScienc 34 25.1¢ 3 21, 3 14.:
=23 EDPM - - 2 14.7 - -
nun Total 13t 10C 14 10C 21 10C
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Item 1 Table 3 relates to the gender of teachenscipals and PTA members’ respondents.
As the information obtained from respondents irs ttegard show, 110(81.5%) teachers,
12(85.7%) principals and 17(81%) PTA members werdem and 25(18.5%) teachers,
2(14.3%) principals and 4(19%) PTA members wereafem This implies that most of SBM

respondents’ school principals and PTA were dorethaty male.

As can be seen from the above, the majority 588%0) of the teachers, 7(50%) of school
principal and 8(38.1%) of the PTA members were wit26-30 years age range. From the
discussion, it may be possible for one to recogthat the teachers and SBM members were
in middle age and younger who have a lot of idead @&nergy, and hence, can
enthusiastically perform their duties and respdhsés. In addition to this, they have good
opportunity to share experience from their sereéachers as well as department head teacher

counter parts.

Table 3 further indicates that, 3(2.22%) and 1(%Y2f teachers and principals respectively
had second degree. Whereas, the majority 129(95.58%eachers, 13(92.8%) school
principals and 18(85.7%) PTA had first degree. Yee education and training policy
suggests that teachers and school principals ase¢bendary schools level ought to have a
minimum of first degree (MOE 2010). The implicatidhus, is that these teachers and school
principals were in a position to provide the reqditevel of quality training and might have a
better understanding of the issue under investigaind in turn might provide adequate and

right responses to the items presented to them.

Iltem number 4 of Table 3 shows 33(27.4%), 1(7.168d 5(23.8%) of teachers, school
principals and PTA respectively have 1 to 4 yeaoskwexperience. Whereas, 39(28.88%),
8(57.1%), and 6(28.6%) of teachers, school prin@pd PTA respectively had 5 to 8 years
work experience. The rest 54(40%) of teacher, 3@%.school principal and 10(47.62%)
PTA had above 9 years services. The data imphes, the majority of respondents
experience was above four years. This shows that; had a relatively better and deep
understanding of the practices of SBM and variaogams carried out in schools including
SIP, TDP and other program. This in turn might émabem to provide genuine and correct
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responses to the questions presented to them.dBedsiety might be in good stand to identify

those major problems observed in the practiceBd.S

Regarding the area or subject specialization itemmber 5 in Table 3 shows that, only
2(14.3%)of the school principals took leadershaining (EdPM course). The rest school
principals 12(85.7%) were qualified in differentbgects for teaching. The education and
training policy suggests that school principalghet secondary schools level have to take
leadership training (MOE 2010).The implication, shus that these school principals
12(85.7%) have no adequate skill and knowledge rectiges SBM they might face a
challenges. Supporting this (Caldwell, 2005) sutggeghat the capacity of schools to
improve teaching and learning is strongly medidigdhe quality of the leadership provided

by the principal.

Therefore, it would be possible to suggest thapaedents possess relatively adequate
qualification, ages and experiences to understhrdquestionnaires and give appropriate

information for the study.

4.2 The Practices of SBM on Independent Variables

The basic principle around SBM is that giving sdHewel actors more autonomy over
school affairs will result in school improvement they are in a better position to make
decisions to meet school needs in a more effiareatner. Only recently SBM has been
adopted as a mean to an end, which is providingl gpality education to students and
improving school management, transparency, anduatability (Malen, Ogawa and Kranz
1990).

Many SBM studies and reviews on how school SBMksdiDavid,1989;Hill and Bonan,
1991) concluded that decentralized management wwehHen four components are
decentralized to serve delivery/production unitwpo (i,e., authority over budget and
personnel), knowledge ( i.e., the skills and knalgke needed to engage in high involvement
management and new forms of service provisionkiné&ion (i.e., data about the
performance of the organization and student outcdate such as content area achievement,

graduation rates, participations rates, coursentpkiatterns; and detailed schools based
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revenue and expenditure and so on ...), and rew@els a knowledge and skills based
compensation structure, organization wide bonusesdécomplishing goals, recognition of
individuals for better contribution, evaluation ®m and gain sharing programs for either

accomplishing goals or reducing costs).

The literature reviews on the innovation areasobios| based management research shows
that, in addition to these elements of the higleimement model, which these four
conditions along with three other factors seemeoet@associated with the effective practices
of SBM. These are, an instructional guidance systeadership, and resources (cf. Murphy;
Wohlstetter& Briggs, 1994); Robertson et al. (19%#)d Di Gropello (2006).

Therefore, in this section the practices of SBM avassessed on focusing the following
conditions supporting school based managementhlasiathe four key elements bfgh-
involvement modehnd how school SBM workgpower, knowledge, information, rewards,
and the three keynovationareas of SBM practices; instructional guidancadésship, and

resource and community participations.

In each of the above school based management lewitdachers and SBM members i.e.
school principals and PTA members were asked othat degree to which the practices of
SBM was carry out. Their response insight was okthiusing a five point Likert type items
having a scale ranging from a low value of one togh value of five. The scale embraces a
number of dimensions defined in terms of a fivenpscale: Very low (1), Low (2), Average
(3), High (4), and Very high (5). The range was eimat capturing the intensity of
respondents’ feelings for a given item. Analysisswaade using descriptive summary
statistics for individual variables such as numbkcases, percentages, mean, and standard
deviation. Mean scores from data analysis were altgrpreted based on the terms of

reference forwarded by Fowler (1996) as indicateldw:

The lowest level, one represents poor, well belowimmum standards for the dimension in
guestion. Point three represents moderate or twéerguality, while the top level, five
represents very high quality. Values from two tarfovould be a normally expected

operating range. A value of two, however, wouldrespnt a clear deficit for a specific
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dimension, though not as grossly deficient as ¢lweest value of one. From four (inclusive)
to five, would be definitely above average. Prdgistor the purpose of interpretation, the
mean scores were treated as: 0.05-1.49(very lovi)5-2.49(low), 2.5-
3.49(average/moderate), 3.5-4.49(high), and 4.5adode (very high). Moreover, frequency
and percentage distribution of respondents resposgght obtained using a five point Likert
type items having a scale ranging from a low valti@ne to a high value of five, for the
purpose of farther interpretation treated as: vdluery low and value 2 low considered as
low result, value 3 considered as medium resuld, \due 4 high and value 5 very high
considered as high result. In a similar way, vdlusrongly disagrees and value 2 disagrees
considered as disagree, value 3 considered aslpagtiee, and value 4 agree and value 5

strongly agree considered as agree. The resulim@sented and analyzed as follows.

4.2.1 SBM Practices of Power

SBM policy first needs to decentralize powers thosds (David, 1989;Hill and Bonan,
1991). Power is to make decisions that influencgawoizational practices, policies and
directions; it is also defined as control over betdgpersonnel and curriculum. Accordingly,
as clearly explained in ESDP IV and the SIP (MOEL(), the school principals is
responsible for managing and controlling the hunwamticulum and instructions, financial
and material resources of the school. Hence, tes@rel SBM members were asked about
the extent to which schools are practiced Powesdnondary schools. The results are

presented and analyzed in Table 4 below.
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Table 4.1 Respondents Views about SBM Practices Bbwer

No ltems Respo Frequency (F) and percentage (%) Independent sanj
ndent test
The extent to which... N Low Medium | High M SD | p-
F % F % F % value
1 school have influenceTea.
on decisions related tb 135| 26 | 193] 67 496 42 311 313 910816
curriculum and SBM .818
instructions 35| 8 22.8| 15| 429 12 34.1 3.09 .99
2 school have influenceTea.
on decisions related tp 135| 35| 259 59| 437 41| 309 3.00 1.007.651
personnel ( to hire an 641
fire teachers ang SBM |
supporting staff) 35| 9 25.7| 13| 37.1 13 37.1 3.09 961
3 school have influenceTea.
on decisions related to 135 | 46 34.1| 44 32.4 45 33.3 3.00 1.153'008
budget SBM .014
35| 7 20 7 20 21 60 3.6D 1.265
4 School principal has Tea. | 008
autonomy to overal 135 | 22 16.3| 56| 41.% 57 42.2 3.830 1.017 00
school activities SBM 351 |20 |13 |371|21 |6cC 38C| 83|
5 School principal has Tea.
the capacities to carrly 135| 19| 14 | 52| 385 64| 474 338 987002
out teacher monitoring SBM .001
and evaluation 35| 2 57 | 7 20 26 74.3 3.91 818
6 school has adopted theTea.
use of shared decisign 135| 32 | 23.7| 37| 274 68| 489 3.33  1.119.002
making with, that is 001
teams of teachers toSBM )
take responsibility 35| 2 5.8 6 17 27 77.2 3.97 923
7 school principal has Tea.
encourage andl 135| 29 | 215 55| 407 51| 374 316 .987:000
empower staff to takeggy .000
risks 35| 4 114| 6 17.1 25 715 403 1.043
8 | How active are theTea. | 15c| )1 |15e |61 | 45253 |39z | 32¢| .90¢| 038
teachers in decisio "SBM 014
making? 35 - - 17 | 48.6| 18 514 3.60 .681 °
9 How active are the¢ Tea.
members  of  the 135| 46 | 34.1| 49| 36.3 40| 294 293  .975.075
community in decision SBM .080
making? 35| 7 20 15| 429 11 37.1 3.46 .980
10 How active are the Tea.
school principa|s in 135| 25 18.6| 53 39.3 57 42.2 3.28 1.034_005
dheC|S|gn rlnakmg and spm 004
the development o 35| 4 | 114 7| 20| 24| 686 343 954
school policies?

Key: t = t-test for equality of means df = degree oéftem significant at =.05 level.
N= number of respondents SD= standariatien p-value = Sig. (2-tailed) test

ple

Mean value (M)<1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49 wltevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate

level of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of piees,>4.50 — very high level of practices.

Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1 very low and value 2 tolew result,
value 3= medium result, and value 4 high and valuery high = high result.
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As indicated in item lof table 4, the two groupsesgpondent were asked the extent to which
school have influence on decisions related to cullwm and instructions. The respondents
rated the issue similarly. The mean score for teecliiM=3.13, SD= .91) and SBM (M
=3.09, SD= .92) revealed that the school influeonedecisions related to curriculum and
instructions are moderate. The percentage scoceilalstrate the majority of respondents
reported that, the school influence on decisiomated to curriculum and instructions are
medium. Teachers reported as; 26(19.3%) low, 76¥49medium, and 42(31.1%) high and
while, SBM members reported; 8(22.8%) low, 15(42.986dium, and 12(34.1%) high.

Similarly, the data obtained from the interview daanted with KETB and PTA revealed that,
in secondary schools there is school based supgrnvéemmittee with a members of school
vice principals and department head teachers. Jiniervision committee supervises and
control the teaching learning process held at ahgetting i.e.in class room and at the end of
supervision comment, suggestion, and constructakea i for improvement given on
instructions. In addition two PTA head from two sols PTAs2 and PTAs3 reported as

follows:

In our school 2 or (PTAs2) in 2004 one big probl&awed the school in teaching
learning process with one teacher. The problem imithe teacher was lack of
knowledge of subject and teaching methodology. ubool based supervision
committee identifies the problem and make decisind take a measure with SBM
members on teacher to stop teaching learning iongizsy schools.
In the same way, the same problem in school 3 (BYfs&ed in 2005 and the same measure
was taken. In addition in study schools also thisrea committee of curriculum and

instructions that evaluate curriculum and instiasi

The computed value of independent samples te€8) @ .233 and p-value= .816 > .Obat

.05 level indicates that there is no significarfteslence among the two groups of respondents
regarding item 1(meaning the difference in mearkety due to chance or sampling error).
The implication, thus, is that schools have strangopportunity to influence on decisions

related to curriculum and instructions.
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With regard to item 2 of Table 4, the two groupsedpondents rated similarly concerning
the extent to which school have influence on deonwsirelated to personnel (to hire and fire
teachers and supporting staff). The mean scoregd&ohers and SBM members respectively
(M=3.00, SD = 1.00 and M= 3.09, SD=.95) revealedt thchool influence on decisions
related to personnel practice are moderate. Theep&rge score also confirm that, school
influence on decisions related to personnel theortgjof respondents reported medium.
Teachers reported as; 35(25.9%) low, 59(43.7%) mmedand 12(34.1%) high and whereas,
SBM members reported; 9(25.7%) low, 13(37.1%) mediand 13(37.1%) high. Regarding
this, data obtained from school personnel recruitn@document analysis and interview
indicated that majority of the secondary schoolstofly area can hire and fire supportive

personnel like school guard and cleaner worker.

The independent samples t test result has als@les@o significant perception difference
among the respondents (t (168) =-.454, p-valuez 6505 ato= .05 level) as regards the
item (meaning the difference in means is likely ttmehance or sampling error). Therefore,
it is possible to suggest that, all secondary sishimave good experience on decisions related

to personnel (to hire and fire).

In item number 3 of the same Table, respondents wsked to indicate the extent to which
school have influence on decisions related to budgsachers and SBM agreed that schools
had experience of influence on decisions relateoutiget (M=3.00, SD=1.15 moderate and
M=3.60, SD=1.26 high) practices respectively. Tlkecpntage score also show that, school
influence on decisions related to budget the migjoespondents of SBM reported high due
to frequently practices on this issue. Teacherorteg as; 46(34.1%) low, 44(32.6%)
medium, and 45(33.3%) high and whereas, SBM memtsgarted; 7(20%) low, 7(20%)
medium, and 21(60%) high.

Concerning this, data obtained from document arsbysd interview indicate that secondary
schools have power on decisions related to budyst ¢ollected from contribution of
community and budgets obtained from funds like sthgrant over its operation and
expenditures. But they have limited power on budgshined from government treasury

over its operations, which is the power of WEO tandecision. The result of independent
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samples test t (168) = -2.689, p-value= .641 >al0%= .05 level illustrated that there is no
significant difference among the two groups of megtents (meaning the difference in means
is likely due to chance or sampling error). Herar® can recognize from the discussion that
the practices of secondary schools to influence degisions related to budget was

significantly observable.

As depicted in item 4 of Table 4, the two groupsespondents rated differently concerning
the extent to which School principal has autonomgwerall school activities. The ratings of
teachers with mean value (M=3.30, SD=1.01) modexateSBM members with mean value
(M=3.80, SD=.83) high. The percentage score alsdirco that, School principal autonomy
to overall school activities the majority of respents reported high. Teachers reported as;
22(16.3%) low, 56(41.5%) medium, and 57(42.2%) hagghd whereas, SBM members
reported; 1(2.9%) low, 13(37.1%) medium, and 21(p@dgh. This implies that, teachers
and SBM reveal their agreement about school pratdias full autonomy to overall school

activities.

Concerning this, data obtained from interview iatkel that majority of the secondary
schools of study area have fully autonomous wittha@nity over every educational and
personnel matter to some restrictive on financialbadget obtained from government
treasure, that is the authority of WOE on its opers. The analysis of (independent samples
test t (168) = -2.993, p-value = .004<.050at .05 level) shows that there is significant
difference among the mean scores of the study grémeaning there is in fact a statically
significant difference in the means and it is naedo sampling error). Therefore, it is
possible to propose that School principal indepeodeto overall school activities is
moderate.

As can be seen item 5 of Table 4, the two groupsegppondent were asked the extent to
which School principal has the capacities to catriyteacher monitoring and evaluation. The
respondents rate the issue differently. The mearedor teachers (M=3.38, SD=.94) reveal
that School principal capacities to carry out temamonitoring and evaluation is moderate.
While, SBM members reported as high (841, SD=.82 The percentage scored also

illustrates that, School principal capacities tag@aut teacher monitoring and evaluation the
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majority of respondents reported high. Teachersorted as; 19(14%) low, 52(38.5%)
medium, and 64(47.4%) high and while, SBM membeorted; 2(5.7%) low, 7(20%)
medium, and 26(74.3%) high. On the other handatiadysis of (independent samples test t
(59.35) = -3.35, p-value = .001<.050at .05 level) shows that there is significant diéflece
among the mean scores of the study groups (medimang is in fact a statically significant
difference in the means and it is not due to samgpdirror). Therefore, it is possible to put
forward that, the school principal’s practices &org out teacher monitoring and evaluation

are exercised adequately but it needs to give supgort and assistance for teachers.

