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Abstract

Lombard school managers seem to consider the schisslon itself as the most crucial item, as fathesr
training needs are concerned, that is to say “edion and training”. Other thematic areas mentioree
school management and planning, and financial aspées less relevant aspects are considered the one
connected with social life, physical conditionsadifiools and relations with the environment.

Some evidences reveal that school managers’ agtadl Italian national level are affected by theswf their
Lombard colleagues and we can therefore assumehhbaipinions expressed can anticipate the futttiides
of the school managers at national level. Amongiotbasons, the fact that the assessment of tderstsi
performances has become central to many natioriaigs in the field of education and training, cexplain
the shifting of the focus of interest from learnopportunities (formative offer) to learners’ achénents and
to the process that can promote them (teachingiéies).

The landscape emerging is characterized by an asirng interest for achievements and outcomes,
bureaucratic and financial issues, and managenf@ntthese basis we can draw some conclusions for the
training course:

- as school managerial and organisational competenhg/e been widely investigated in the last
decades, we can use the available resources, ugpttem if necessary and expanding them to
national contexts that are not familiar with them.

- the trans-national dimension can offer the oppaitiuto compare different national contexts with
respect to these topics;

- one special focus could be the effort/challendantothe above mentioned thematic areas with the on
indicated as more relevant by the school managkeead,is to say teaching activities and the students
outputs/outcomes.

Even if school managers are not directly involvegroducing achievements and outcomes, their siesvcan
contribute to improve them, especially as far asdkternal image of the school is concerned. ThjBsaach
could make possible to include in the course plan the area of the relations with the environment.
Bureaucratic-financial issues are affected by omadil contexts; this particular condition makes thiess
suitable for a trans-national course.
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Introduction

This report is drawn up by the Italian researcimt@athin the Pro-School project, composed by the
editors and by Stefania Quattrocchi e Tomas Mardingt is a part of an international research itmatlved
upper secondary schools in ltaly, Greece, Turkeyn&ia, Czech Republic and Belgium.

Run both at quantitative and at qualitative letied, research was aimed at developing a list of main
indicators for school effectiveness and to defiseteof issues that could be used to prepare s-frational in-

service training course for school managers, wighdontribution of all partners of the above mareid
countries.

This report is divided into two parts. In the ficste we present the qualitative work carried owttitain
a list of indicators on school effectiveness wiference to the structure of education systenhhéndecond one
the results of the quantitative research are shown.

Part 1. General Structure of the Italian Education System

la National Educational System

The formal organization of the Italian school systead some relevant changes during the last decade,
and its functioning moved from a bureaucratic amdti@lized order (vertical social organization)ato
polycentric and complex order (horizontal, reticidacial organization). In 1997, the Italian Staenally
gave autonomy to all schools (as regards teachinggnization, research & development). Autonomy thas
gradually implemented, also due to legislative poglevolution to Regions.

The National Agency — former IRRE Lombardia, to g¥hthe Italian research group belongs — is part of
this process, being merged together with all thertegional educational research institutes arial thie
National Institute — former INDIRE — into an agenefiich has the task to sustain the school autonomy.

Even if the process toward autonomy is not comglgét (mainly because of the lack of an evaluation
system), school management is shifting frortceno hierarchicusnodel, to é&Social responsibility model.

Fig. 1  Diagram of ltalian educational system

Source; Eurydice
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As the interest of Pro-School project is to invgate the training needs of school managers whatdire
an upper secondary school, we focus our expositiogecondary education.

In Italy, secondary education consists of twoet#ht educational levels. The first of them isltveer
secondary levelsgcuola secondaria di primo grajjdasting 3 years (from 11 to 14 years of age)géther with
the primary school, it makes up the first cycleedtication, which lasts 8 years. The upper secgrdee! is
called second cycle of educati@e¢ondo ciclo di istruziofand it is made up of the upper secondary
education, under the responsibility of the cerdathhinistration, and the Initial Vocational Training
(Formazione professionalgriziale), under the responsibility of the Regions.
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Upper secondary education is offered bylite, by the so-called technical institutes and by
vocational institutes. Both at tieei and at the technical institutes, the overall largftstudy is 5 years (from
14 to 19 years of age), except for Hoeo specialising in arts which offers a course ofigtaf 4 years plus an
additional year. Vocational institutes offer cagdasting either 3 or 5 years.

Upper secondary education includéseo classico ¢lassical studies, Greek and Latiigeo scientifico
(scientific studies)liceo artistico (arts, it lasts four years; students can attefifthayear calledadditional
coursein order to enrol in the Universityljceo psico-pedagogicgsocial-psycho-pedagogical studies, it has
replaced thachool for primary teachersn an experimental basis). Law 53/2003 concerthieggeneral
reorganisation of the national education and tngirsystem, has also reformed the second cycleidingvfor a
licei system (artistic, classical, linguistic, music alahce, scientific, human sciences) and the vauaitio
education and training system. The reform is gaing force next September 2010.

Tab.1 Secondo ciclo di istruzione (second cycle of education)

General schools Liceo classico (classical upper secondary school)

Liceo scientifico (scientific upper secondary school)

Liceo linguistico (linguistic upper secondary school)

Liceo delle scienze umane (upper secondary school with a
sociological, psycological and pedagogical orientation)
Liceo artistico (artistic upper secondary school)

Technical education Istituto tecnico comerciale (commerce technical school)
Istituto tecnico industriale (industrial technical school)
Vocational schools Istituto professionale (vocational school)

Istituti d’arte (art schools)
Formazione professionale (regional vocational system)

Italian secondary education also includes techiisitutes (their duration is subdivided into a
common basic two-year cycle and a three year ayitlemore branches of study and specialisations);
vocational institutes (their duration is subdividetb a three-year cycle, leading to obtain a djicalion
diploma, and a post-qualification two-year cyclattrants admission to the university); art ingtis (lasting
three years and structured in sections offeringjtradification of Master of Art, and further cousdasting two
years, granting admission to university).