With regard to item 6 of Table 4 above, the twoup® of respondents rated differently
concerning the extent to which school has adogteduse of shared decision making with,
that is, teams of teachers to take responsibiigcordingly, teachers (M=3.33, SD=1.12)
indicate that teachers participation in school stadecision making was moderate.
However, SBM members’ response (M=3.97, SD=.92¢atad that use of shared decision

making with teams of teachers to take respongibitds reasonably (highly) practiced.

The percentage score also confirm that, schooltaddpe use of shared decision making the
majority of respondents reported high. Teacher®rted as; 32(23.7%) low, 37(27.4%)
medium, and 68(48.9%) high and whereas, SBM memtagrarted; 2(5.8%) low, 6(17%)
medium, and 27(77.2%) high. Data obtained from opetied question and interview also
suggested that the participation of teachers ima@ctecision making was not sufficiently
practiced as expected. On the other hand, the sisaf (independent samples test t (62.51)
= -3.32, p-value = .001<.05 at .05 level) shows that there is significant dilece among
the mean scores of the study groups regarding itember 6 (meaning there is in fact a
statically significant difference in the means #@nd not due to sampling error). Therefore, it

is possible to suggest that, practices of sharedida making are inadequate.

With regard to item 7 of Table 4 above, the twoup® of respondents also rated differently
concerning the extent to which school principal kasourage and empower staff to take
risks. Accordingly, teachers (M=3.16, SD=.98) iradec that school principal encourage and
empower staff to take risks was moderate. HoweS8&M members’ response (M=4.03,

SD=1.04) revealed that school principal encouragg empower staff to take risks was
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reasonably (highly) practiced. The percentage setse illustrates that school principal
encouraging and empowering staff to take risks,tmespondents of teachers rated medium
and SBM members rated high. Teachers reported %21 %5%) low, 55(40.7%) medium,
and 51(37.8%) high and while, SBM members repordétll.4%) low, 6(17.1%) medium,
and 25(71.5%) high.

Data obtained from interview also suggested thathers are empowered in different
departments and committees to make decisions aadctmuntable on it. On the other hand,
the analysis of (independent samples test t (56:94)42, p-value= .000<.05 at .05 level)
shows that there is significant difference among thean scores of the study groups
regarding item number 7 (meaning there is in fastatically significant difference in the
means and it is not due to sampling error). Thdigapon, thus, practices to encourage and

empower staff to take risks in secondary schosétsfactory.

As can be observed in item 8 of Table 4, teaclsrd, SBM members were requested how
active are the teachers in decision making beirgtmed. To this end, teachers confirmed
moderate of such practice with the mean value M&E32D=.90 and SBM members
confirmed teachers are active in decision makingctzed high with the mean value
M=3.60, SD=.65. The percentage score also show mesiondents of teachers rated
medium and SBM members rated high. Teachers repate 21(15.5%) low, 61(45.2%)
medium, and 53(39.3%) high and while, SBM membegsorted; 0(0%) low, 17(48.6%)
medium, and 18(51.4%) high.

In this regard, the independent samples testtregli68) = -2.53, p-value= .075 >.05 &t

.05 level) implies that, there is no significarffelience among the two groups of respondents
(meaning the difference in means is likely due harce or sampling error). On the other
hand, data gathered from interview question replieat majority of secondary school
teachers are marginal in school decision makingask of collaborative culture due to the
reason that, teachers are reluctant and othersomejoaded with routine works and school

leaders are not provided opportunity for otherpddicipate in school decision making.
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Item number 9 of Table 4, respondents were askeéddioate their perception whether the
members of the community are active in decisioningakr not. In view of that, the mean
scores of each respondents fall between 2.5 a®d Bhve percentage score also confirm that,
most respondents reported medium. Teachers rep@sedd6(34.1%) low, 49(36.3%)
medium, and 40(29.6%) high and whereas, SBM menteemted; 7(20%) low, 15(42.9%)
medium, and 11(37.1%) high. This implies that, firactices of secondary schools in
encouraging the community to participate in theostldecision making are moderate. The
computed value analysis of independent sampleg {¢68) = -1.790, p-value= .075 >.05 at
a= .05 level) with SD= .97 and SD=.98 respectivatyaals that there is no significant
difference among the two groups of respondents difference in means is likely due to

chance or sampling error).

Furthermore, the information obtained from intewighows that there is weak relationship
between school and school community. This is dudatk of awareness from school
community, lack of providing information from theatchers and commitment from the
school leaders to provide in detailed informationttie school community to participate
across the full range of school decision. The redpats’ perception similarity seems to

suggest that this activity was not suitably pradin the schools.

The data corresponding to item 10 of Table 4, nedpots were asked to indicate their
perception whether the school principals are adtiveecision making and the development
of school policies or not. Accordingly, secondachaol teachers and SBM members with
mean value M= 3.28, SD=1.03 moderate and M=3.83;.8bhigh respectively mentioned
their agreement on how active are the school pralsiin decision making and the
development of school policies. The percentageesatso verify that, most respondents
reported high. Teachers reported as; 25(18.6%) 33¢89.3%) medium, and 57(42.2%) high
and whereas, SBM members reported; 4(11.4%) lo20Q%]j medium, and 24(68.6%) high.
This implies that it was common practice in secondschools of the study area school

principals to practice decision making and develepnof school policies.

The calculated value of independent samples t#.52) = -2.97, p-value= .004<.05 &t

.05 level suggest that, there is a significantedéhce among the two groups of respondents.
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Hence from the result above it is possible to ambelthat, school principals full range of
school decision making and the development of dcpolicies is limited. Furthermore, the
information obtained from interviewee shows thatréhis a mutual agreement between

academic staff, supporting staff, and studentste@hkbp school policies and to practices it.
4.2.2 SBM Practices of Knowledge and Skills

Under SBM, three kinds of knowledge and skillsianportant and SBM paid attention to all
three Di Gropello (2006). First, if stakeholders & be able to contribute knowledgeably to
decisions about school improvements, then they neding to expand their knowledge
about the instructional and programmatic changeschbols, including current knowledge
about teaching, learning and curriculum. He aldona$ that SBM has prioritized school
quality like teacher and school effort, as wellatended to learning materials, teachers
skills, pedagogical innovation all resulting in lted potential impact of SBM on the quality

of education and learning.

Secondly, people at the school site need teamwali& &r participating in work groups and
training in group decision-making and how to readmsensus. If people other than the
principal are running meetings, then leadershiipitng is needed school-wide, so that people

have the skills to run meetings effectively.

Finally, where teachers and community represerdatare expected to assist in developing a
budget, they need organizational knowledge whictugies budgeting and personnel skills.
Accordingly, Caldwell, (2004) suggest that, capabitilding at the local level is one of the
reasons for the effective implementation of SBMadleers, principals and other school
leaders need to build their capacity to performrtihhew roles in the restructured school

operation.

Hence, teachers and SBM members were asked afgoextidnt to which the Knowledge and
skills activities were practiced in secondary s¢bodhe results are presented and analyzed

in Table 5 below.
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Table 5.1 Respondents Views about School PrincipBractices of Knowledge and Skills

No ltems Respp
ndent | N | Frequency (F) and percentage (Yo)ndependent sample
t test
Disagree | Partial | Agree M SD | p-
Agree value
F | % F | % Fl| %
1 School principals organizeTea.
and  support  induction 135| 26 | 19.2| 37| 274 73 533 338 1132 0%
programs for beginner ar .007

new teachers in the school| SBM 35 |1 2¢ |12 | 342122 | 62¢ | 3.8¢ 84E
2 School principals contribute Tea.
to enhance professiona
competence of teachers by
providing latest informatior SBM
on teaching strategies 35| 4 | 114| 8 | 229 23 657 3.9
3 School principals facilities Tea.
situations for teachers to try 135| 38 | 28.2| 43| 319 54 40| 3.07 1.173 oo
out new ideas relevant wi
sharing good teaching
practice
4 | School principals organizeTea.
short  term  trainings 135| 62 | 459 35| 259 33 28]1 270 1.228
workshops, seminars and 000
other programs to create [aSBM .000
spirit of  cooperative 3503 | 86| 11| 314 21 60| 369 .867
working atmosphere
5 | School principals have theTea.
knowledge and skills in
planning and organizing;
engaging in group procesg;SBNI .037
budgeting; developing an
monitoring a fiscal plan
6 School principals have theTea.
knowledge and skills in
. . . 135| 5 3.7 44| 32.4 86 63 3.68 .66

evaluating teaching learning 169
process and reviewing and 162
analyzing data on school
performance

135| 42 | 31.1| 39| 289 54 40| 3.04 1.1p8 -002
.001

o)
&
N

SBM 000
3|4 | 114) 6 | 179 25 714 391 981

135| 21| 156 45| 333 69 511 341 949 4.9

[oX

35| 1 29 | 10| 28.4 24 68. 3.9 .583

[*2)

SBM
35| 2 57 | 4 114 29 829 386 .648

Key: Mean value (M)<1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49 wltevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate
level of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of piees,>4.50 — very high level of practices.
Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1strongly disagree and valDésagree =

Disagree, value 3 = moderately agree, and valugré&dand value 5 strongly agree = Agree.
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As indicated in item lof Table 5, the two groupsre$pondent were asked whether the
School principals organize and support inductioogpems for beginner or new teachers in
the school or not. The respondents rated the idéterently. The mean score for teachers
(M=3.38, SD=1.13) revealed that principals are matddy organize and support induction
programs for beginner or new teachers. While, SBMmivers reported as (M =3.86,
SD=.84) principals are highly organize and suppadtiction programs for beginner or new
teachers. The percentages score also verify thast nespondents reported agreed about
School principals organize and support inductioogpems for beginner or new teachers.
Teachers reported as; 26(19.2%) disagreed, 37(37M8derately agreed, and 72(53.3%)
agreed and whereas, SBM members reported; 1(2.98apréed, 12(34.3%) moderately
agreed, and 22(62.8%) agreed.

Similarly, the data obtained from the interview dooted with KETB revealed that almost
all beginners’ teachers take indication programd waile, this program were weak for
experienced teachers. The computed value of indgpeérsamples test t (69.19) = -2.77, p-
value = .007<.05 at= .05 level indicates that there is a mean sigamfiadifference among
the two groups of respondents regarding item 1rdthe in fact a statically significant
difference in the means and it is not due to samgpérror). The implication, thus, the
practices of professional’'s development within begr teachers need more support for
better results.

As it is revealed in item 2 of Table 5, the ratimigteachers and SBM members (M=3.04,
SD=1.17 moderate and M=3.69, SD=.87 high respdgjighow their difference over the

issue that School principals contribute to enhgmdessional competence of teachers by
providing latest information on teaching strategi€ke percentage score also verify that,
there is a respondent response difference oversue. Teachers reported as; 42(31.1%)
disagreed, 39(28.9%) moderately agreed, and 54(4r®ed and while, SBM members

reported; 4(11.4%) disagreed, 8(22.9%) moderatgheeat, and 23(65.7%) agreed. This
implies that, the schools principals were not hyghlequate to contribute and enhance

professional competence of teachers by providitegtanformation on teaching strategies.
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The analysis of independent samples test t (6%63)65, p-value= .001<.05 at .05 level
revealed that there is a significant difference agithe mean scores of the study groups. The
interview result indicates that, the activity adatply practiced but it needs more effort of
principals to enhance professional competenceauhiers. The finding is consistencies with
(MOE, 2007b) states that, the school principal #h@uovide management and professional
competency training for teachers and staff memberdssupport them to take responsibility

for the school improvement plan.

As can be observed in item 3 of Table 5, resporsdeste asked to indicate their agreement
on School principal facilities situations for teachito try out new ideas relevant with sharing
good teaching practice. Consequently, teachers$S&h members expressed their agreement
(M= 3.07, SD=1.73 moderate and M=3.91, SD=.98 hegpectively). The percentage score
also verify that, most respondents reported agréexhchers reported as; 38(28.2%)
disagreed, 43(31.9%) moderately agreed, and 54(4@ff&ed and whereas, SBM members
reported; 4(11.4%) disagreed, 6(17.1%) moderatgigead, and 25(71.4%) agreed. This is
also an indication that the schools’ effort in paimg and facilitating situations for teachers
to try out new ideas relevant with sharing goocthé@sg practice is fairly moderate. The
result of independent samples test t (61.70) =6;403value= .000<.05 at = .05 level shows
that there is a significant difference among thamscores of the two groups of respondents.
Thus, it is safe to suppose that schools in theystmea devote enough attention in searching

for new ideas relevant with sharing good teachiragiice.

As it is revealed in item 4 of Table 5, respondemse asked to indicate their agreement on
School principals organize short term trainingsrksbops, seminars and other programs to
create a spirit of cooperative working atmosphef®nsequently, teachers and SBM
members are uncertain about whether adequate ngawas given to create a spirit of
cooperative working atmosphere. Accordingly, teesexpressed their agreement (M= 2.70,
SD=1.23) moderate and SBM members (M=3.69, SD=h&jhly. The percentage score also
verify that, there is a respondent response diffsgeover the issue. Teachers reported as;
62(45.9%) disagreed, 35(25.9%) moderately agre® 38(28.1%) agreed and while, SBM
members reported; 3(8.6%) disagreed, 11(31.4%) ratelg agreed, and 21(60%) agreed.
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The calculated independent samples test t (73.55)43, p-value= .000<.05 at .05 level
also depicted that there is a mean significaneckfice among the two groups of respondents
about the issue. On the other hand, data obtaired interview conducted with KETB
indicated that trainings, workshops, seminars ahdrgorograms given by school principals
is not adequate for staff. This implies that, tir@ingiven by secondary school principals in
order to enhance their capacity and to create rét spicooperative working atmosphere is

inadequate.

In item 5 of Table 5 respondents showed their ages# concerning School principals
knowledge and skills in planning and organizinggaging in group process; budgeting;
developing and monitoring a fiscal plan. Accordingeachers (M=3.41, SD=.95) reported
that knowledge and skills of school principals lanming and organizing; engaging in group
process; budgeting; developing and monitoring a&afisplan is moderate, while SBM
members(M= 3.69, SD=.58) indicate that the issueasonably practiced. The percentage
score also confirm that, most respondents rep@tgded. Teachers reported as; 21(15.6%)
disagreed, 45(33.3%) moderately agreed, and 6¥@lagjreed and whereas, SBM members
reported; 1(2.9%) disagreed, 10(28.6%) moderaigiget, and 24(68.6%) agreed.

On the other hand, the data obtained from intervieweals that, the participation of
stakeholders in school planning and organizingreteas expected which might be due to
lack of willingness and commitment. One teachemfidETBs3 member reported as “our
school most of the time face a shortage budget,ishdue to planning budget to obtain from
different source and monitoring it. On the othendh@ne problem of our school principal to
manage the budget obtained from government treasudenow, follow-up, and use it for
planned expenditure.” The independent samples {@€8) = -1.609, p-value= .109 >.05 at
a= .05 level shows that there is no significant etiéhce among the response of the two
groups of respondents regarding item number 5.refowe, from the above empirical data it
is possible to say that, this activity is suffidlgrexercised with some gap of knowledge and

skills of school principals at the school level.

As it is revealed in item 6 of Table 5, respondestitswed their conformity regarding School

principals knowledge and skills in evaluating teaghlearning process and reviewing and
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analyzing data on school performance. Accordingdachers (M=3.68, SD=.67) reported
that knowledge and skills of school principals waleating teaching learning process and
reviewing and analyzing data on school performaséegh, while SBM members (M= 3.86,
SD=.65) indicate that the issue is practically pcacl. The percentage result also confirms
that, most respondents reported agreed. Teachmoged as; 5(3.7%) disagreed, 44(32.6%)
moderately agreed, and 86(63.7%) agreed and whe®s&dd members reported; 2(5.7%)
disagreed, 4(11.4%) moderately agreed, and 29(§2a@¥eed. On the other hand, the data
obtained from interview reveals that, the practicEschool principal in evaluating teaching
learning process and reviewing and analyzing dataschool performance are not as
expected which might be due to lack of knowledgél, and experience, and work load.