Initial Vocational Training (FPI), is offered byeecognised formative agencies. The FPI provides for
First-level (or basic) training pathways, addregsetthose who have completed the first cycle ofcation.
These paths have a three-year length and lea@ tlainment of a regional qualification certifieat to the
qualification diploma. FPI provides also seconkeldraining pathways, addressed to those who have
completed the upper secondary level of educatiamhar have obtained a first-level vocational quedifion;

Post-secondary education and training is orgariséiulin higher technical education and training
system and in the second-level vocational traigimgrses managed by the Regions.

Initial vocational training (FPI) is provided by eational training agencies. All training agencies
wishing to give courses with public resources nfiust be accredited by the Regions meeting some
requirements (adequate logistics, structures anthgeament capacities, economic situation, profeakion
competence, levels of efficacy and efficiency ia #ttivities carried out and relations with theigloand
production system of the territory).

Tab. 2 State Schools’ data
Local level (Milan) Regional level National level
Schools (associated with a school manager) 113 589 5.045
Students 126.132 332.645 2.547.997
Classes 5.789 15.197 119.902

A model to evaluate tHeirigenti Scolastici(school managers) was tested on an experimerga (&VADIS
project) but some critical points concerning pragetlaspects were reported and even the entiréectire of
evaluation was questioned. The experimentationredva evaluation system is ongoing in the currenbst
year. It consists in 4 steps:

1. First step: Negotiation. School manager negotiditesargets to reach with the Regional Director.
These are described and agreed upon in a multiexedmation path (first of all the improvement of
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students’ learning rates and the reduction of esgshool leavers’ rates together with other
regionally defined targets and targets relatesttmol formative offer).

2. Second step: Drafting a work-plan. School manadex® up a plan to identify the best actions to
undertake. Quality of the plan and its congruenitle targets, its feasibility and realization whié
evaluated.

3. Third step: Supervising and mentorindpuring this period, a supervising and mentotegm

assists the manager. Its role is in the first yeamomment on the quality of his/her path to &89
possible improvements. Later it supervises theingarovement .

4, Fourth step: Evaluation. The Regional Directorrezpes his/her final evaluation of the
performance of the manager. This affects the salftlye school manager that actually depends
partially from the meeting of the objectives he/blad set in his/her work-plan and can determine
his/ her future assignment as School manager.

1b A summary of research and studies on schegtefeness in Italy

In the last decades, the focus of training for stheanagers was put on process factors as it happe
for school evaluation. But the needs of the ecdoahand social systems obliged to devote moreésteo the
real impact of these processes on students’ lagafauels especially as far as the core curriculues w
concerned.

OCSE PISA is the most important world-wide prograarfior the analysis of these levels and from its
very beginning it tried to find out which factoisipact on the results of fifteen-year old studémis more
significant way. Individual and motivational cheteristics such as the influence of socio-economica
background are crucial, but it is very importangtvernments to individuate the impact of the etlonal
systems in order to support policy makers — andrnthem school managers — in making useful detwssidn
fact PISA 2000, PISA 2003 and PISA 2006 investigatiso further school factors that were selectethen
basis of three strands of research: studies ontefeteaching and instruction, studies on schffectéveness
and studies on resource inputs.

The questions that the various PISA surveys asket&sts, school principals and parents were drawn
up from three areas, concentrating on those asfeattevere supported by earlier empirical reseaktte
choose among them those factors school manageibinfluence; for instance the type of school tiagkin
the national educational system does not actualhedd on a single school manager. The six grougshool
and system-level factors were:

1. school admittance policies, grade repetition anlityagrouping within schools

2. parental pressure and school choice: what kinglodals and how parents can choose the school for
their children. Parental pressure on maintainigy cademic standards and a good disciplinary
atmosphere

3. accountability policies: participation and committh& assessment of students’ achievements,
providing assessment information to parents, prawief standards for common assessment in Core
Curriculum subjects inside the schools

4. school autonomy and school management: involvewiesthool staff in decision making, involvement
of stakeholders in decision making

5. school resources (human, material and educatiomakiyaging of human resources, managing of
material resources, learning time.

These factors can impact differently on studepésformance levels in different national contextsl
the different degrees of this impact is analysedeitail in the International Report. Our suggestvas that the
research team analysed their national PISA reépontdividuate school factors that were strormghated with
high standards of performance and equity in thaimtry. So we supposed that it was necessaryofiis take
into account the most important mission of a scimoahager, that is to say to improve the learning
performances of his/her students at the highesilpedevel. Consequently, a meaningful trairimiga school
manager would consider the development of alslaiéowing to set and manage the activities leatting
improve those areas in the best way and to thessacy extent according with the characteristithe
different national educational system.

To this purpose, we quote six different definitiamisducational quality (OECD, 2005) each of them
depending from the perspective you consider it:
1. Productivity: the success of the education systepends from the attainment of the desired outputs
and outcomes. Output, outcome and impact indisatm the most important types of quality indicator
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to be monitored. Examples of indicators includeeceptable percentage of school-leavers who have
attained a specified level of education or accdptatmployment rate for students consistent with
knowledge and skills they acquired.