The independent samples test t (168) = -1.381 pavalue= .169 >.05 ai= .05 level shows
that there is no significant difference among teégponse of the two groups of respondents
regarding item number 7. Therefore, from the teahbve it is possible to say that, this
activity is sufficiently exercised with the somepgaf knowledge and skills of school

principals at the school level.
4.2.3 SBM Practices of Information

Schools need to have information about their omaion, its classrooms and academic
departments, and about how the organization fits the overall district system Guthrie
(1986), Hill and Bonan (1991), and Wohlistetter aBdffet (1992). Such information
includes a wide array of student outcome data sisctontent area achievement, graduation
rates, participations rates, course taking patteansl so on. Education information also
includes detailed schools based revenue and expeadiata by program and student, which
is rarely available in any district, including SBdiktricts. Principals in SBM schools used a
variety of strategies to share information amondigpants, particularly at the school site.
Hence, teachers and SBM members were asked al@exktint to which school information
regularly disseminated internally and externallyreveracticed in secondary schools. The

results are presented and analyzed in Table 6 below
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Table 6.1 Respondents Views about SBM Practices émformation

No Respo
ems nden requenc and percentage%d Independent sample¢
It dent | N | Frequency (F) and p tage%q Independent sampl
t test
Low Medium | High M SD | p-
Fl% [Fl% | F[ % value
1 The extent to which schoolTea.
information about schogl 135| 26 | 19.2| 60| 444 49 36/3 3.17 .894 .135
goals, mission, and visio 153
regularly disseminate SBM '
interna"y and eXterna”y 35| 6 17.1| 13 37.1 16 457 3.43 .948
2 The extent to which schoolTea.
information about schoal 135| 27 | 20 54| 40 54 40 3.21 909 043
performance regularly SBM 057
disseminated internally and 35| 4 115 12| 344 19 s54p 347 99
externally
3 The extent to which schoolTea.
information about schodl 135 32 | 23.7| 63| 46.7 40 29|16 3.04 .845 000
/SBM activities regularly| sgm 001
disseminated internally and 35| 6 171 6 171 23 66F 366 968
externally
4 The extent to which Tea.
information about research 135| 54 | 40 | 49| 363 33 337 246 700 g5y
/innovations taking place '
elsewhere regularly Spm .029
disseminated internally and 35| 8 | 229| 15| 429 12 348 248 572
externally
5 The extent to which Tea.
information about student i
outcome data such as 135| 29| 215/ 39| 289 6 49|17 2.90 756
content area achievement 056
graduation rate dropoytSBM .058
rates, regularly
disseminated internally and 355 143) 9 257 21 6b 317 747
externally
6 The extent to which schoolTea.
information about detailed 135| 35| 259 49| 363 51 37]8 244 691
schools based revenue and .003
expenditure  data by SBM 000
program and  student, '
regularly disseminated 35| 1 | 29 | 17| 484 17 48p 247 404
internally and externally
7 | The extent to which schoglTea. | 15| 35 | 237 52| 385 51 378 317 .951 105
staffs surveyed for input tosBM 118
guide school decisions 35| 6 17.2] 9 257 200 57p 347 992 °
8 The extent to which Tea. 054
students surveyed for inplit 135| 32| 23.7| 49| 36.3 54 40 2.83 787 -
- L .045
to guide school decisions | SBM | oo | o | 45| 19| 284 29 574 3d1  7ls

Key: Mean value (M)<1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49 wltevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate
level of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of prees,>4.50 — very high level of practices.
Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1very low and value 2 lolew result,

value 3= medium result, and value 4 high and valteg§ high = high result.
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As indicated in item lof table 6, the two groupsesgpondent were asked the extent to which
school information about school goals, mission, gistbn regularly disseminated internally
and externally. The respondents rated the issudasiyn The mean score for teachers
(M=3.17, SD=.89) and SBM members (M =3.43, SD=.85)ealed that the school goals,
mission, and vision regularly disseminated intdynand externally are moderate. The
percentage score moreover show the majority respuadof teachers rated medium and
SBM members rated high. Teachers reported as; Z8(d9low, 60(44.4%) medium, and
49(36.3%) high and while, SBM members reported78%) low, 13(37.1%) medium, and
16(45.7%) high. Similarly, the data obtained frdme interview conducted with teacher of
KETB members revealed that almost all stakeholdave clear ideas about the school goals,

mission, and vision.

The computed value of independent samples te$8) @ -1.50 and p-value=.135> .050at

.05 level indicates that there is no significarfteslence among the two groups of respondents
regarding item 1. The implication, thus, is thah@m information about school goals,
mission, and vision regularly disseminated intdgnand externally as open system

organizations.

With regard to item 2 of Table 6, the two groupsespondents rated differently concerning
the extent to which school information about schpetformance regularly disseminated
internally and externally. The mean scores for heex (M=3.21, SD=.91) moderate and
SBM members (M= 3.57, SD=.98) revealed that schodbrmation about school
performance regularly disseminated internally andemmally practice are high. The
percentage score also verify that, there is a resga response difference over the issue.
Teachers reported as; 27(20%) low, 54(40%) medamd, 54(40%) high and while, SBM
members reported; 4(11.5%) low, 12(34.3%) mediumd, 39(54.2%) high. Regarding this,
data obtained from interview indicated that majodt the secondary schools dissemination
of information about student and teachers ‘higliquarer was carry out by preparing posters

consisting lists of individual’s publicize and raxd were given by school community.

The independent samples t test result has als@lezl/@o significant perception difference
among the respondents (t (168) =-1.95, p-value¥>0B5 ato= .05 level) as regards the
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item. Therefore, it is possible to state that,saitondary schools have good experience on

dissemination of information about school perforgen

As can be observed in item 3 of Table 6, resporsderte asked to indicate their agreement
on the extent to which school information about c&th/SBM activities regularly
disseminated internally and externally. Conseqyetgbchers and SBM members expressed
their agreement (M= 3.04, SD=.84 moderate and M&33D=.97 high respectively). The
percentage score as well show the majority respusd# teachers rated medium and SBM
members rated high. Teachers reported as; 32(2316%,) 63(46.7%) medium, and
40(29.6%) high and while, SBM members reported’ %) low, 6(17.1%) medium, and
23(66.7%) high. Similarly, the data obtained frdme interview conducted with teacher of
KETB members and PTA head revealed that there ghatage of dissemination of
information about SBM decisions and activities witlschool community. The result of
independent samples test t (48.28) = -3.42, p-wal0@1<.05 ati= .05 level shows that there
is a significant difference among the mean scofdleotwo groups of respondents. Thus, it
is safe to suppose that schools in the study aseate a little attention about dissemination

of information of SBM practices.

Item number 4 in Table 6 is designed to obtainrmition from respondents about the
extent to which information about research/innawadi taking place elsewhere regularly
disseminated internally and externally. The ratdgeachers, SBM members were M=2.46,
SD=.71 and M=2.48. SD=.57 respectively. The peamgmtesult also illustrates the majority
respondents of teachers rated low and SBM membéed medium. Teachers reported as;
54(40%) low, 49(36.3%) medium, and 32(33.7%) higd ahile, SBM members reported;

8(22.9%) low, 15(42.9%) medium, and 12 (34.3%) higFhis indicates that the

dissemination of information about research/innioves taking place elsewhere practices is

low.

In addition to this, data obtained from interviemeaeacher KETB members (KETBs2) she
revealed as follows. “According to my school lasayand this year 3-4 research were done
by school teachers in different topics. But theeagshes finding and its action plan was not

discussed by school administrative and academftjatd its hard part put on shelf.” Also
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there is no significant difference among the twougs of respondent independent samples
testt (168) = -1.96, p-value= .051>.0%0at.05 level concerning the issue. This implies,that
the dissemination of information about the practicd research/innovations taking place

elsewhere in secondary schools of study enoughtatewere not given.

As indicated in item 5 of Table 6, the two grougsrespondent were asked the extent to
which information about student outcome data sis;lt@ntent area achievement, graduation
rate dropout rates, regularly disseminated intérraald externally. The respondents rated the
issue similarly. The mean score for teachers (M&23D=.75) and SBM members (M
=3.17, SD=75) revealed that the student outcoma dgath as content area achievement,
graduation rate dropout rates, regularly disserathatternally and externally are moderate.
The percentage score also show the majority regpaadf teachers and SBM members
rated high. Teachers reported as; 29(21.5%) lo2&89%) medium, and 67(49.7%) high
and whereas, SBM members reported; 5(14.3%) lo25.9%6) medium, and 21(60%) high.

Similarly, the data obtained from the interview dooted with teacher of KETB members
revealed that there is lack of transparency of gchancipals to report the rate of dropout
and rate of class repetition to hide their perfarosaweakness. The computed value of
independent samples test t (168) = -1.92 and pewald56> .05 ati= .05 level indicates that
there is no significant difference among the twougs of respondents regarding item 5.
Therefore, from the result above it is possibledy that, this activity is not sufficiently and

transparently practiced in secondary schools afystuea.

As can be observed in item 6 of Table 6, resporsdeste asked to indicate their agreement
on the extent to which school information aboutadetl school based revenue and
expenditure data by program and student, regutlidggeminated internally and externally.
Consequently, teachers and SBM members expressiedgneement (M= 2.44, SD=.69 and
M=2.47, SD=.40) which is low practices. The pereget result also shows there is a
respondent’s response difference of the issue. HBeacreported as; 35(25.9%) low,
49(36.3%) medium, and 51(37.8%) high and whered Siembers reported; 1(2.9%) low,
17(48.6%) medium, and 17(48.6%) high.

78



Similarly, the data obtained from document analgsid interview conducted with teacher of
KETB members and PTA head revealed regarding theasgrant budget, schools has no
problems on its detailed schools based revenuesgpenditure. But the main problem was
on block grant and school internal revenue. Conogrthe block grant budget WEO and
schools has no transparency on its total budgenplhand its expenditure. In the same way,
within schools also lack of transparency on schasled revenue and expenditure. The result
of independent samples test t (91.76) = -4.13,|lpera.000<.05 at= .05 level shows that
there is a significant difference among the meaescof the two groups of respondents.
Thus, it is safe to suppose that schools in thdystwea their practice on dissemination of
school information about detailed schools basednmeg and expenditure were low and has

lack of transparency.

With regard to item 7 of Table 6, the two groupsedgpondents rated similarly concerning
the extent to which school staffs surveyed for infuguide school decisions. The mean
scores for teachers and SBM members respectivebd (M, SD=.95 and M= 3.47, SD=.99)
revealed that school staffs surveyed for input todg school decisions practices are
moderate. The percentage result also shows thareespondent’s response difference of the
issue. Teachers reported as; 32(23.7%) low, 52¢8Bmedium, and 51(37.8%) high and
whereas, SBM members reported; 6(17.2%) low, 9¢@%.medium, and 20(57.2%) high.
Concerning this, data obtained from interview itk that majority of the secondary school
staff participates in school decision making ontire activities and in class room on
teaching learning process. The independent santpkest result has also revealed no
significant perception difference among the responsl (t (168) = -1.63, p-value= .105> .05
at a= .05 level) as regards the item. This implies ,tia¢ practices of secondary schools
staffs participation to give supportive and comsire idea that survey as input to guide
school decisions is not sufficient.

As indicated in item 8 of Table 6, the two groupsespondent were also asked the extent to
which students surveyed for input to guide schaaiglons. Accordingly the mean scores for
teachers and SBM members respectively (M=2.83, 3and M= 3.11, SD=.72) revealed

that students surveyed for input to guide schoolsiens practices are moderate. Regarding

this, data obtained from interview indicated thatadary school students participate in
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school decision making through student represemtaiihe percentage score also show the
majority respondents of teachers and SBM membeed rhigh. Teachers reported as;
32(23.7%) low, 49(36.3%) medium, and 54(40%) highd ahile, SBM members reported,;
5(14.3%) low, 10(28.6%) medium, and 20(57.1%) high.

The independent samples t test result has als@legl/@o significant perception difference
among the respondents (t (168) =-1.94, p-valued 0505 ata = .05 level) as regards the
item. Therefore, it is feasible to say that, thecpces of secondary school student’s
participation to give supportive and constrictiekea that survey as input to guide school
decisions is sufficient. (J. Naidoo, 2005) arguwat,tthe participation of students in the day-
to-day activities of the schools (for example, upearvision, monitoring and evaluation) is

part of the decentralization of school management.

4.2.4 SBM Practices of Rewards

Schools need to be able to provide reward for iddisis accomplishing goals. Evaluation
system based on performance in terms of goals mndtcomes and recognizing the good
performance of individuals has strong effect onirtifature productivity as well as

organizations effectiveness Odden and Conley (198ystem of evaluation, the way
recognition is given, and its type promote the heas internal satisfaction. Therefore,
teachers and SBM members were asked about thet ¢xtehich the Reward activities were

practiced in secondary schools. The results aepted and analyzed in Table 7 below.
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Table 7.1 Respondents Views about SBM Practices &ewards

No Respo Frequency (F) and percentage (%)ndependent samplé
Items ndent | N t test
Low Medium | High M SD | p-
F % F % F % value
1 The extent to which Tea. | ]
teacher evaluation systefn 135| 35| 259 38| 281 67 46| 313 1099
based on performance [Nggyg 003
terms of goals and/or 353 | 86| 10| 286 22 628 380 .983
outcomes
2 The extent to which Tea.
. 135| 30 | 22.3] 52| 385 53 393 276 725
school evaluation syste 247
based on performance |[nSBM 158
terms of goals and/dr 35| 3 | 86| 17| 484 15 428 291 507
outcomes
3 The extent to whichTea. | 135| 35| 2509 55| 407 45 33]3 276 .745
systems for tying rewardsgz 142
at  the  school g 353 | 86| 12| 343 20 570 297 747 147
performance
4 The extent to whichTea. | 135| 40| 296 52| 385 43 319 248 656
school recognize—sg 142
individuals ~ for  their 35|6 | 171| 6 | 171 23 657 247 404| 147
performance results
5 | The extent to which schoolTea. | 35| 55 | 207| 48| 356 59 437 246 710
recognize and celebrate the 514
i SBM
achievements  of your 35| 6 | 171 6 | 171 23 656 249 505 420
school’s students and staff
6 | The extent to which schoolTea. | 15| 49 | 363 47| 348 34 28] 225 655
community and PTAg 234
participate in evaluation qf SBM 35| 5 143 11| 314 19 548 240 651 236
school performance

Key: Mean value (Mx1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49wlevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate level
of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of practices50 — very high level of practices.
Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1very low and value 2 lolew result,

value 3= medium result, and value 4 high and valtez§ high = high result.

With regard to item 1 of Table 7, the two groupsespondents rated differently concerning
the extent to which teacher evaluation system basquaerformance in terms of goals and/or
outcomes. The mean scores for teachers (M=3.2313D¥ moderate and SBM members
(M=3.80, SD=.93) revealed that teacher evaluatimtesn based on performance in terms of
goals and/or outcomes practice are high. The ptgerresult also illustrates the majority

respondents of teachers and SBM members ratedcbigterning the issue item 1. Teachers
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reported as; 35(25.9%) low, 38(28.1%) medium, a@@d&n0) high and while, SBM
members reported; 3(8.6%) low, 10(28.6%) mediurd, 2 (62.8 %) high.