2. Instrumental effectiveness: the success of theaucsystem is contingent upon the instrumental
potential of certain levels and forms of inputs @nolcesses. Context, input and process indicaters
selected for their expected educational outconreshe hypothetical case where effectiveness wbeld
specified in advance (with outcomes totally presti¢i context, input and process indicators could
replace outcome indicators. Actually, one shodaktremely careful in treating input and process
indicators as outcome indicators. The instrumegpeaspective offers dynamic handles for policy; it
tries to shed light on conditions that influencefpenance.

3. For the adaptation perspective, the success @dbheation system relies on the analysis of edutatio
goals. Conditions that allow for change would ree@mphasis as means, considering as ends labour
market outcomes or cultural capital.

4. For the equity perspective, the success of theattucsystem depends upon a fair distribution of
inputs, processes and outcomes among participatfiglifferent characteristics.

5. For the efficiency perspective, the success otthecation system depends upon achieving the highest
possible outcomes at the lowest possible cost.

6. We can add a disjointed perspective. The sucddbe @ducation system is judged upon whether or
not specified elements of the system are perfornmragn acceptable way or level. The disjointedwie
is descriptively the simplest one, although in @al@ative sense it is perhaps the most arbitragy on

Fig. 1. Model of how schools function

School context

\

School processes

School inputs * School level * School outputs

Classroom level

The image above exemplifies, in a basic way, tinetianing of schools and the influence of context i
the disjointed view. For example, indicators intdul) acceptable levels of teacher training thegtrthe
minimum requirements; 2) class sizes that are aabkpor manageable for teachers and studentse3) t
acceptability of teaching strategies accordingaomns of good practice.

Scientific research on educational effectivenesatified some factors that are more important then
others in influencing school effectiveness andheaglearning process. (Scheerens and Bosker, 1997)

Tab. 3 School factors identified as important in educational effectiveness research

Resource input variables:
Pupil-teacher ratio

Education production functions Teacher training

Teacher experience

Teachers’ salaries

School organisational factors:

Productive climate culture

Achievement pressure for basic subjects

Educational leadership

Monitoring/evaluation

Co-operation/consensus

Parental involvement

Staff development

High expectations

Orderly climate

Instructional conditions:

Opportunity to learn

School effectiveness

Effective teaching and instruction
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Time on task/homework
Monitoring at classroom level
Aspects of structured teaching:
- co-operative learning
- feedback
- reinforcement
Differentiation/adaptive instruction
The table above presents some factors that infeiedacational effectiveness. They are classified in

three categories: education production, schootg¥eness and teaching.

Not earlier the last decade, scientific researgubéo examine the managerial implications of the
studies on school effectiveness and school indisaltevertheless, research built up some integratetel in
which the key variables had linked in multileves®ms. The context variables form the framewonkliich
operate the variables that refer to school, claasdstudents.

Fig. 2. An integrated model of school effectiveness (Schreens, 1990)

School and learning

Contest
Reference territory: general social, cultural and economic conditions
Institutional kind, geographic collocation, school complexity and dimensional factors

Processes

School
Educative leadership

Input Outcome
P Involvement and participation of students, families and w
Staff (managers, School “added
stakeholders . ,
teachers, value”: students

L . 5 Collegiality and workgroup by teachers i .
administrative) : Currigulurz quality Sl | achievement
Funds and other i| Neat and disciplined school environment 1 | level, net of
support fo!'ms ) i| Institute programming and evaluation i | Incoming levels
Students’ incoming i| Continuous improvement i | and socio-

condition : economic, family
4 and contextual
i| Class conditions
Time devoted to learning y y
Structured teaching
Learning opportunities :

Expectations level for students’ achievements
Evaluation and monitoring students’ progress
Recover and strengthening of learning

The model represented above tries to explain tifiereinces in school effectiveness, specifying
relations between students’ learning (assessegtnimstof added value) and three decisive factorgesd, input
and process. We consider it important becausie# to offer a synoptic point of view over all tAiements
school managers think are relevant (in fact, itnglemented in an Italian course about Social Bagdfor
schools — a new approach to considering all benafitl costs, real and figurative, in school mamesg).

1.c National school effectiveness Indicators

The ltalian indicators proposed for the internagicresearch of the Pro-School project are basdteon
work of A. Paletta (2007 - 2009) who defines whatements are essential for school social accbilitya
They were discussed and used in the already nmerativaining course for school managers.

Tab. 3 List of indicators originally proposed by Italian Agenzia Nazionale's group

1. To develop a peaceful and safe work environment
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To develop administrative staff human capital. Quality index QEM - Qualification (max 20%) + Experience (max
40%) + Motivation (max 40%).

To attract and keep students. Number of students /Entire number of potential students from catchment area for
the same institutional kind of school. Number of students newcomers / Number of students admitted. Ratio of
incoming students by outgoing students for each schooling cycle

To keep didactic continuity. N. of teachers keeping continuity on site / N. of teachers on site. N. of teachers’ new
entries/ N. of teachers. N. of outside transfers /Entire N. of teachers (last three-year period). N. of transfer
requests /Entire number of teachers. Number of short absence a year /Entire number of teachers

To fully understand teachers’ human capital available. Quality index QEM - Qualification (max 30%) +
Experience (max 30%) + Motivation (max 40%). Quality index QEM on key professional figures

To invest in continuous formation. Number of short absence a year / Entire number of teachers. Percent of
teachers (administrative staff) who declare their own satisfaction about participation (anonymous questionnaire)

To foster team work and cooperation among teachers. Number of teachers members of project teams. Number
of mixed groups. Number of meetings for class boards. Number of meetings for disciplinary departments.
Number of teachers strategic task forces members/ Number of teachers

To survey students’, families’ and other stakeholders’ satisfaction. Costumer satisfaction questionnaire data.
Summary rating from wellbeing at school questionnaire

To delegate functions and tasks. Number of functions delegated. Number of teachers holding formalized
assignments /Entire number of teachers. Number of teachers with more then two (o three) assignments.
Number of administrative staff holding formalized assignments /Entire number of administrative staff

Increasing consent and participation in decisions. Percent of teachers involved for elaborating formative offer
plan. Percent of teachers (administrative staff) who declare their own satisfaction about participation
(anonymous questionnaire).

To increase staff motivation. Percent of teachers paid with integration funds (more then 10 hours). Own
professional development perceived by staff (questionnaire data)

To develop a strong sense of belonging in staff. Institutional identity questionnaire data

Usability of acquired competencies. N. of students school leavers / Entire N. of students. Number of students
drop-out during first year / Entire number of students admitted at first year. Number of students drop-out during
first year — number of students drop-out during first year last school year / Number of students drop-out during
first year last school year. N. of students employed during three years from the end of their school cycle / Entire
N. of students graduated. N. of students admitted to University / Entire N. of students graduated. N. of students
admitted to courses different from University / Entire N. of students graduated

To develop a peaceful and safe work environment .Number of corrective measures (stats on rules and
procedures violations, ethical code)/ Entire number of students. Number of complaints about staff behaviors.
Internal discipline perception questionnaire data from teachers, students, families, community

Participation degree at “open days” and other school celebratory events

School acknowledgment/recognition at national and international level. Number of competitions to which school
participates, assessed for importance order. Awards obtained from participation in competitions. National
relevance initiatives and projects to which school participates

To increase the ability to decide expense promptly. Duty-bound funds /Entire funds. Decided expenses /Duty-
bound funds. Average time for allocating financial resources from institutional giver. Administration surplus not
duty-bound /Administration surplus

To be able to meet the educational aims of the school using available financial resources properly. Ratio of
programmed amounts and available resources. Financial availability to be programmed /Entire expenses. Ratio
of entire expenses committed and definitive programming of years’ expenses. Ratio of committed amounts for:
didactic functioning expenses, teachers staff expenses, didactic investment expenses, expenses for didactic
projects and entire amount of committed expenses in the year. Expenses foe didactic projects /Expenses for
projects

To ensure an enduring and well-balanced involvement of local stakeholders. Figurative funds from local
governments, families and community / Financial funds from local governments, families and community.
Figurative and financial funds from local governments, families and community /Entire number of students.
Figurative and financial funds / Entire number of teachers. Figurative and financial funds from families / Entire
local funds.

To run a balanced treasury management. Ratio of obtained amounts and ensured amounts in accrual-basis
account. Ratio of entire payments (in accrual-basis account and in surplus account) for the year and entire of
the mass you can spend (accrual-basis commitments in the year + debit residuals at the beginning of the year).
Final cash fund / administrative surplus

To increase incoming financial resources. Ratio of ensured takings that can be considered revenue for school
initiative and entire amount of ensured takings

To increase the ability to acquire financial resources by collaborative and competitive way. Expenses on
projects / Entire expenses. Tacking acquired by participation in school nets / Entire takings
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Number of internet site accesses, newspapers’ articles about school, appearances on television and radio.

To survey school contribution to community life. Number of hours on “adult education”/ Number of participants in
“adult education” courses. Community use of school spaces and services (number of days a year)

The list of indicators is drawn from http://www.istruzione.lombardia.it/formazione/rendicontazione/es10-4 _secondociclo.xls
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Part 2 Research on School Effectiveness

2.a Definition of the problem

The aim of the research which was one of the agtptanned within the Pro-school project was to run
a comparative analysis in order to identify bestcfices in the partnership. At its basis there weteimportant
guestions: what are the achievements indicatotiseo$chools and what are the in-service trainirega®f
school managers.

To investigate these research areas we used saagaynaires for stakeholders and we based our
work on existing literature about similar researdiine questionnaires were used to measure theptience of
parents, teachers and school managers about actéeteindicators (for managers, the training néeadps

The Italian research group had the responsibitityttie whole international research. In the first
meeting the Italian group had expressed some apsrabout the way to carry on the research in alhtees
and had stressed the importance of some elemasttsasuhe establishment of the research teameaihattonal
level, the criteria for the definition of indicatand the steps of the research. To the elabib@tresearch
tools, our group proposed some in depth intervigmgfocus groups especially aimed at developing the
guestionnaires. In particular, our proposal wasiaixe some on site interviews and focus groupstterdan
on-line questionnaire, the purpose was to collkctzda on a centralized platform. In the startingeting, the
proposal was revised and partially reduced, aagb#rtners preferred a more economic approach loesad
checklist) and as it was necessary to take intowatoof the differences among the partners.

In Italy, research involved upper secondary schimolombardy . Target schools were general school
as the international research group had decideddide vocational school from the survey. Desjhige
international school classification would consithezlstituti professionalias vocational schools, in Italy there is
no much difference between them andlgtiguti Tecnicj so the national research group decided to lét the
managers and stakeholders fill in the questionriaitellect data. Moreover, many Italian secondanyools
are characterised by the fact that in the samelingil or under the same managerial and adminigtrati
responsibility area, there are bothlstituto Professional@nd aristituto Tecniccand sometimes everLi&eo
In such a case, the school manager is one anathe for each institute and because of this redsondtional
team decided to avoid the paradox of having soneagexrs of théstituti professionalincluded in the research
as they managed a school offering different legpiathways and some others excluded since thepamager
of one single type of school.