Regarding this, data obtained from interview aratlers and school teachers and school
evaluation document analysis indicated that thers#ary schools teacher evaluation format
consists of school goals and students expectedamés or performance level. But teachers
are not interested on this and evaluation contestd to consider teachers effort made
during teaching learning process. The independamipkes t test result has also revealed a
significant perception difference among the respoisl (t (60.86) =-3.10, p-value= .005 <

.05 ato= .05 level) as regards the item. Therefore, fgassible to conclude that, secondary

schools teacher’s evaluation system practicesadre f

As indicated in item 2 of table 7, the two growgisrespondent were asked the extent to
which school evaluation system based on performamd¢erms of goals and/or outcomes.
The mean score for teachers (M=2.76, SD=.72) anifl $fmbers (M =2.91, SD=.50)
revealed that the practices of school evaluatictesy based on performance are moderate.
The percentage result also illustrates the majoegpondents of teachers rated high and
SBM members rated medium. Teachers reported §82.3%) low, 52(38.5%) medium,
and 53(39.3%) high and while, SBM members reporé£8;6%) low, 17(48.6%) medium,
and 15 (42.8%) high. Similarly, the data obtainexh¥ the interview conducted with teacher
of KETB members and PTA head revealed that ourdcisonot evaluated based on good
school facilities or lack of resources and fulfilleacilities. However, our school is evaluated
based on school good governance, achieving plaaogdates and students performance.
The computed value of independent samples te68) @ -1.16 and p-value= .247> .05at

.05 level indicates that there is no significarfteslence among the two groups of respondents
regarding item 2. The implication, thus, the pmasi of school evaluation systems of

secondary schools of study area are fair.

As can be observed in item 3 of Table 7, resporsderte asked to indicate their agreement
on the extent to which systems for tying rewardhatschool to performance. Consequently,
teachers and SBM members expressed their agreefikr#.76, SD=.74 and M=2.97,

SD=.75) which is moderate practices. The percentagalt also illustrates the majority
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respondents of teachers rated medium and SBM meméid high. Teachers reported as;
35(25.9%) low, 55(40.7%) medium, and 45(33.3%) tagd while, SBM members reported;
3(8.6%) low, 12(34.3%) medium, and 20 (57.1%) highe result of independent samples
test t (168) = -1.47, p-value= .142 >.050at .05 level shows that there is no significant
difference among the mean scores of the two grafipgspondents. Thus, it is safe and
sound to suppose that schools in the study ar@apfeetices tying rewards at the school to

performance is fair.

As indicated in item 4 of table 7, respondents wasieed to indicate their agreement on the
extent to which school recognize individuals foeithperformance results. Consequently,
teachers and SBM members expressed their agregiMent2.48, SD=.66 and M=2.47,
SD=.40) which is low practices. The percentage ltealso illustrates the majority
respondents of teachers rated medium and SBM mennatxd high. Teachers reported as;
40(29.6%) low, 52(38.5%) medium, and 43(31.9%) lagd while, SBM members reported;
6(17.1%) low, 6(17.1%) medium, and 23 (65.7%) highe result of independent samples
test t (168) = -1.47, p-value= .142>.050at .05 level shows that there is no significant
difference among the mean scores of the two grofipespondents. The implication, thus,
the practices of school in recognizing individufds their performance result in secondary
schools of study area are poor.

With regard to item 5 of Table 7, the two groupsedpondents rated similarly concerning
the extent to which school recognize and celeliteaccomplishments of school’s students
and staff. The mean scores for teachers (M=2.46;.BD) and SBM members (M= 2.49,
SD=.50) revealed that the practices of school toggrize and celebrate the achievements of
students and staff are low. The percentage re®dt@int up the majority respondents of
teachers and SBM members rated high. Teachersteepas; 28(20.7%) low, 48(35.6%)
medium, and 59(43.7%) high and while, SBM membeported; 6(17.1%) low, 6(17.1%)
medium, and 23 (65.6%) high. The independent samptest result has also revealed no
significant perception difference among the respotsit (168) = -.654, p-value= .514 > .05
ato= .05 level) as regards the item.

By supporting this one member of KETB teacher afid Read said:
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The practice in recognizing and celebrating thedgperformance of teachers and
students, our school is poor due to various obesatike budget, awareness and skill
problems among SBM members). But here after weadjyrancorporated it in our
plan and tried to make formal as well as the habithe schools; school stated to
recognize and celebrate the accomplishments ob$stgiudents and staff.

This implies that, the practice of recognition givfer the good performance or achievement

of teachers and students in secondary school is low

As indicated in item 6 of table 7, the two grougsrespondent were asked the extent to
which School community and PTAs participate in easibn of school performance. The
respondents rated the issue similarly. The mearedoo teachers (M=2.25, SD=.65) and
SBM members (M=2.40, SD=.65) revealed that theippation of community and PTAs in
evaluation of school performance are low. The pesge result also illustrates the majority
respondents of teachers rated low and SBM memiztesl high. Teachers reported as;
49(36.3%) low, 47(34.8%) medium, and 39(28.9%) hayid whereas, SBM members
reported; 5(14.3%) low, 11(31.4%) medium, and 19.3%) high. The computed value of
independent samples test t (168) = -1.194 and yewal234 > .05 at= .05 level indicates
that there is no significant difference among the groups of respondents regarding item 6.
The implication, thus, is that the participation @mmunity and PTAs in evaluation of
school performance is poor. The SIP says that, iadiwidual who participates in the
activities of the school can participate in the lesdon process of school performance
(MOE, 2007b).

4.2.5 SBM Practices of Leadership

It has been demonstrated that the quality of edutatepends primarily on the way schools
are managed, more than on the availability of resesi(Hanushek 2003). It has also been
shown that the capacity of schools to improve temrhnd learning is strongly mediated by
the quality of the leadership provided by the ppat (Caldwell 2005). Both factors would
argue for stronger control over SBM within the sah&chool leadership and management
play a great role in building the school climategifsing on the change process, and bring
information on educational research and innovapwvactices. Principals at the actively
restructuring schools were highly regarded by thiéitg as being strong leaders. Some of

them were adopting more of a managerial or evamarssformational role, with a focus on
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effectively managing the whole of the social systeather than just the curriculum and

instructional aspects (cf. Murphy, 1994) and (Dio@allo, 2006). Thus, each group was

asked the degree of the agreements with variougatwis forwarded to determine the

practices of school leadership in their respectisieools. Results from analysis of responses

are displayed in Table 8.

Table 8.1 Respondents Views about SBM Practices deadership

mple

No Iltems Respp Frequency (F) and percentage (%) Independent sa
ndent| N t test
Low Medium | High M SD | p-
F % F % F % value
1 | The extent to which Tea. | 35| 351 315 74 533 25 1855 313 973 099
principal focus on :
i SBM .091
managing  the  change 35| 8| 228 22 629 5 148 343 917
process
2 | The extent to which Tea. | 135| go| 592/ 47 348 & 59 228 .884 .189
principal focus on building
the school climate SBM | 35| 19| 553 13 371 3 8B 249 742 163
3 The extent to which Tea.
principal focus on 135| 41| 303 69 511 2p 248 281 851
optimizing the availability] 312
of resource ( finding ways SBM 317
to get them and/of 35 8| 22.8| 19 543 8 22p 297 857
reallocate them)
4 The extent to which Roles, Tea.
e M
of principals, t.eachers a SBN 070
PTAs are defined to lead 35| 4| 115 17] 484 14 4p 334 873
school activities
5 The extent to which Tea. |
principal motivate, inspirel 135| 67| 409 53 303 1p 174 249 .80
encourage, ~communicaggyy 855
information and facilitate 35| 21 60 8| 2249 6 17.1 246 919
participation in SBM
6 The extent to which Tea.

o : 135| 82| 60.8 47 34. 5 44 233 7R3 ggo
principal viewed as a :
leader in the area qf SBM j 878

. . . 35| 23| 65.7] 11 314 | 2P 231 .681
curriculum and instruction
Key: Mean value (M)<1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49 wltevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate

level of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of piees,>4.50 — very high level of practices.
Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1very low and value 2 lolew result,

value 3= medium result, and value 4 high and valtez§ high = high result.
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As indicated in item lof table 8, the two groupsesgpondent were asked the extent to which
principal focus on managing the change process.r&sgondents rated the issue similarly.
The mean score for teachers (M=3.13, SD=.97) ani¥l $f8mbers (M =3.43, SD=.92)
revealed that the school principal focus to manihgechange process are moderate. The
percentage result also confirms the majority redpats of teachers and SBM members rated
medium regarding principal focus to manage the gbaprocess. Teachers reported as;
38(31.2%) low, 72(53.3%) medium, and 25(18.5%) haghd whereas, SBM members
reported; 8(22.8%) low, 22(62.9%) medium, and 53%) high. The computed value of
independent samples test t (168) = -1.659 and pewal099> .05 ati= .05 level indicates
that there is no significant difference among the groups of respondents regarding item
1(meaning the difference in means is likely duectmance or sampling error). The
implication, thus, the practices of school printspgo manage the change process are

moderate.

As it is observed in item 2 of Table 8, the two gre of respondents replied that school
principals were not focus on building the schoamete with mean value low (M=2.28,
SD=.83 and M=2.49, SD=.74 for teachers and SBM nezmtespectively). The percentage
result also confirms the majority respondents a@ickers and SBM members rated low.
Teachers reported as; 80(59.2%) low, 47(34.8%) umedand 8(5.9%) high and whereas,
SBM members reported; 19(55.3%) low, 13(37.1%) mmadiand 3 (8.6%) high. The
computed value of independent samples test t (26&8)318 and p-value= .189 > .050at
.05 level revealed that there is no significantfedédnce among the two groups of
respondents. This implies that, the practices bbsktprincipals focus to build the school

climate are poor.

With regard to item 3 of Table 8, the two groupsedpondents rated similarly concerning
the extent to which principal focus on optimiziig tavailability of resource (finding ways to
get them and/or reallocate them). The mean scorggdchers (M=2.81, SD=.85) and SBM
members (M=2.97, SD=.86) revealed that school prais focus for optimizing the
availability of resource (finding ways to get themd/or reallocate them) practice are high.
The percentage result also illustrates the majoeispondents of teachers and SBM members
rated medium. Teachers reported as; 41(30.3%) 6951.1%) medium, and 25(24.8%)
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high and while, SBM members reported; 8(22.8%) 1&®(54.3%) medium, and 8(22.9%)
high. The independent samples t test result has r@gealed no significant perception
difference among the respondents (t (168) =-1.@h%alue= .312> .05 ai= .05 level) as

regards the item. This implies that, secondary alcpancipals have good experience on

optimizing the availability of resource.

Item 4 of Table 8 investigates how far roles, resalities and skills of principals, teachers
and PTAs are defined to lead school activities.hW#gard to this, teachers and SBM
members shown their agreement (M=3.04, SD=.87 and.B4, SD=.87 respectively) about
the issue. This implies that roles, responsibditead skills of principals, teachers and PTAs
are well defined to lead school activities. Thecpatage result also illustrates the majority
respondents of teachers SBM members rated mediaath€rs reported as; 36(26.7%) low,
56(41.5%) medium, and 43(31.8%) high and whereB& $hembers reported; 4(11.5%)
low, 17(48.6%) medium, and 14 (40%) high. The Itesof independent samples test t (168)
= -1.842 and p-value = .067 > .050at .05 level implies there is no significant ditece
among the two groups of respondents. Consequentiy,possible to say that, secondary
school principals, teachers and PTAs Know theiesptesponsibilities and skills required to

lead school activities.

Regarding the extent to which principal motivataspire, encourage, communicate
information and facilitate participation in SBM, twi mean value of teachers (M=2.49,
SD=88) and SBM members (M=2.46, SD=.92) indicatledt ta poor attempt had been
practiced by the school principals in this regasdshown in item 5 of Table 8. The
percentage result also confirms the majority redpats of teachers and SBM members rated
low. Teachers reported as; 67(49.9%) low, 53(39.83eyium, and 15(17.4%) high and
while, SBM members reported; 21(60%) low, 8(22.9%@dium, and 6 (17.1%) high. This
shows that school principals usually are not takeoomotivate, inspire, encourage,
communicate information for their colleagues andilitate participation in SBM. The
computed value of analysis of independent samplst(168) = .189 and p-value = .851 >
.05 ata = .05 level also revealed that there is no sigaift difference among the two groups

of respondents. Accordingly, (Mpoksa and Ndaruhu2@08: 11) reported that, School
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principals are very important for improving teachenagement and teacher motivation and

for improving students’ achievement.

Item 6 of Table 8 investigates how far secondahpetprincipals were viewed as a leader in
the area of curriculum and instruction. With regaodthis, teachers and SBM members
shown their disagreement (M=2.33, SD=.72 and M=230=.63 respectively) about the
issue. This implies that the school principals dorppractices of leadership on the area of
curriculum and instruction. The percentage redslh aonfirms the majority respondents of
teachers and SBM members rated low. Teachers espad; 82(60.8%) low, 47(34.8%)
medium, and 6(4.4%) high and while, SBM memberontepol; 23(65.7%) low, 11(31.4%)
medium, and 1 (2.9%) high.

Data obtained from open ended questioners indicdtas most of school principals are

challenged with administrative and managerial waakll This finding is consistence with

(Caldwell 1993; Odden. A. and Odden. E. 1994; W{l#96; and De Grauwe et al. 2011)

reported that SBM has in several cases made lifdehdor school principals by increasing

their administrative and managerial workload, te detriment of their role as a pedagogical
leader. The results of independent samples td&8) (= .142 and p-value = .887 > .0nat

.05 level implies there is no significant differenamong the two groups of respondents.
Consequently, it is possible to say that, secondenols principals are weak on leadership

on the area of curriculum and instructions.

4.2.6 SBM Practices on Resources and Community Pasipation

One of the advantages of involving communitiesamo®| decision-making is that it creates a
greater sense of ownership, morale and commitnranng the stakeholders. Decisions that
are made at local level are arguably more respentivspecific issues related to school
contexts. Another advantage is that decentralizagmpowers communities to mobilize
resources Di Gropello (2006); (Dunne et al. 20@0%-and (MOE, 2005). Accordingly, to
investigate the practices of SBM on community pgyétion teachers and SBM members of
secondary schools of East Showa Zone were askgivaatheir opinions. Results from the

analysis of responses are as follows in table 9.
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Table 9.1Respondents Views about SBM Practices oreBources and Community

Participation

mple

No Respo Frequency (F) and percentage (%) Independent sa
Items ndent N t test
Low Medium | High M SD | p-
F | % F | % F| % value
1 The extent to which theTea.
school has developed 135| 24| 178| 72| 533 39 289 315 .806
linkages  with  the 972
community that provides SBM .970
educational opportunities 35| 5 143| 19| 543 11 314 314 783
for students
2 The extent to which theTea. 135 | 80 | 503 s0| 37 5 37 241 696 oo
school has structure that :
ity SBM 544
enapl.e . community 35| 24 | 686 10| 286 1 2.9 2.34 .589
participation
3 | The extent to whichTea. | \.0l g | 5935l 51| 378 4| 20| 226 782 088
Parents are encouraged |to :
ici i SBM .985
part.ICIpate in the schod| 35| 25| 715| 10| 2853 - - 2.26 .505
affairs
4 The extent to which Tea. 135| 41 | 30.3| 51| 37.8 43 318 299 1.026 ggg
parents participate in theggw
g 3 53 .088
management of the school 36 17.2| 15 429 14 40 331 .93
5 The extent to which Tea.
Parent teachelr 185| 17 | 126 54| 40| 64 464 336 902 .
association active in th
. SBM 077
school  for  resource 352 | 57| 14| 40| 19| 543 363 770
generations
6 | The extent to whichTea. | .ol 3/ | 555 54| 40| 471 348 313 1.050 162
Parent  provide  both :
i i ial SBM .098
financial ~and ~ materia 3| 3 8.6 18| 514 14 40 3.40 775
support to the school
Key: Mean value (M)<1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49 wltevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate

level of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of piees,>4.50 — very high level of practices.
Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1very low and value 2 lolew result,

value 3= medium result, and value 4 high and valtez§ high = high result.