The national research group discussed the dedsiexclude primary and lower secondary school
managers from the survey, as it contrasted witht#ti@n situation. As a matter of fact, for thalian law the
school managerial function is a single one, thad say that there is no longer a separation betres
management of one or the other type of school. réleeof the school manager is now consideredvalsaie
(so, last years some managers selected for upipeolsovent to manage lower schools and vice verga), as
the international research design planned thafqtiestionnaire had to be filled in only by uppercsetary
school managers, this report refers to their arsaely. Finally, as it was agreed upon, the refadus into
account only teachers’ and parents’ answers —-alislsplders — while the questionnaire had beerdfdleo by
some administrative staff members and by some stsd@&volved in schools’ governance.

2b Research Methodology

Research was run both at a qualitative and at atig@t@ve level. Aim of the questionnaires was nhai
to detect the learning needs of school managensjadering the various stakeholders involved in stho
management. The task was not simple and was damiefollowing a set of planned steps. At theibemg, it
was necessary to share knowledge and to put in conthe assessment factors already defined in ttiegoa
countries, in order to establish a set of indicatbat were shared by the countries involved.

So we proceeded defining a report template thatfinsisshared by all partners and then filled Al
partners were asked to write down: the structutdeif national education system, a classificatbhigh
schools, the number of secondary schools, clasgestadents, a list of theoretical and methodoklgic
references related to school effectiveness arst aflindicators used for the evaluation of schawid school
managers.

Regarding to this latter point, the report modelgmsed a division into areas/dimensions with the ai
to guide and facilitate the insertion of indicatofithe dimensions/areas we considered were: plysica
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conditions, management and planning, educatiortraiming, social life, financial aspects, and rielas with
environment.
Finally, the report model asked to indicate theeémvice training opportunities for school managers.
Starting from the initial report of each countrygyaoptic table of indicators of all countries was
developed, checking the belonging of the indicatorthie previously mentioned areas and groupingtime
order to be synthesized. This work led to the igrmaent of the following short list of indicatots, be used
for the formulation of the questionnaires.

Tab.4  Summary Indicators

I
# %
(hygiene standards, health-policy, medical care, precautions in case of a fire or natural disasters, youth 10
protection, safety and security of work environment)
$ n

(adequacy of school in terms of classes, buildings, activity rooms, conference halls, laboratories and auxiliary 11
areas)
%
(adequacy of ITC equipment, computer network and internet connection, availability of Internet access for 3
students and staff)
(development of the school library, up-to-date books, information and documentation resources) 3
&
(existence, structure, content and standardization of projective documents and procedures, organizational 7
chart, job descriptions, data management and quality indexes)
(sufficiency of teachers for all disciplines, didactic continuity, transfers and shifts, number of students in 13
relation to teachers and potential students)
% 5
(school time in relation to needs of society, number and kind of lesson hours)
" (
(extra training courses, activities outside school time and outside school) 4

(carrying out the management of teaching and non-teaching staff - 7
recruitment, selection, work loads, use, motivation, - development of human capital, competencies and skills)
(absenteeism rates and short absences) 3
(to create a cosy living-and-learning climate within the school, to care well-being of the staff and of students, to 13
survey students’, families’, staffs’ and other stakeholders’ satisfaction)
(information and participation of students and teachers to decisions, involvement of teachers in management 15
and delegated functions, leadership style)
*
(tutorship and guidance for staff, tutorship and counselling services for students) 4
(teaching styles, use of materials and tools, focus on general education or specialization, homework) 9
(testing sessions, achievement levels for main subjects — as Literature, Math, Science, Civics - class promotion
and repetition rates, age regularity, abandoning and drop outs, graduation rates)

42
(success of students in university and higher education admission, students employed after some years from
graduation, access to the labor market coherent with studies)
+" +

(sufficient use of educational tools and equipments, engagement towards school tasks, disciplinary situation 17
and corrective measures, rate of absenteeism, attires)
(community, athletic, cultural and environmental activities, celebratory events, clubs) 14
(budget control, ability to decide expense promptly, ability to meet educational aims using available financial 13
resources, suitability to the development project)

11
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(donations from parents and other sectors, project financing, school nets, other takings)

(school parents associations, cooperation with school management) 10

(relations with other institutions, promoting the school's image, relations with media)

(adult and continuing education, public use of school spaces) 3

After sharing this framework with the partnerstod project, we proceeded to the drafting of the
questionnaire. All partners agreed to create atguenaire which contained these same indicatascated
with a scale of 1 to 5 (to indicate a measure efitidlicator regarding to the effectiveness of s@hdloe
expression (Y / N) of the possible training needs wespect to the indicator.

Tab.5 Example. Importance of Indicators

Importance Training

Indicator (1 = not important : 5 = maximum importance) needs

Infrastructure, classes and laboratories (adequacy of
school in terms of classes, buildings, activity rooms, 1 2 3 4 5 YES NO
conference halls, laboratories and auxiliary areas).

Then, the quantitative research was carried ougrolip of managers were selected who were already
involved in training activities, chosen to makeraliminary screening of indicators and to testfthal
guestionnaire, before distributing it to the targestup. In this way, the managers of the selegtedp had the
opportunity to contribute to the semantic denotatbthe Italian questionnaire. The questionnfdreschool
managers (and the derived questionnaire for teacret for parents) was validated by the same group.

Later on, we developed an electronic version ofilrestionnaire that was available on line (as
automatic form) and it was filled on line direchy the target groups of school managers, to whietsent an
invitation letter via email. On their side, théneol managers forwarded the invitation to the ositakeholders.

In the opinion of the Italian research group, mldohave been a good opportunity — useful as a
dissemination initiative for the Pro-School Projeob — to let all the managers of Lombardy filkire form.
Moreover, this procedure would have allowed to dvoigenerate any kind of evaluation-like feelihgttcould
be associated with the research and the projethidmperspective the research team itself invibedmanagers
to fill the form directly avoiding to ask for thegport of any local school authority. Only indegent
professional associations of school managers wakedafor support, in order to inform their membems
request them to fill in the form. The requestiliari the questionnaire was sent twice by emailigpone by the
associations) and the questionnaires were filleéouple of weeks. In this context (and in a tohgreat
commitment for schools as it was the final parthef school year), we can consider satisfactorytimeber of
more then forty managers and a hundred stakeholderould reach.

For this second group of stakeholders, a largeraurof responses was expected (at least three times
the number of managers and more). The matternighle research team couldn’t reach them diredihe
choice had been that the managers had to invite todill the questionnaires and to limit invitati® to the
members of the school board. The intention wasbtain responses only from experts-non-experts vibee
seriously committed with school governance. Thisiplicated cascading procedure had to be suppbyted
reminding the managers of their target groups rtiores, but it was not possible as it would havededemore
time then that allowed by the project deadlines amalybe even if it could have given a wider perpedo the
research, it would have been of no use to the egpof this report.

The data coming from the compilation were theneméd for subsequent processing that led to the
identification of the indicators considered as belme most important and the most urgent trainiegds of
school managers.

2.c Results and Discussion
A. Personal data

12
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The manager questionnaire began with an initigi@ecegarding personal data. The Italian Lombard
sample of managers was composed just for a thifdrogle managers (36,7%) and the male managersthesre
double of them (63,3%).

The Italian school managers are quite old, 83;8%e sample is over fifty. The rest was in the ag
group between 41-50 (16,7%). None is younger.

Their Education level was quite high, too; 80%ha sample had a masters degree or a bachelor’s
degree (20%). None had a lower education level.

As far as their experience is concerned, we caiit $aty't so long . More than half of the Italian
managers has less than 5 years of experience (bajd¥mone more than 20 years. The rest has arierpe
varying between 6-10 years (16,7%), 11-15 yeai®gpand 16-20 years (13,3%).

The areas of university studies (and of consequehtteeir teaching) are the humanities (70%,
Literature 40%, Philosophy 20%, Pedagogy 6,7% andévh Foreign Languages 3.3%). The remaining 30%
is composed mostly by scientific degrees (Phydd€s,IMath 3,3% and Architecture 3,3%), followed by
degrees in social sciences (socio-political 6, b @sychological 3,3%) and by Physical educatiq®(3.

B. Indicators

The indicators are grouped by area of interesthfeiin-service training. For a basic exposition,gives
just the representation of the mean value to thpgse of a comparison of the perceived importafeach
indicator, grouped by area

Area 1.

The first area regards some aspects that areddtatefrastructure, structure and technical meand,
connected problems (i.e. hygiene, security systemnk environment)

Ch.1  Physical conditions

1. Physical conditions

1,0 15 2,0 2,5 3,0 3,5 4,0 4,5 5,0

@ 1.1 Infrastructure m 1.2 ICT and the Internet [0 1.3 Documentation 00 1.4 Hygiene

This bar chart represents the comparison of the importance of indicators, as expressed by school managers and listed in the Table 6 below, grouped in
the area: Physical condition.

The answers are distributed from 1 ( low importanee5 (maximum importance). Half of the
managers consider the structure condition as aeragty important area to invest in; the other halfe an
answer between 3 and 4 which means that they @i item less, but anyway important. 88,2%he
school mangers think that ICT are relevant in faok it between 4 and 5, which gives a reallyontgnt place
to internet availability at school.

Documentation doesn’t score so high: four in 44df%he answers. The rest are equally distributed
between the third and fifth level of importance,826) with only a 2,9 % considering less relevéig area.
Hygiene, safety and security system are considerbed very relevant , 79, 4 % ranked them betweand4
five.

13
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Tab.6 Area 1. Order of importance

1.1 Infrastructure, classes and laboratories (adequacy of school in terms of classes, buildings, activity rooms, conference halls, 433
laboratories and auxiliary areas). '
1.2 ICT and the Internet (adequacy of ITC equipment, computer network and internet connection, availability of Internet access 433
for students and staff). '
1.4 Hygiene, safety and security system (hygiene standards, health-policy, medical care, precautions in case of a fire or natural 423
disasters, youth protection, safety and security of work environment). '
1.3 Documentation (development of the school library, up-to-date books, information and documentation resources). 3,93

Area 2.

The second area regards managerial issues suctalgy gystem, effectiveness of school and itsroffe
human resources, school climate, leadership styelacision making.

Ch.2  Management and planning

2. Management and planning

1,0 15 2,0 2,5 3,0 3,5 4,0 4,5 5,0

@ 2.1 Quality W 2.2 Curricular 023 Extra-curr.  [02.4 Effectiveness W 2.5 Staff man.
@ 2.6 Absenteeism W 2.7 Man. Style O 2.8 Guidance W 2.9 S. climate

The bar chart above represent the comparison of the importance of indicators, as expressed by school managers and listed in the Table 7 below,
grouped in the area: Management and planning.

The quality system was ranked between 2 and 3.st@heol curricular offer was considered very
important (score varying between 5 — the majorignd 4). The extra-curricular offer was rankethieen 4
(the majority) and 3 (25%). Almost 60% of managmssider school effectiveness as a very impoftartor
and a further third of them think it is relevant.

Staff and human resources management scorkd highest level, while absenteeism is not ancisge
relevant concern (between 2 and 3), managemdatistgn the contrary almost entirely distributedvibeen 4
and 5. Guidance is situated mostly at level 4fedld by level 3 and 5. School climate is considenddemely
important and scored mostly 5 .