With regard to item 1 of Table 9, the two groupsegpondents rated similarly concerning

the extent to which the school has developed liakagith the community that provides

educational opportunities for students. The meanescfor teachers (M=3.15, SD=.80) and

SBM members (M=3.14, SD=.73) revealed that the tjmes of school build up linkages

with the community to provides educational oppoittes for students are moderate. The

percentage result also confirms the majority redpats of teachers and SBM members rated
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medium. Teachers reported as; 24(17.8%) low, 73#%Bmedium, and 39(28.9%) high and
while, SBM members reported; 5(14.3%) low, 19(54).38edium, and 11 (31.4%) high. The
independent samples t test result has also reveaedignificant perception difference

among the respondents t (168) = .035, p-value=>902 ato= .05 level) as regards the item.

By supporting this one member of KETB teacher Bfié head said:

The relationship between government school and aamtgn decline from time to
time, to send their children to public school doeveak student management and rate
of promotion of student from class to class. Bue daacher members of KETB
disagree on this idea. He said that, we have afigaateachers, excess student text
book and class room, and free payment of educatiopm community send their
children to private school? The cause for this |ewobthe primary one is the
assumptions of parents that government schoolsoti@antrol student. The second
problem is parents themselves didn’t follow up thetiildren at school. The causes
for all of this is school didn’t develop strategtest linked school with community.
This implies that, the practices and strategieslb@ed that link secondary school with the

community to provide educational opportunitiesstudents are not strong.

As shown in item 2 of Table 9, respondents wereestpd the extent to which the school has
structure that enable community participation. Adaagly, teachers and SBM member’s
confirmed their disagreement with mean value M=2.8D=.63 and M=2.34, SD=.54

respectively. This indicates that, there is no rclegucture that enables community
participation. The percentage result also confithes majority respondents of teachers and
SBM members rated low. Teachers reported as; 8&¥®9low, 50(37%) medium, and

5(3.7%) high and while, SBM members reported; 28&§ low, 10(28.6%) medium, and 1

(2.9%) high. Similarly, the independent samplésst t (168) = .558, p-value= .578 > .05 at
a= .05 level) suggests that there is no significdiffierence among the mean scores of
respondents responses. Therefore, the absenceanf sttucture in the school results low

participation of the community in the study area.

Item number 3 of Table 9, respondents were askeuldtoate their perception the extent to
which Parents are encouraged to participate irstheol affairs. In view of that, the mean
scores of each respondents fall between 1.5 argdvidth SD=.78 and SD=.50 respectively.

This implies that, the practices of secondary stshoboencouraging parents to participate in
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the school affairs are low. The percentage resstt eonfirms the majority respondents of
teachers and SBM members rated low. Teachers egpad; 80(59.3%) low, 51(37.8%)
medium, and 4(2.9%) high and while, SBM member®ntepol; 25(71.5%) low, 10(28.5%)
medium, and 0(0%) high. The computed value of iedelent samples test t (168) = .015 and
p-value = .988 > .05 at = .05 level reveals that there is no significaiffedence among the
two groups of respondents. Furthermore, the inftionaobtained from interview shows that
there is weak relationship between school commuanty the parents. This is due to lack of
awareness from parents, lack of providing infororatirom the teachers and commitment
from the school leaders to provide in detailed rinfation to the parents and community. The
respondents’ perception similarity seems to suggest this activity was not suitably

practiced in the schools.

The data corresponding to item 4 of Table 9, seapndchool teachers and SBM members,
with mean value M=2.99, SD=1.03 and M=3.31, SD=r86pectively mentioned their
agreement on participation of parents in the mamage of the school. This implies that it
was common practice in secondary schools of thdystwea to participate parents in the
management of the school. The percentage resultvaisfies the majority respondents of
teachers and SBM members rated medium. Teacheygedms; 41(30.3%) low, 51(37.8%)
medium, and 43(31.8%) high and whereas, SBM membepsrted; 6(17.2%) low,
15(42.9%) medium, and 14(40%) high. The calculai@de of independent samples test t
(168) = -1.674 and p-value = .096 > .0%nat .05 level suggest that, there is no significant
difference among the two groups of respondentscel&om the result above it is possible to

conclude that, participation of parents in the stmbanagement is in a moderate practices.

As can be seen from Table 9 the data respectivterto5 indicates that, the two groups of
respondents for each item replied their agreemkeat extent to which Parent teacher
association active in the school for resource gaiters with the mean score of teachers and
SBM members M=3.36, SD=.90 moderate and M=3.63, .8D4igh respectively. The
percentage result also confirms the majority redpats of teachers and SBM members rated
high. Teachers reported as; 17(12.6%) low, 54(4@%dium, and 64(46.4%) high and while,
SBM members reported; 2(5.7%) low, 14(40%) mediand 19(54.3%) high. This implies
that PTA’s are actively involved in the school f@source generations. The independent
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samples test t (168) = -1.642 and p-value = .10% ata = .05 level reveals that there is no
significant difference among the two groups of cesfents. From result above one can
understand that parent teacher associations avelgqtarticipated in the school for resource

generations.

In item 6 of the same Table, respondents were stgdavhether or not parents provide both
financial and material support to the school. Adewly, teachers and SBM members
agreed in the stated issue with mean value M=39B371.05 and M=3.40, SD=.77
respectively. This implies that, the contributiasfsparents in providing both financial and
material support to their respective schools arderate. The percentage result also confirms
the majority respondents of teachers and SBM mesniaged medium. Teachers reported as;
34(25.2%) low, 54(40%) medium, and 47(34.8%) higd ahile, SBM members reported;
3(8.6%) low, 18(51.4%) medium, and 14 (40%) higk.odnfirmed the interview held with
PTA head the participation of community in proviglifinancial and material support are
adequate in secondary schools. The independentestest t (168) = -1.406 and p-value =
162 > .05 ato. = .05 level reveals that there is no significaifftedence among the two
groups of respondents concerning issue. As a rasidtfeasible to say that the involvement

of parents in providing financial and material sofifgo the schools is adequate.

4.2.7 SBM Practices on Curriculum and Instructions

The literature reviews on the innovation areasabibsl based management research shows
that, in addition to four conditions along with eler other factors seemed to be associated
with the effective practices of SBM. Among themeada the presence of an " instructional
guidance system," which includes a state or distucriculum framework along with the
school's teaching and learning objectives and threan®m by which they are to be
accomplished articulated within the parametershef liroader framework Robertson et al.
(1995) and Di Gropello (2006). Most of the schooked to have a well-defined vision
delineating the school's specific mission, value] goals regarding student outcomes. This
vision served as an impetus and a focal point éaisions regarding what types of reforms to
implement. In relation to this, the school improweh framework of MOE (2007b)

suggested that teachers need to adjust their tep@pproach according to the needs of

92



students. Hence, teachers and SBM members werel atlaut the extent to which the
instructional guidance system activities were pcact in secondary schools as envisaged in

the MOE SIP framework. The results are presentedaaalyzed in Table 10 below.

Table 10.1 Respondents Views about SBM Practices @urriculum and Instruction

No Respo Frequency (F) and percentage (%) Independent
Items ndent N sample ttest
Disagree | Partial | Agree M SD | p-
Agree valu
e
F | % F | % F| %
1 School has establishedrea.
clear, achievable goals for 135| 24| 178 46| 341 6§ 481 3.41 .980.808
curriculum, instruction 752
and assessment practice§BM '
within school teachers 35 1 29| 18| 514 16/ 458 3.46 611
2 New instructional Tea.
approaches have beén 135| 5| 37| 45| 333 89 63| 364 .707-161
adopted that orientedsSBm 133
toward active |earning 35 - - 10 28.6| 25 714 3.83 .618
3 New instructional Tea.
approaches have beén 135 16 18.1] 50 37 69 51.11 3.48 .845 067
adopted that are orientedsBm 057
toward cooperativg 3| 3| 86| 6 | 171 26 748 3747 770
learning
4 There are sharedTea.
understanding among 135| 18| 19.6| 51| 37.8 66 488 343 .842845
Fﬁgtizgtriznal ?jiiar%l::ttion t; SBM 814
35| 1 29| 20| 57.4 14 40 3.40 .604
the school
5 School principals enhancedea. i 189
and improves instructional 135 24| 17.7) 44| 326 6 49)8 3.33 .9P9-
effectiveness in promotingsgm .084
student learning 35| 1 29| 14| 40 20f 571 354 561
6 School principals practiceTea.
assists ~ teachers  in 135| 27| 20| 43| 319 65 482 337 1.091 5.
evaluating the existing :
teachers guide and studentSBM .257
textbook ~ for  further 35| 2| 57| 14| 40| 19| 543 354 701
improvement
7 School Based managemenTea.
(SBM) create better 135| 33| 245 34| 252 68 504 3.30 1.095.841
;ena:/?g:ﬂﬁfriml?o% student SBM 801
achievements 35| 3 86| 16| 457 16/ 45) 3.34 725

Key: Mean value (M)<1.49 — very low level of practices, 1.50-2.49 wltevel of practices, 2.50-3.49 — moderate
level of practices, 3.50-4.49 — high level of piees,>4.50 — very high level of practices.
Frequency (F) and percentage% distributions fartikcale rating value 1strongly disagree and valDésagree =

Disagree, value 3= partially disagree, and valégree and value5 strongly agree = Agree.
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In item 1 of the Tablel0, respondents were reqdestesther School has established clear,
achievable goals for curriculum, instruction, asdessment practices within school teachers
or not. Accordingly, teachers and SBM membersejia the stated issue with mean value
M=3.41, SD=.98 and M=3.46, SD=.61 respectively.sTimplies that, the effort made by
secondary schools in establishing clear, achievgblds for curriculum, instruction, and
assessment practices within school teachers areemated The percentage result also
illustrates the majority respondents of teacherseevegreed and SBM members were partial
agreed concerning whether School has establistest, chchievable goals for curriculum,
instruction, and assessment or not. Teachers expas; 24(17.8%) disagreed, 46(34.1%)
partial agreed, and 65(48.1%) agreed and while, $fvhbers reported; 1(2.9%) disagreed,
18(51.4%) partial agreed, and 16(45.8%) agreede imtlependent samples test t (168) = -
.243, and p-value = .808> .05@t= .05 level reveals that there is no significaiftecence
among the two groups of respondents concerninge.isBoerefore, it is possible to say that
clear, achievable goals for curriculum, instructiand assessment practices established by

secondary schools are adequate.

As can be observed in item 2 of Table 10, respaisdeare asked to indicate their agreement
on whether new instructional approaches have beepted that oriented toward active
learning or not. Consequently, teachers and SBM Ieesnexpressed their agreement (M=
3.64, SD=.71 and M=3.83, SD=.62 respectively). Theans that, the schools understudy do
frequently and adequately adopted and implement instsuctional approaches in order to
help for active learning. This is also an indicatithat the schools’ effort in promoting
effective teaching and learning methods is readgriagh.

The percentage result also illustrates the majoeispondents of teachers and SBM members
were agreed about new instructional approaches baee adopted that oriented toward
active learning. Teachers reported as; 5(3.7%)gdesal, 45(33.3%) partial agreed, and
85(63%) agreed and while, SBM members reported%(Gisagreed, 10(28.6%) partial
agreed, and 25(71.4%) agreed. The result of edgnt samples test t (168) = -1.408, and
p-value = .752 > .05 at = .05 level shows that there is no significantet#dnce among the

mean scores of the two groups of respondents. Thigssafe to suppose that schools in the
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East Shawa Zone devote enough attention to adoptidgimplementing new instructional

approaches i.e active learning to improve the tegcand learning activities.

As can be seen in item 3 of Table 10, respondeete wimilarly asked to indicate their
agreement on whether New instructional approaclae® lbeen adopted that are oriented
toward cooperative learning or not. Accordinglyadkers and SBM members expressed their
agreement (M=3.50, SD=.84 and M=3.77, SD=.77 rdspy). This means that, the schools
understudy do regularly and adequately adoptedrapl&ment new instructional approaches
in order to help for cooperative learning. The patage result also confirms the majority
respondents of teachers SBM members were agreeath@es reported as; 16(18.1%)
disagreed, 50(37%) partial agreed, and 85(63%) edgr@nd whereas, SBM members
reported; 3(8.6%) disagreed, 6(17.1%) partial ayread 26(74.3%) agreed. This is also an
indication that the schools’ effort in promotingesitive teaching and learning methods is
reasonably high. The result of independent santpktg (168) = -1.841, and p-value = .067>
.05 ato = .05 level shows that there is no significanteténce among the mean scores of the

two groups of respondents.

Similarly, the data obtained from the interview dooted with teacher of KETB members
revealed that almost all secondary schools hawmperative learning system which is called
“Education army of teachers, students, and administrative or rgameent of school. For
instance as KETB member of school 3 (KETBs3) reggbrtin our school education army of
students were coordinated with 1 to 5 network syst@hat means under one clever or high
achiever student five students are cooperatedttmlydesson and to do for their best. In
similar way, teachers and managements are coogesdtte this system.” Thus, it is possible
to suppose that schools in the East shawa Zoneatedenough attention to adopting and

implementing new instructional approaches thatreie toward cooperative learning.

The mean ratings of teachers and SBM members (N=385=.84 and M=3.40, SD=.60
respectively) for item 4 of Table 10 validate ti&8M usually shared understanding about
the instructional direction of the school amongteas. The percentage result also shows the
majority respondents of teachers were agreed arM @Bmbers were partial agreed about
the issue. Teachers reported as; 18(19.6%) dishgre®(37.8%) partial agreed, and
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66(48.8%) agreed and whereas, SBM members repoti@dd%) disagreed, 20(57.1%)
partial agreed, and 14(40%) agreed. The indepérsa@nmple test t (168) = .195, and p-value
= .845 > .05 aw = .05 level shows that there is no significanfedénce among the two
groups of respondents regarding shared unders@oélinstructional direction of the school.
Concerning this, Robertson et al. (1995) and Dip8lo (2006) stated that effective
practices of SBM need the presence of an " ingtmiat guidance system,"” which includes a
state or district curriculum framework along withet school's teaching and learning
objectives and the means by which they are to m®raplished articulated within the
parameters of the broader framework. Therefores gossible to suppose that practices of
shared understanding about the instructional decof the school among teachers in

secondary schools of study area are adequate.

As it is revealed in item 5 of Table 10, the ratofgteachers and SBM members (M=3.33,
SD=.93 and M=3.54, SD=.56 respectively) unveiledirttagreement over the issue that
School principals enhances and improves instruatieffectiveness in promoting student
learning. This implies that the School principalsres strong in enhancing and improving
instructional effectiveness in promoting studearteng. The percentage result also confirms
the majority respondents of teachers and SBM mesnbeare agreed about the issue.
Teachers reported as; 24(17.7%) disagreed, 44(326%al agreed, and 67(49.8%) agreed
and while, SBM members reported; 1(2.9%) disagreb{40%) partial agreed, and

20(57.1%) agreed regarding School principals enhgn@nd improving instructional

effectiveness for promoting student learning. Thalgsis of independent sample test t (168)
= -1.319, and p-value = .189 > .05mt= .05 levels revealed that there is no significant
difference among the mean scores of the study groljpe respondents’ perception

similarity seems to suggest that this activity wesperly practiced in the schools.

As can be observed in item 6 of Table 10, respaisdeare asked to indicate their agreement
whether or not School principals practice assisé€ters in evaluating the existing teachers
guide and students textbook for further improvem&unsequently, teachers and SBM
members expressed their agreement (M= 3.37, SD=h@9V=3.54, SD=.70 respectively).
This means that, the School principals understudguently and adequately practices in

assisting teachers in order to evaluate the egisgachers guide and students textbook for

96



further improvement. The percentage result alsoficos the majority respondents of
teachers and SBM members were agreed about the. i§sachers reported as; 27(20%)
disagreed, 43(31.9%) partial agreed, and 65(48.3¢tked and while, SBM members
reported; 2(5.7%) disagreed, 14(40%) partial agraad 19(54.3%) agreed. This is also an
indication that the School principals’ effort teach to evaluate the existing teachers guide
and students textbook for further improvement adeqaate. The result of independent
sample test t (168) = -.888, and p-value = .3765>ata. = .05 levels shows that there is no
significant difference among the mean scores oftwe groups of respondents. Thus, it is
safe to suppose that schools in the East showa @rate enough attention to evaluating the
existing teachers guide and students textbookuftinér improvement.

As it is revealed in item 7 of Table 10, the ratofgteachers and SBM members (M=3.30,
SD=1.09 and M=3.34, SD=.72 respectively) illustdatbeir agreement over the issue that
School Based management (SBM) create better tegtdanmning environment for student
achievements. The percentage results also verdy 80.4% respondents of teachers and
45.6% respondents of SBM members were agreed S&asald management (SBM) create
better teaching/learning environment for studenhie@ment. Teachers reported as;
33(24.5%) disagreed, 34(25.2%) partial agreed, @80.4%) agreed and while, SBM
members reported; 3(8.6%) disagreed, 16(45.7%iapadreed, and 16(45.6%) agreed. This
implies that School Based management (SBM) was ngtran creating better
teaching/learning environment for student achievemerhe analysis of independent sample
test t (168) = -.200, and p-value = .841> .05nat .05 levels revealed that there is no
significant difference among the mean scores of shaly groups. The respondents’

perception similarity seems to suggest that thiivig was well practiced in the schools.
4.3 Challenges Encountered the Practices of Schd@dsed Management

Implementing a program usually encounters challendgecordingly, there can be some
challenges that encounter the practices of schastd management in schools under study.
Therefore, to identify problems and challenges #hatountered in the practices of school
based management the two groups of respondentsaskeel close ended questioner, open

ended questioner, and interview. The result weesgnted and analyzed as follows.
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4.3.1 The Relationship between the Woreda Educatiodffices and Schools

In this sub-section, an attempt is made to disthusselationships between the WEOs and the
schools, and how these relationships affect detisiaking at school level. Consequently,
the results are presented and analyzed accordisi@taoobtained from open ended questioner

and interview conducted with and as perceived b& R&ad and members of KETB.

Interviews conducted with PTA and teacher membekET B indicate that the WEO plays
an important role in passing directives and reguhatto schools. It is also involved in the
provision of education equipment to schools whemdlare crucial shortages. As one teacher
KETB member from a secondary school in Batu poirdat schools have little budget to
procure this equipment. However, because of budbettages and complex purchasing
processes at the woreda level, stationery andtéwen{e.g. papers, chairs and desks) does not

reach schools in a timely way.

The administrative procedures, the capacity of atlo officials at woreda level, the nature
of their responsibility and accountability, thexperience of education management and
governance, and communication channels all affestrélationship between the WEO and
the schools. For instance, the WEO is responsil@gsigning teachers and other education
staff to schools. The school principal has to regoe school’s human resource needs to the
WEO. The WEO is also responsible for facilitatiegq¢her and supportive staff employment
and capacity building. However, as five of the Ph@ad and six of the KETB members
interviewed reported, the WEO could not respondgadtely to the requests to assign
teachers, Supervisors and school principals. As wmaesher KETB members from a
secondary school in Dekebora indicated, amongitieestipportive staff that allowed by the
school structure one of them are not employeddhboal, in the same way for two years the

school have no main principal.

The shortage of qualified supervis and teacherschools placed a heavy burden on the
existing ones, and had an impact on the provisfaquality education. One KETB teacher in

a secondary school of Batu explained the probleteather shortage as follows: In case of
our school, we have shortage of teachers. Espegtialschool had no History, Physics, and
Mathematics teachers. In the same case, a KETRdéefiom secondary school of Walancty
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also reported a critical shortage of teachers, pdior subjects like mathematics and
chemistry. The challenge was due to the fact tkatters leave for various reasons,
including promotion and getting jobs outside teaghiSince the recruitment and deployment
of teachers was the responsibility of the educabareau at the regional and zonal level,
according to this teacher, the school’s responsibitas only to report the problem to the
WEO. He knew that the school principals in his sthwad indeed reported the problem to

the WEO but no practical measures had been takeat feast three months.

WEO supervisor is one of the Education Experts toatrols the Personnel and Education
quality, also give support for school, and link g@ool with WEO. The WEO is given the

role of supervising, monitoring and evaluating #uivities of the schools, and of ensuring
that the schools are provided with the necessarganu material and financial resources
(MOE, 2010). However, most of secondary school urstiedy has a problem of assigned
secondary school supervisors. Accordingly, Batu &wude secondary schools have no
supervisors for eight month and three month respeygt In addition Bote and Ude

secondary schools KETB member teachers reportecedsaven’t get any adequate support

and training from WEO supervisors that help asmprove quality of Education.

It can be argued that the full participation of t@mmunity and the parents is needed in
order to achieve quality education, and to helg lpwincipals and school-based management
to account. One PTA head from Mojo secondary schaa that ‘unless the community’s
awareness about the importance of quality educdtiotheir children is improved, the full

implementation of the various education policiefarsfrom achieved'.

In the same way, PTA head from Dekebora secondargad suggested that schools and
communities should be considered not only as thi mpkace to implement policies and
regulations, but also as the main source of evielefiavhether the policies are understood,
accepted and implemented in such a way as to actievexpected result. In principle, the
Government wants schools to become a place ofifepand research in order to bring real
change in the lives of those who are involved ackeng and learning (parents, teachers and
students) (MOE, 2007). In practice, this has nanbachieved. One of the teacher KETB
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members from Wanjy also reported the importance community participation in

implementing education policies at school levelai®ows:

Although, the rules and regulations do come fromdlstrict and the regional level, we face
difficulties to implement it at the grassroots leviEeven though the rules and regulations are
good and correct, we have to take into consideratie community contexts when we
implement it. It is only by becoming more flexiblleat we are able to improve students’

achievement.

To conclude, it is clear from the above discussiat critical decision-making at the school
level faces challenges because of lack of propsp@t and coordination at the woreda level.
The gap between the WEO and the school commurtgeshers, school principals and
PTASs) is largely responsible for the loose coortioraand communication between the
higher government structure and the local instnagi In line of this (Fullan, 1999) posit that
neither centralization nor decentralization worlea because both ‘top-down’ and ‘bottom
up’ strategies are necessary. Centralization enggsasn the side of over control, whereas
decentralization focuses on the chaos. He argugsstthool based management may fail in
the long run because not enough attention is paithé centre and vice-versa. Therefore,

school and district development must be coordinated

4.3.2 Challenges in the Practices of SBM

In this sub-section, an attempt is made to distimsschallenges come upon in the practices
of SBM in secondary schools of understudy areaoAtiogly, the results are presented and
analyzed according to data obtained from open emgedtioner and interview conducted

with and as perceived by PTA head and members GiEKE

The main purpose for school based management isnthevement of Educational out
comes (Malen, Ogawa and Kranz 1990) and (MOE, 20G@nsequently, the results of
interview and open ended questioners illustrated the challenges faced in school based
management practices are improving school i.e. onipg student result and to make
community more involved in school decision maki@me teacher KETB members of Mojo

secondary school reported that: in our school tlaeeelarge number of student; however,
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from year to year we are tail from zone in studesgults in matriculations. Hence, this
respondent also raises the cases for lower achewenf student in his school due to
repeatedly changes of school principals in doingt$ain school based management or in
lack of skill of leadership. In the same way, iters schools trouble in improvements of

student result is also the main issue.

One of the advantages of involving communitiesamo®| decision-making is that it creates a
greater sense of ownership, morale and commitmaong the stakeholders. Decisions that
are made at local level are arguably more respentivspecific issues related to school
contexts (Dunne et al. 2007: 20) and (MOE, 200%)weler, the data obtained from open
ended questioner and interview show that most ef gbhool community participates in

school fencing, in building class rooms, and intdbntion of money in cash. Even though,
the participation of community is good in kind cdimtition, participation in school affairs in

controlling and follow-up their children in teachihearning process is very low. Regarding
to this, (J. Naidoo 2005: 41) argued that, the en@ntation of decision-making through the
full participation of parents and communities inwed challenges When compared with
teachers and school principals, community groupsatdocus on education matters and this

often creates conflict.

In general, the result obtained from questionnalozument analysis, and interview carried
out, it is possible to conclude that, the majorllieinges that affect the practices of school
based management in secondary schools of Eastasdowne are: poor dissemination of
timely information and poor utilization and alloicat of budget at both school and woreda
level, inability of school leaders in searchingezwmal fund , absence leader support and
recognizing teachers performances, work load ftwosk principals, lack of collaborative
school management, participatory decision makingpert from stakeholders, capacity to
build team and mobilize parents and local commesijtand loss of consensus, commitment,
and awareness among the school level actors wakeheallenges that hindered the effective

practices of SBM.
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UNIT FIVE
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This final parts of the study deals with the sumyrarthe major findings, general conclusion
drawn on the bases of the findings and recommemdativhich are assumed to be useful to
enhance the practices of school based managemsetamdary schools of East showa Zone
are forwarded for all concerned SBM, academic staifid stakeholders.

5.1 Summary of the Findings

Only recently has SBM been adopted as a mean emdnwhich is providing good quality
education to students and improving school managenm@nsparency, and accountability.
Therefore, where SBM are highly practiced, this bartranslated into good performance and
improve the quality of education delivered to stude Thus, this research seeks to provide
the practices of SBM at school site by authorit@sschool agents (principals, teachers, and
parents) to make decisions about relevant eduedtiesues. Therefore, the study is aimed
on assessing practices and challenges of schoetlbaanagement in secondary schools of
East showa zone.In order to meet this purposefdll@ving basic research questions are
designed.

« To what extent do school based management is pedctin East showa zone
secondary school?

* What are the major contributions of SBM for the fpssional development of
teachers in East showa zone secondary school?

» How do school principal encourage communities, @rand local authorities to
influence education management and decision-madtisghool level?

 To what extent do school principal carry out thagtces of decision making on
budget, personnel, and curriculum and instructionsecondary schools of East
showa Zone?

* What are the major challenges affecting the prgpactices of SBM in secondary
schools of East showa Zone?
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To answer these research questions, descriptiveysunethod is employed. To this effect
the study was conducted in 7 randomly selectedskry schools of East showa Zone. Data
were obtained from the sample respondents througkstmpnnaire, interview, and
documentation. In doing this, the necessary inftionawas gathered mainly through
guestionnaires filled by teachers and SBM membartk iaterviewe conducted with PTA

head and KETB members. After all the research agmeith the following major findings.

The practices of SBM on the independent variabRewer, Knowledge and skills,
Information, and Curriculum and instruction showwattis sufficient. The mean score of the
respondent on these variables scored above thies i serves as the average of the likert
scales. However, the practices of SBM on independamables; Rewards, Leadership, and
Resources and community participation indicates ithasufficient. Accordingly, the major
findings of SBM practices of secondary schools asttshowa zone on the variables items
that support the practices of SBM are summarizéalbe

| SBM practices of power

P With regard to the practices of SBM on the indemend variable power,
the findings in this study demonstrated that schoffience on decisions related to
budget, curriculum, and instructions are sufficiehs a result SBM are encouraged
for making real decisions on budget, personnel,camdculum.

F  With view to the School principals practices ofadamy to over all school activities,
the findings in this study showed that majority sgfcondary schools of study area
have fully autonomous with authority over every eational and personnel matter to
some restrictive on financial obtained from goveenirtreasure which influenced by
WEO.

k All secondary School principals have good capaitbecarry out teacher monitoring
and evaluation which is one of the basic constisief the SBM practices at school
level. The practices of school principals sharedisien making with teams of
teachers to take responsibility were significamdgsonably. The finding also shows
that the school principals are active in decisioakimg and the development of

school policies with mutual agreement of school camity.

103



P This study also showed that teachers participatioischool decision making were
marginal due to the reason that, some teachersredvetant and others may
overloaded with routine works and lack of collaliiweculture.

P The participation of community in the school demismaking are inactive this is due
to lack of awareness from school community, lackmlviding information from the
teachers and commitment from the school leadepdeide in detailed information

to the school community to participate across thier&ange of school decision.
Il SBM Practices on Development of Knowledge andl Sk

# The findings that addressed SBM practices on psajaal development and capacity
building this study indicated that the schools w8tdficient and strong in Teachers,
principals and other school leaders in buildingrtbapacity to perform their roles in
the school operation.

* The result of study from interview, document analysand questionnaire indicates
the school principals in organizing and supportinduction programs and their
contributions to enhance professional competencée@thers by providing latest
information on teaching strategies are adequate.

F The study suggested that School principals haveuaede knowledge and skills in
planning and organizing; engaging in group procdsgjgeting; developing and
monitoring a fiscal plan in evaluating teachingrigag process and reviewing and

analyzing data on school performance.
11l SBM Practices on Dissemination of Information

F The findings addressed that almost all stakeholdave clear ideas about the school
goals, mission, and vision. The effort made by sdaoy schools to clarifying school
goals, mission, and vision is adequate

k As the findings in this section indicated all sedary schools have good experience
on dissemination of information about school perfance. But schools in the study

area devote a little attention about disseminationformation of SBM practices.
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P The study suggested that the dissemination of imition about research/innovations
taking place elsewhere practices is low; and aldwdals in the study area their
practices on dissemination of school informatiorowbdetailed schools based
revenue and expenditure are low and has lack e$parency.

P As the findings in this section indicated the pi@s of secondary schools staffs
participation to give supportive and constrictiviea that survey as input to guide

school decisions is insufficient.
IV SBM Practices on Reward

¥ The findings addressed that recognition and rewgrdctivities given for teachers in
secondary schools of East showa Zone are insignifias the response of teachers
indicates. Secondary schools exercised low in m@zoyy the good performance or
achievement of teachers with mean value teachetsa48-and SBM=2.47.

F The findings in this sub section have shown thah ldeacher evaluation and school
evaluation system based on performance in ternge@f and/or outcomes practices
is reasonable/fair. The study also reveals thatpdmticipation of community and
PTAs in evaluation of school performance is poackers M=2.25 SBM M=2.40.

V SBM Practices of Leadership

P With regard to leadership the findings in this studemonstrated the practices of
school principals to manage the change procespmamdpal focus on optimizing the
availability of resource are moderate.

P The finding indicates that the practices of schwoicipals’ focus to build the school
climate are poor teacher M=2.28 and SBM=2.49; afsb @&econdary schools
principals are weak on leadership on the area wfotdum and instructions teachers
with M=2.33 and SBM= 2.31. However, roles, respbitisies and skills of
principals, teachers and PTAs are defined welled|school activities. But data
obtained from open ended questioners and interunelicates that most of school

principals are challenged with administrative arahagerial workload.
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P The findings of the study also shows that schowiggals are poor usually not take
on to motivate, inspire, encourage, communicatermétion for their colleagues and
facilitate in order to participate in SBM teachbts2.49 and SBM=2.46.

VI SBM Practices on Resources and Community Pp#ton

b The findings underscored that the absence of cdéarcture in the school didn’t
enable the participation of the community in thedgt area teachers M=2.41 and
SBM M=2.34. The participation of the community hetstudy area is poor teachers
M=2.26 and SBM M=2.26. Attempts made by secondatyosls in encouraging
parents and community to participate in schoolieffaere not adequate.

b The findings in this study demonstrated that, pareacher association members
actively participate in the school for resourcesiagations. As a result parent
participation in the school management and in gliog both financial and material

support for the school is moderate.
VIl SBM Practices on Curriculum and Instructions

P As the findings in Curriculum and Instructions icatied the effort made by secondary
schools in establishing clear, achievable goals dorriculum, instruction, and
assessment practices within school teachers areenated The results also showed
that practices of shared understanding about tteuictional direction of the school
among teachers in secondary schools of study aeesdaquate.

P On the other hand, it is evident from the findinigat schools in the East shawa Zone
devote enough attention to adopting and implemgntiew instructional approaches
i.e active learning and cooperative learning toromp the teaching and learning
activities.