14
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Tab.7 Area 2. Order of importance

2.5 Staff and human resources management (carrying out the management of teaching staff and non-teaching staff - 470
recruitment, selection, work loads, use, motivation, - development of human capital, competencies and skills). '
2.9 School climate (to create a cosy living-and-learning climate within the school, to care well-being of the staff and of students,

e , ' enticfantt 4,60
to survey students’, families’, staffs’ and other stakeholders’ satisfaction).
2.4 Effectiveness of school operations (sufficiency of teachers for all disciplines, didactic continuity, transfers and shifts, number 457
of students in relation to teachers and potential students). '
2.7 Management style and participated decision making (information and participation of students and teachers to decisions, 453
involvement of teachers in management and delegated functions, leadership style). '
2.2 Curricular offer (school time in relation to needs of society, number and kind of lesson hours). 4,43
2.6 Absenteeism of teachers and staff (absenteeism rates and short absence). 4,10
2.1 Quality system (existence, structure, content and standardization of projective documents and procedures, organizational 407
chart, job descriptions, data management and quality indexes). '
2.8 Guidance (tutorship and guidance for staff, tutorship and counselling services for students). 4,00
2.3 Extra-curricular offer (extra training courses, activities outside school time and outside school). 3,70

Area 3.

The third area regards what happens in the classeml its effects, such as teaching activities and
students’ behaviour, or school results in termsuiput and outcome.

Ch.3  Education and training

3. Education and training

1,0 15 2,0 2,5 3,0 3,5 4,0 4,5 5,0

@ 3.1 Teaching activities B 3.2 Students’ behaviour [03.3 School results (output) O 3.4 School (outcome)

This bar chart represents the comparison of the importance of indicators, as expressed by school managers and listed in the Table 8 below, grouped in
the area: Education and training.

Teaching activities scored between 4 and 5, stetlbahaviour between 3 and 5 (the great majority)

school output between 4 and 5, school outcome d&gtv@ and 5, participation in social life gengrdll
(67,6%).
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Tab.8 Area 3. Order of importance

3.1 Teaching activities (teaching styles, use of materials and tools, focus on general education or specialization, homework). 4,50
3.4 School results in terms of outcome (success of students in university and higher education admission, students employed 431
after some years from graduation, access to the labor market coherent with studies). '
3.3 School results in terms of output (testing sessions, achievement levels for main subjects — as Literature, Math, Science, 428
Civics - class promotion and repetition rates, age regularity, abandoning and drop outs, graduation rates). '
3.2 Students’ behaviour coherent with student’s role (sufficient use of educational tools and equipments, engagement towards 417

school tasks, disciplinary situation and corrective measures, rate of absenteeism, attires).

Area 4. and Area 5.
The fourth area has just an item, regarding secitivities in general.
The fifth has two items, regarding budget actiabd the ability to attract resources.

Ch.4  Social life and Financial aspects

4. Social life and 5. Financial aspects

1,0 15 2,0 2,5 3,0 3,5 4,0 4,5 5,0

@ 4.1 Participation in social life m5.1 Effective use of budget 5.2 Attract financial resources

This bar chart represents the comparison of the importance of indicators, as expressed by school managers and listed in the Table 7 below, grouped in
the two areas: Social life and Financial aspects.

The fourth area alone item ranked between 4 antilg@the use of budget, generally between 4 and 5,
which means that it is considered important forgtigool management as well as the ability to dtfraancial
resources, actually 76,5% ranked it between 4 an@®,6% at level 3, 2,9% at level 2 thus reduthegrank of
this item, that however confirms that for the miyoof managers financial aspects are really imgourt

Tab.9 Areab. Order of importance

5.1 Effective use of budget (budget control, ability to decide expense promptly, ability to meet educational aims using available

financial resources, suitability to the development project). 450

5.2 Ability to attract financial resources (donations from parents and other sectors, project financing, school nets, other takings). 413

Area 6.
The last area regards in general the relationstiwvéltommunity and parents’ involvement.
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Ch.5  Relations with environment

6. Relations with environment

1,0 15 2,0 2,5 3,0 3,5 4,0 4,5 5,0

‘D 6.1 Parents involvement M 6.2 Relations w ith community [3J6.3 Other services to community ‘

This bar chart represents the comparison of the importance of indicators, as expressed by school managers and listed in the Table 7 above, grouped in
the last area: Relations with environment.

Parents’ involvement scored 4 by more than hathefmanagers, 26,5 % of them ranked it at level 3
and 17,6 at level 5, with only 2,9 percent at el

Three quarters of the managers rank the relatigtinstie community at level 4 or 5, only 22% of them
at level 3.

The item other services to community scored 4 (6@%30%) and the remaining 20% between 2 and

5.

. -

6.2 Relations with community (relations with other institutions, promoting the school's image, relations with media). 4,03
6.1 Parents involvement (school parents associations, cooperation with school management). 3,83
6.3 Other services to community (adult and continuing education, public use of school spaces). 3,60

The following table contains a synoptic list of ragers’ results, to which the mean value of parents’
and teachers’ answers has been added.

Tab. 10 Summary table of indicators for managers with teachers’ and parents’ means.
01 2

3 4 5 6 7

1.1 Infrastructure, classes and laboratories (adequacy of school in terms
of classes, buildings, activity rooms, conference halls, laboratories and 0 0 13,3 40,0 46,7 433 0,506 44 4.6
auxiliary areas).

1.2 ICT and the Internet (adequacy of ITC equipment, computer network
and internet connection, availability of Internet access for students and 0 0 13,3 40,0 46,7 433 0,506 45 45

staff).