P This study also depicted that, the School prinsipainderstudy frequently and
adequately practiced in assisting teachers in cwevaluate the existing teachers
guide and students textbook for further improvem@&hte result also illustrated that
School Based management (SBM) was strong in cgedieiter teaching/learning

environment for student achievements.
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P As the finding of interview indicates, there areeounication gap between WEO

and school&iaisonthough supervisors that monitor and evaluate SEAdtires.

VIII. Challenges to SBM Practices

The findings in this study showed that tihe@jor challenges in the practices of SBM at
secondary schools in East showa Zone include giseemination of timely information and
poor utilization and allocation of budget at betihool and woreda level, inability of school
leaders in searching external fund , absencespiring, motivating, sharing of information,
and recognizing teachers for good performancesk Wad for school principals, lack of
collaborative school management, participatorysienimaking, support from stakeholders,
capacity to build team and mobilize parents andlloommunities, and loss of consensus,
commitment, and necessary awareness among thel $ebelcactors were real challenges

that hindered the effective practices of SBM.
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5.2 Conclusion

SBM has been adopted as a mean to an end, whptoveding good quality education to
students and improving school management, transpgreand accountability. How
secondary schools carry out the practices of SBKI8 iE the overarching research question
that guides this study. To this end, the findingsspnted in previous section regarding to the
issue investigated are enforced the researcheato tthe following general conclusions.

As the compiled result indicates, one could getlearcpicture that the majority of the
activities in the exercises of power were effediveracticed. The practices of secondary
school influence on decisions related to budgetiiadum, and instructions are sufficient.

This is an indication SBM could make real decisionsudget, personnel, and curriculum.

This study has demonstrated that some of the aesvof SBM directly related to practices

of school principals are effectively practiced. &ah principals, capacities to carry out

teacher monitoring and evaluation, shared decismaking with teams of teachers, and

decision making and the development of school fEsievere adequate. However, teachers
and community participation in school decision magkivere marginal to participate across
the full range of school decision.

This study explored that SBM Practices on develogné Knowledge and Skills activities

were satisfactorily practiced in secondary schootf East showa Zone.

The findings that addressed SBM practices on psajaal development and capacity
building of teachers and other school leaders wadequate. However, the result of
interview, document analysis, and open ended duesire indicates that, School principals
have knowledge and skills gap in planning and dmjag; engaging in group process;
budgeting; developing and monitoring a fiscal plarevaluating teaching learning process

and reviewing and analyzing data on school perfonea

The effort made by secondary schools in dissengnabf information about school
performance and in clarifying school goals, missiamd vision practiced adequately.

However, the study suggested that the disseminatibninformation about research
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/innovations taking place elsewhere, detailed sishbased revenue and expenditure report
were poorly practiced.

As the finding indicates SBM in East showa Zonecg@lpoor emphasis on the practices of
preparing a reward scheme and in recognizing thel geerformance or achievement of
teachers. The findings also underscored that trserede of clear structure in the school
allows poor participation of the community. Pareatsl community participation in school
affairs were practiced insufficient. This might ter effective practices of the SBM. In
addition to this, poor commitment and absencerohst relationship between the school and

the communities were reflections of weak practmeSBM.

The practices of school principals’ are weak ordézahip activities. The findings of the
study also show that school principals are poobuid the school climate and take on to
motivate, inspire, encourage, communicate inforomafor their colleagues and facilitate in
order to participate in SBM. Most of school prirelipare challenged with administrative and

managerial workload rather than leading pedagogy.

As the finding indicates secondary school SBM istEslowa Zone placed greater emphasis
on the practices of Curriculum and Instructions.cédingly, SBM Established clear,
achievable goals for curriculum, instruction, asdessment, new instructional approaches i.e
active learning and cooperative learning adoptedi immplemented to improve the teaching
and learning, the existing teachers guide and stadextbook for further improvement

evaluated, SBM create better teaching/learningrenment for student achievements.

In general, the practices of SBM on the independan#bles; Power, Knowledge and skills,

Information, and Curriculum and instruction showattis sufficient. The mean score of the
respondent on these variables scored above thies i serves as the average of the likert
scales. However, the practices of SBM on independamables; Rewards, Leadership, and

Resources and community participation indicatesithasufficient.

Finally,the findings in this study showed thhet major challenges for the adoption and
implementation of SBM at secondary schools in Eastva Zone include poor dissemination

of timely information and poor utilization and atkttion of budget at both school and woreda
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level, inability of school leaders in searchingesral fund , features of leadership, and work
load for school principals, lack of collaborativeheol management, participatory decision
making, support from stakeholders, capacity todteélam and mobilize parents and local
communities, and loss of consensus, commitment, aavereness among the school level

actors, furthermore, could pose a major threateécsticcessful Practices of SBM.
5.3 Recommendations

On the basis of the findings of the study, theolwihg recommendations were made:

Disperse power throughout the school organization so that many stakeholders participate

in decision-making.

Principals worked to diffuse power throughout trehaol organization to solidify and
increase commitment to the reform. Thus, in additio site councils, the schools need to
establish vertical and horizontal work groups timablve nearly all teachers in the school
and often times community members and parents. Wokk groups of subcommittees
necessitate focusing on areas such as assessmemtulam and instruction, and staff
development, offered forums for teachers and og@keholders to get together and talk
about school-specific issues. Thus, through subattess, principals effectively spread the
workload of managing the school beyond the few whoved on the council. The use of
subcommittees effectively increases teacher, contgyuand parent’s ownership and

accountability to the school-wide program.

Make professional development an ongoing, school-wide activity

The SBM plans most successful in improving perforoea were those that not only
empoweregeople at the school site to make decisions, Isotteined people at the school
site for their new roles. Schools that practice$/3Bey need to give a very high priority for
Professional development. Accordingly, SBM actestiare needed to orient toward building
a school-wide capacity for change, creating a pgdmal community and developing a
shared knowledge base. Therefore, it is advisdiale the school principals, Woreda official

supervisors and teachers in collaboratively witm&education department, Universities and

110



NGO'’s should organize training opportunities on SBMgram so as to enhance the SBM

progress.

Disseminate information broadly so that SBM participants can make informed decisions
about the school organization and all stakeholders are kept informed about school
performance.

School principals play a great role in informatisharing and to distribute information

abundantly and frequently. It is advisable thatriacipal in SBM schools to use a variety of
strategies to share information among participgoasticularly at the school site. Some of
strategies are: Principals work with staff to depela clear vision for the school and
communicates school-wide to all constituents, dssated information about school/SBM
activities and student performance through nevesietto the whole school community,
Principals share learning across schools withinsdémae district, Principals communicate to
staff about research and innovative practices deitshe district, such as instructional

successes in different settings.

Frequently reward individual and group performance on progress toward school goals

As staff members took on more responsibility andnspmore time managing the school
under SBM, principals have to reward people foirte&orts. Accordingly, the researcher
recommends that, principals frequently write thgok notes and publicly recognize staff at
school meetings, Principals initiate school recbgniby taking a more active role in local
public relations activities and making teachers enaisible in the community and Often
times the schools are reward by in-kind donationd financial contributions. Principals
reward efforts is only insufficient to the successSBM, a support system was established
for teachers. Building on the intrinsic motivatiaf teachers is a useful mechanism for
principals to encourage people to use their capiabilto achieve school goals. Principals
achieve this by creating a school atmosphere thgp@ts teacher involvement in decision-

making and curriculum and instructional innovations

Select principals who can lead and delegate
All schools that practices SBM they need to havenggpals who played a key role in

dispersing power; in promoting a school-wide commeitt to learning and growth in skills
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and knowledge; in expecting all teachers to padi@ in the work of the school; in
collecting information about student learning; andlistributing rewards. Hence, WEO are
recommended to select and appoint school princtpalsserve as facilitators and leaders; as
strong supporters of their staffs; and as the meepio brought innovations to the school,
Principals that have a propensity to delegate tocammittees’ responsibilities such as
material selection, budget development and prajessidevelopment schedules and who
moved SBM reform agendas forward.

Ensure sustainable participation of the community though awareness creation

Secondary school leaders in collaboration with KESi®uld need to design a strategy to
ensure sustainable participation of the communitg areate a strong awareness among
stakeholders so as to get the involvement of stallers in all activities of SBM through

seminars, workshops and various discussions faredlezation of goals of SBM.

On the other hand, secondary school principalsoitalooration with stakeholders should
create and operate strategies that will increasie albility to generate income /revenue rather
than relying absolutely on budgets allocated frdra government for the realization of
program. This can be done through creating strahgd and community relationship and

working together with NGO’s found in the area.

As the finding indicated, there are communicatiap getween Woreda education office and
secondary schools. Woreda education office andashaaison though supervisors that

control support, monitor and evaluate schools @ Therefore, it is advisable that, WEO
supervisors and secondary schools should createmamotain a properly scheduled and
organized formal monitoring and evaluation systéouh SBM practices. In order to provide
adequate support and guidance to the secondarplscéiod stakeholders, activities should
be evaluated through checklists that were providedschools, PTAs, and teachers

beforehand so as to show, schools the major aneakich they must focus.

Finally, the writer of the study recommends a mietailed and comprehensive study in the

area to strengthen the result of the findings.

112



References

Adams, J., Khan, H. T. A., Raeside, R. & White (P007)Research Method for Graduate
Gusiness and Social Science Studdu&A: Sage Publications Inc.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N. & Coups, E. J. (2008jatistics for the Behavioral and Social
Sciences(4"ed.). USA: Pearson Education, Inc.

Bandur, A. (2008A study of the Implementation of School-Based Mamant Inflores
primary Schools in Indonesi@npublished Doctoral Thesis):The University of
Newcastle, Australia.

Banerjee, A. and E. Duflo. 2006. “Addressing Absehdournal of Economic

Perspective) (1): 117-32.

Barrera-Osorio, F., Fasih, T., &Patrinos, H. A.m8ant, L. (2009). Decentralized Decision-
Making in SchoolsThe Theory and Evidence on School-Based Manageifieat:
World Washington, DC.

Bautista, M. C. R. B., Bernardo, A. B.l., &0camjin,(2010).When Reforms Don’t
Transform: Reflections on Institutional Reformslie Department of Education.
Quezon CityHDN Research Monograph 2010.

Bautista, M. C. R B. (2010). The Promise of RedeomptBESRA and the Need forigther
Education Reform, Should We Pin Our Hopes on BESR#ezon CityForum on
Education UP Dilim.

Behrman, J. R., Deolalikar, A. B., & Soon, L.Y. ().Promoting Effective Schooling
through Education Decentralization in Bangladestphesia, and PhilippineBRD
Working Paper Series No. 23, Economics and Resd2epartmentADB.

Bernardo, A. B.l. (2010). The Promise of RedemptBBESRA and the Need forigher

Education Reform, BESRA'’s Promise. Quezon (iyrum on Education UP
Diliman.

Berman,p.,&Gjeten, T.(1998mproving School Improvemem Policy Evaluation of the
California School Programvol.2.Findings.Bekley, CA; Berman, Weiler Assdem

Best, J. W. &Kanh, J. V. (200Research in Educatiofd"ed.). USA: Pearson
Education, Inc.

Bimber, B. A. (1993)School DecentralizatiarLessons from the Study of Bureaucracy.
Santa  Monica, California: RAND Corporation.

113



Caldwell, B. (2005). School-Based Managemeéiwlucation Policy Series, UNESCO
International Academy of Education and Internatibimstitute for Educational
Planning.

Caldwell, B. (1993). “Leading the Transformationfafstralia’s Schools.” Network News
5(4): 2-6.

Caldwell, B. (1998). “Strategic Leadership, Reseuvtanagement, and Effective School
Reform.” Journal of Educational Administration @5: 445-461.

Chapman,J.,& Boyed,W.l. (1986). DecentralizatioeyBlution and the School Principal:
Australian Lessons on State Wide Educational Ref&gucational Administration
Quareterly 22(4),28-58.

Chaudhury, N., J. Hammer, M. Kremer, K. Muralidimrand F. H. Rogers. 2006.
“Missing in Action: Teacher and Healforker Absence in Developing

Countries.Journal of Economic Perspective8 (1): 91-116.

Conley, D. T. (1993). Roadmap to Restructuringidfed, Practices and the Emerging
Visions of SchoolingOregon:ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management
University of Oregon.

Cohen, L., Manion, L. & Morrison, K. (200Research Method in Educati¢é’ed.).

Great Britain: MPG Books Ltd, Bodmin.

Conley, S.(1991). Review of Research on Teacher8dipation in School Decision
Making. In G.Grant (ED.)Review of Research in Educatifpp.-225-
266).Washington, D C: American Education Resears$oaiation.

Creswell, J. W. (2002Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mikéethods
ApproachesNew York: Sage Publication.

Creswell, J. W. & Planoclark, V. (200Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods
ResearchUSA: Saga publication, Inc.

Cromwell, S. (2006). Site-Based Management: BooRammdoggle. Education World.

David,J.L. (1989). Synthesis of Research on ScBaskd ManagemerEducational
Leadership46(8), 45-53.

David,J.L.,& Peterson, S.M. (198€@pan Schools Improve Themselves. A Study of School
Based Improvement Progranfalo Alto, CA: Bay Area Research Group.

114



Di Gropello, E. (2006 omparative Analysis of School-Based Manageme@eimtral
America.World Bank Working Paper Number 72. Washington Boirld Bank.

De Grauwe, A. (2004)Sthool Based Management (SBM): Does it MattePaper
Commissioned for the EFA Global Monitoring Repd03, The Quality Imperative.
UNESCO, Paris.

De Grauwe, A.,& Candy, L., with Tiberius. Bylgne J. L., Mathabo,T., Samuel.K.,&
Wilson A. (2011) Strengthening Local Actors: The Path to Decentnadjz
Education, Kenya, Uganda, and LesotRayis: International Institute for Educational
Planning and UNESCO.

Dunne, Mairéad, Kwame, A.,& Sara, H. (20@&6hool Processes, Local Governance, and
Community Participation: Understanding Acce€seate Pathways to Access:
Research Monograph No. 6,Brighton: Consortium fdudational Access,
Transitions and Equity, University of Sussex.

George, D. and Malley, P. (2003}alculating, interpreting, and Reporting Cronbatsh’
Alpha Reliability Coefficient for Likert ScaleMiddle West Research to Practice
Conference in Adult, continuing, and Community Eatian, p. 87-8

Gottelmann-Duret, Gabriele. (2000he Management of Primary School Teachers in South
Asia: A Synthesis RepoRaris: International Institute for Educational Pieny,
UNESCO.

Guthrie, J.W. (1986). School Based Management:Nd» Needed Education Reform. Phi
DeltaKappan.68, 305-309.

Fasih, T. and H. Patrinos.(2006).“Impact ofj@nrization on School Performance School-
Based Management.” Human Development Network, WBddk, Washington, D.C.
Processed.

Fiske, E.B. (1997). Decentralizatioh Education. Politics and Consensus.

Washington, D.C: The World Bank.

Fowler, J. (1996hntroduction to Statistics A Non-parametric Apprbdor the Social
SciencesNew York, John Willy.

Fullan,M.G. (1991)The Meanings of Education Chan@’d.). New York: Teachers

College Press.

115



Fullan, M.,& Watson, N. (1999). School-Based Mamaget: Reconceptualizing to Improve
Learning Outcomes. Final Paper Prepared for Thdd\Bank:"Improving Learning
Outcomes in the Caribbe&arOntario Institute for Studies in Education, Ueiisity of
Toronto.

Hanushek, E.( 2007). “The Failure of Input-Basetdsting Policies.Economic Journal
Washington, D C: The World Bank.

Hill, P.T., &Bonan,J. (1991pecentralization and Accountability in Public Edtica. Santa
Monica, CA: RAND.

Kandasamy, Maheswari&,LiaBlaton. (2008¢hool Principals: Core Actors in Educational
Improvement: Analysis of Seven Asian Countiesis: International Institute for
Educational Planning, UNESCO.