1.3 Documentation (development of the school library, up-to-date

books, information and documentation resources). 0 33 26,7 433 26,7 3,93 0,685 40 42

1.4 Hygiene, safety and security system (hygiene standards, health-
policy, medical care, precautions in case of a fire or natural disasters, 0 0 20,0 36,7 433 4,23 0,599 45 47
youth protection, safety and security of work environment).

2.1 Quality system (existence, structure, content and standardization of
projective documents and procedures, organizational chart, job 0 34 10,3 62,1 24,1 4,07 0,495 41 41
descriptions, data management and quality indexes).

2.2 Curricular offer (school time in relation to needs of society, number

; 0 33 100 | 26,7 | 600 | 443 0,668 45 45
and kind of lesson hours).
23 Extra—curr_lcular offer (extra training courses, activities outside school 0 33 300 | 60,0 6.7 370 0,424 38 40
time and outside school).
2.4 Effectiveness of school operations (sufficiency of teachers for all 0 0 71 286 | 643 | 457 0,402 45 44

disciplines, didactic continuity, transfers and shifts, number of students
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in relation to teachers and potential students).

2.5 Staff and human resources management (carrying out the
management of teaching staff and non-teaching staff - recruitment, 0 0

: L . 33 233 | 733 | 4,70 0,286 45 44
selection, work loads, use, motivation, - development of human capital,
competencies and skills).
ibas ?:Cs:)r.lteeism of teachers and staff (absenteeism rates and short 0 33 167 | 467 | 333 | 410 0,645 42 44
2.7 Management style and participated decision making (information
and participation of students and teachers to decisions, involvement of 0 0 10,0 26,7 63,3 4,53 0,464 43 4,1
teachers in management and delegated functions, leadership style).
2.8 Guidance (tutorship and guidance for staff, tutorship and 0 0 233 | 533 | 233 | 400 0,483 41 39

counselling services for students).

2.9 School climate (to create a cosy living-and-leaming climate within
the school, to care well-being of the staff and of students, to survey 0 0 6,7 26,7 66,7 4,60 0,386 45 45
students’, families’, staffs’ and other stakeholders’ satisfaction).

3.1 Teaching activities (teaching styles, use of materials and tools,

) A 0 0 100 | 300 | 60,0 | 4,50 0,466 44 44
focus on general education or specialization, homework).

3.2 Students’ behaviour coherent with student's role (sufficient use of
educational tools and equipments, engagement towards school tasks,
disciplinary situation and corrective measures, rate of absenteeism,
attires).

0 0 20,0 | 433 | 36,7 | 417 0,557 43 42

3.3 School results in terms of output (testing sessions, achievement

levels for main subjects — as Literature, Math, Science, Civics - class
promotion and repetition rates, age regularity, abandoning and drop

outs, graduation rates).

0 34 103 | 414 | 448 | 428 0,635 42 42

3.4 School results in terms of outcome (success of students in
university and higher education admission, students employed after
some years from graduation, access to the labor market coherent with
studies).

0 0 138 | 414 | 448 | 431 0,507 42 43

4.1 Participation in social life (community, athletic, cultural and

environmental activities, celebratory events, clubs). 0 6.9 207 690 34 369 0,436 37 40

5.1 Effective use of budget (budget control, ability to decide expense
promptly, ability to meet educational aims using available financial 0 0 10,0 30,0 60,0 4,50 0,466 43 43
resources, suitability to the development project).

5.2 Ability to attract financial resources (donations from parents and

other sectors, project financing, school nets, other takings). 0 33 200 | 367 | 400 | 413 074 36 35

6.1 Parents involvement (school parents associations, cooperation with 0

33 30,0 | 46,7 | 20,0 | 3,83 0,626 35 37
school management).
6.2 Relations with community (relations with other institutions, 0 34 o1 | 379 | 345 | 403 0.749 37 38
promoting the school's image, relations with media). ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
6.3 Other services to community (adult and continuing education, public 0 100 | 300 | 500 | 100 | 360 0,662 36 34

use of school spaces).

C. Training needs

The last part of managers’ questionnaire asked thdmy felt to need training in the describedaasre
considered as a whole. The results show us thaiabe of training is very different for each ar@s)isted in
the table below.

Tab. 11 Answer to the question: “Do you need in service training in this area?”.

Areas Explanation Percent of yes
1. Physical How to improve infrastructure, hygiene, safety and security of the school? 36.7
conditions '
2. Management How to improve management and planning of the school? (curricular, extra-
and planning curricular activities, staff management, participation in decision-making, 63,3
school climate)
3. Education and How to improve education and training of the school? (Students’ 86.7
training achievement, teachers’ commitment, etc) !
4. Social life How to improve social life in the school? (athletic, sportive, social, cultural 10.7
activities and clubs) ’
5. Financial How to improve financial management of the school? (Effective use of 69.0
aspects budget, attracting financial resources) ’
6. Relations with How to improve school’s relations with its environment? (relations with 48.3
environment parents, society and decision-makers) ’
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If we consider only the areas in which the majootynanagers think to need training, we get theatir
representation of the three areas involved. Itiqudar, we can notice that the area educationteiding is the

most relevant to them.

Ch.6

Training needs

) & oo

6. Relations w ith environment

Training needs > 50%

5. Financial aspects

4. Social life

3. Education and training

2. Management and planning

1. Physical conditions

50 55 60

65 70 75 80 8 90

#$

This bar chart represents the need of training for the majority of managers, as reported in the Table 11 above.

The last step was to gather data about the mestared indicators for all stakeholders in orderésign

and plan the training course consistently.

Tab. 12 Comparison table of first ten indicators

1 | 2.5 Staff and human resources management | 2.5 