King, E. and B. Ozler.( 1998)What's Decentralization Got To Do With Learrghe
Case of Nicaragua's School Autonomy Reform.”Devalept Research Group, The
World Bank, Washington DC. (Processed).

Kothari, C. R. (2004)Research Methodology: Methods and Technig(®8revised
ed.).New Delhi: New Age International (P) Ltd.

Kumar, R. (2005). Research Methodology: A Step-tBpSsuide for Beginners. %d.).
England: Sage Publication Ltd.

Lawer, E. E., I11.(1986)High Involvement Managemer8an Francisco: Jossey Bass.

Leithwood K. and T. Menzies.(1998). “Forms and Eff$eof School-Based Management. A
Review.” Educational Policy 1@), 325-347.

Luck, Tan L. (2011) ‘School Principals’ Effectivesseand Leadership Quality in Educational
Management’, Johor: MARA University of Technology.

Lugaz, C. (2004). Barriers to Decentralization: igpses from West AfricatUNESCO
International Institute for Education Planning2(4), 4-5.

Malen, B., R. Ogawa &J. Kranz.( 1990What Do We Know About Site Based Management
A Case Study of the Literature — A Call for Resbdrm W. Clune and J. Witte, eds.,
Choice and Control in American Education. Londoainter Press.

Mc Queen, R. A. &Knussen, C. (2002). Research MitHor Social Sciencés Practical
Introduction England: Pearson Education Limited.

MOE.(1999) Teacher Education HandboolCDR. Addis Ababa: Qurael P. Press.

116



MOE.(2010a)Education Sector Development Programme IV (ESDP V)
Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2010b)Education Statistics Annual Abstract 2008/8@dis Ababa:
Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2009)Education Statistics Annual Abstract 2007/88dis Ababa:
Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2007a)General Education Quality Improvement Programme Q&EE.
Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2007b).School Improvement Programme (SIP) Manual
Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2006)Education Sector Development Programme Action RIESDP-II1).
Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2005)Education Sector Development Programme (ESDP-HbgPamme Action
Plan. Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE.(2002)Education Sector Development Programme Il (ESDP-II)

Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE.(1998)Education Sector Development Programme | (ESDRd¢}ion Plan
Addis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

MOE & USAID,(2008)Review of the Ethiopian Education and Training Bpknd its
ImplementationAddis Ababa: Ministry of Education.

Mohrman, S., &cummings, J. (1989glf Designing OrganizationSan Francisco:
Jossey Bass.

Mpokosa, Chikondi &Susy, N. (2008)anaging Teachers: The Centrality of Teacher
Management to Quality Education. Lessons from @g@wety Countriesl.ondon and
Reading: CfBT and VSO.

Muijs, D. (2004).Doing Quantitative Research in Education with SR&®at Britain:
Athenaeum Press Ltd, Gates Head, Tyne & Wear.

Naisbitt, J. &Aburdene, P. (1990)egatrends.(2000New York: Avon Books.

Naidoo, Jordan P. (200&ducational Decentralization and School Governainc8outh
Africa: From Policy to PracticeParis: International Institute for Education Plargi
UNESCO.

117



Nekatibeb, Teshome. (2012). ‘Classroom Patrticipagiod Pupil Performance: A Study of
Active Learning Practices in Ethiopian Primary Ealien’ Paper Presented at the
Young Lives Ethiopia School Survey Workshop, Addlisaba, 25 May 2012.

Odden, A., & Conley, S. (1991Restructuring Teacher's Compensation Systems ttefFos
Collegiality and Help Accomplish National EducatiGoals Los Angeles:
University of southern Californiya, Centres for Bach in Education Finance.

Odden, A.& Odden, E. (1994). “Applying the High tlvement Frame Work to Local
Management of Schools in Victoria, Australia.” Wimidx Paper The School-Based
Management Project, University of Southern Califarn

Oswald, L. J. (1995). School Based ManagenteRIC Digest, Number 9Bhilippine
Constitution. (1987).

Richards, C., &Shujaa, M.(1990). State Sponsordw&8d erformance Incentive Plans : A
Policy Review Educational Considerationd 7(2), 42-52.

Santibafiez, L. (2006). School-Based Managementisffen Educational Outcomes: A
Literature Review and Assessment of the EvidenszBéexico City: Centro de
Investigaciony Docencia Econdmicas A. C. (CIDE).

Shibeshi, Ayalew (2009) ‘Overview of Education Rash in Ethiopia StudiesJournal of
Ethiopian StudieXLIl.1-2 141-74.

Singh, Y. K. (2006)Fundamentals of Research Methodology and Statidtide&a (New
Delhi): New Age International Publishers.

TGE, (1994).General Education and training policyAddis Ababa: transitional
government of Ethiopia.

USAID. (1996).Decentralizing Education: The SESOI Tigray Cas@ gt Summary.
Washington D C: USAID.

USAID. (1997).Education Decentralization in Africa: As Viewed dhgh the Literature
and USAID ProjectswWashington, D C: USAID.

William, G. C. (1977)Sampling technique@®ed.). Canada: John Willey & Sons Inc.

Winkler, D.R. (1989Decentralization in Education: An Economic Perspext
Washington, D C: The World Bank.

Wolstetter, p., &0dden,A.(1992). Rethinking SchBalsed Management Policy and
Research:Educational Administration Quarterlyol.28 (4), 550-562.

118



Wohlstetter, P.,& K. Briggs.( 1994). “The PrincijsaRole in School-Based Management.”
Principal 74(2), 14-17.

Wohlstetter, P.,& Buffett, T.(1992). DecentraliziBgllars Under School Based
Management: Have Policies Changé&aiicational policy(6), 35-54.

World Bank. (2003yVhat is School-Based Managemafashington, D C: Education,
Human Development Network.

World Bank.( 2008)World Development Report: Making Services WorlPmor People
Washington DC: World Bank.

Yalew EndawekeMulu. (1998Fundamental Principles of Research and its
ImplementationBahir Dar: Alpha Printing Enterprise.

Zimet, M.(1973).A Case Study of the Decentralization Law in NewkGity. New York:

Teachers college press.

119



Appendix-A

Jimma University
Institute of Education and professional Developn&ntlies

Department of Educational planning and Management

Questionnaire to be filled by:
Secondary school Teachers and SBM (Principals, Riagcipals and PTAS)

Dear Respondents:

The main purpose of this questionnaire is onlyditect relevant information abothie practices

of school based management in secondary sch¥ols are, therefore, kindly requested to give
appropriate information on the issue related to shely. The success of this study directly
depends upon your honest and genuine response&ltogeastion. The data you supply will be

used only for the purpose of academic issue amdtgdated with utmost confidentiality.

THANK YOU!

Show your agreement to fill the questionnaire bgvaering the next question.
» Would you fill this questionnaire voluntary?
Yes(_J No )
Note:
* No need of writing your name.
¥ Your answer should represent your direct feelings.
¥ Ask the data collector; if you need extra suppeffobe giving your answer in confusion.
* Be sure to keep the statement in mind when decltbmgyou feel about that aspect of

your school management practices.

Be frank. Give a true picture of your feeling abgaiur school, school based management

practices.



Part I: General Information and Personal Data
Direction: put a tick(v) in the box prepared.
1. Name of the school .................cooiiin s
2. Sex Male(_] Female(_ )
3. Age

20—25 | 26-30 | 31-35 | 36—-40 | 41-45 | 46-50 | 51 and above

4. Service Year

Less than & 1-4 years|5— 8 years| 9— 12 years 13-16 years| Abovel6

year years

5. Level of Education
12" or 14" TTI Diploma 1% Degree 2" Degree (MA/
completer Graduate Holder (BA/BSc) MSc)

6. Area of Specialization:

Part Il: Questionnaire that focused on the main issue &aeh problems for investigation.

Direction: Based on the concept of each item, please trgetect the options that directly
represent your own position and fill it on the spaeovided. Similarly write brief answer for the
guestions which are open ended.



1. Items Related to Power are Listed below. Please slooir feelings by selecting the options that
represent your feelings.
1= Verylow (VL) 2= Low (L) 3= Medium (M) 4=High (H) 5= Very high (VH)

No I tems

1VL
3.M
4.H

5VH

—
o

1 | The extent to which school have influence on denssirelated
to curriculum and instructions

2 | The extent to which school have influence on slens relatec
to personnel (to hire and fire teachers and sujpypstaff)

3 | The extent to which school have influence on densirelated
to budget

4 | The extent to which School principal has autonomgwer all
school activities

5 | The extent to which School principal has the cajcto carry
out teacher monitoring and evaluation
6 | The extent to which school has adopted the useshafed

decision making with, that is, teams of teachers take
responsibility

7 | The extent to which school principal has encoarand
empower staff to take risks

1= Very low activity or marginal (VL) 2= Low activity (L) 3= Medium or mixed activity (M)
4=High activity (H) 5= Very high activity across the full range of school decision (VH)

No | tems

1.VL

4| = | T
N o3| <

S5VH

8 | How active are the teachers in decision making?

How active are the members of the community ingiec
making?

10 | How active are the school principals in decisiaaking and the
development of school policies?




2. Items related to knowledge and skill of printspand teachers are listed below. Please, indicate
your idea to each item properly.
1= Strongly Disagree (SD) 2= Disagree (D) 3= Partially Disagree (PA) 4=Agree (A)
5= Strongly Agree (SA)

No Items

1.SD
2D
3 PA
4.A
5SA

1 | School principals organize and support inducgioygrams for
beginner or new teachers in the school

2 | School principals contribute to enhance profesdioompetence of
teachers by providing latest information on teagtstrategies

3 | School principals facilities situations for teachto try out new
ideas relevant with sharing good teaching practice

4 | School principals organize short term trainingstkshops, seminars
and other programs to create a spirit of coopezatiorking
atmosphere

5 | School principals have the knowledge and skillglanning and
organizing; engaging in group process; budgetiegetbping and
monitoring a fiscal plan

6 | School principals have the knowledge and skillsvaluating
teaching learning process and reviewing and anadydata on
school performance

2.8 What do you say about your school managemdaatbthe school? (About their Skills and
knowledge, commitment, autonomous, style of leddprstc.)




3. ltems related to Information are listed beloveaBe, indicate your idea to each item properly.
1=Verylow (VL) 2= Low (L) 3= Medium (M) 4=High (H) 5= Very high (VH)

Items S' ds|z §
No al N o S| 1
1 | The extent to which school information about schymals, mission,
and vision regularly disseminated internally anteeally
2 | The extent to which school information about sdlpmrsformance
regularly disseminated internally and externally
3 | The extent to which school information aboutostiSBM activities
regularly disseminated internally and externally
4 | The extent to which information about researcldirations taking
place elsewhere regularly disseminated internaity externally
5 | The extent to which information about student oate data such as
content area achievement, graduation rate droptes,rregularly
disseminated internally and externally
6 | The extent to which school information about dethchools based
revenue and expenditure data by program and studgpntarly
disseminated internally and externally
7 | The extent to which school staffs surveyed for trtpuguide school
decisions
8 | The extent to which students surveyed for inpguiale school
decisions
4. Items related to Rewards are listed below. [Blaaslicate your idea to each item properly.
1= Verylow (VL) 2= Low (L) 3= Medium (M) 4=High (H) 5= Very high (VH)
Items S' oSz g
No ol N o < n
1 | The extent to which teacher evaluation system based

performance in terms of goals and/or outcomes

2 | The extent to which school evaluation system basegerformance
in terms of goals and/or outcomes

3 | The extent to which systems for tying rewards atdthool to
performance

4 | The extent to which school recognize individualstfeir
performance results

5 | The extent to which school recognize and celelirete
accomplishments of your school’s students and staff

6 | The extent to which school community and PTAs pgadte in

evaluation of school performance




5. Items related to Leadership are listed belowas®, indicate your idea to each item properly.

1= Very low (VL) 2= Low (L) 3= Medium (M) 4=High (H) 5= Very high (VH)

tems

1. VL

2.1
3.M
4.H

5VH

1 | The extent to which principal focus on managimgt¢hange
process
2 | The extent to which principal focus on building #ahool climate

The extent to which principal focus on optimizitng tavailability
of resource ( finding ways to get them and/or ceate them)

4 | The extent to which Roles, responsibilities andiskif principals,
teachers and PTAs are defined to lead school aesvi

5 | The extent to which principal motivate, inspirecearage,
communicate information and facilitate participatio SBM

6 | The extent to which principal viewed as a leadgh@area of
curriculum and instruction

6. Items related to Resources and community ppaticn is listed below. Please, indicate your idea
to each item properly.

1= Very low (VL) 2= Low (L) 3= Medium (M) 4=High (H) 5= Very high (VH)

Items

1. VL

2.1
3.M
4.H

5VH

1 | The extent to which the school has developed liakagth the
community that provides educational opportunit@sstudents
2 | The extent to which the school has structureghable community

participation

3 | The extent to which Parents are encouraged tipate in the
school affairs

4 | The extent to which parents participate in th@age@ment of the
school

5 | The extent to which Parent teacher associatitweain the school
for resource generations

6 | The extent to which Parent provide both finanarad material
support to the school

\



7. Items related to Curriculum and Instructions lested below. Please, indicate your idea to each
item properly.
1= Strongly Disagree (SD) 2= Disagree (D) 3= Partially Disagree (PA) 4=Agree (A)
5= Strongly Agree (SA)

Items

1.5D
2D
3PA
4.A
5SA

1 | School has established clear, achievable goatufoiculum,
instruction, and assessment practices within scteaahers

2 | New instructional approaches have been adoptdtiented
toward active learning

3 | New instructional approaches have been adop&tdith oriented
toward cooperative learning

4 | There are shared understanding among teacheutthbo
instructional direction of the school

5 | School principals enhances and improves instruatiefiectiveness
in promoting student learning

6 | School principals practice assists teachers iruawialg the existing
teachers guide and students textbook for furtheronement

7 | School Based management (SBM) create betteriteglegarning

environment for student achievements

[l Overall comments

1. According your view, what are the challenges hagenbconfronting the practices of
SBM in your school?

2. What are the possible solutions do you suggeswéncome these and other challenges
for better practices of SBM?

Vil



Appendix-B
Jimma University

Institute of Education and Professional Developngtaties

Department of Educational Planning and Management
Semi-structured interview guidelines for KETB afthB

The main objective of this interview guideline i3 tollect extensive information about the
practices of school based management in secondaopls. Thus, your genuine participation to

give necessary data has great importance for eféeetss of the research.

Thank you in advanceyfour cooperation!
Part one: General Information and Personal Data
Sex: Age: Levdtddication:

Experience: As ateacher as principal_as PTAs as KETB

Current position:

Part two: Give your response to the questions raised byabearchers in short and precisely.

1. What is your perception on SBM and school improent?
2. How are decisions taken in your school? Whararelved?

3. How important school decision, information, peniances, and budget revenue and
expenditure disseminate for school community?

4. What are leadership challenges with regard tol 8t hinder its proper implementation?
5. How do you perceive the principal’s leadersloie in SBM and school improvement?

6. How do you perceive the relationship betweenwoeeda Education Offices and
schools?And how these relationships affect decisiaking at school level?

7. What do you perceive the roles of head teadlselwol principal), teachers andparents and
communities in decision-making at school level?

8. Do the SBM exercise real power in decision mgkin budget, personnel, and curriculum?

VI



Appendix -C

Jimma University
Institute of Education and Professional Developngtaties
Department of Educational Planning and Management
Document Review Checklist

Document review checklist will conduct based onftiwing school documents.

No Items Availabjli

Yes | No

1 Annual and strategic plan document that con&igion
and mission of the school

2 Documents like school agenda that show theqiaatory
decision making of SBM on budget, personnel, and

curriculum and instruction

Staff development process/induction program rtepor

School information data base and out comes, tevand
expenditure

5 | Report document (performance progress repoimjiica
report...

6 | Staff performance evaluation format/contents

7 School rewarding strategies (compensation strejctu

8 SIP document, Participation of community and piré
the school affairs. Community contribution is evite

terms of money, material, labor...




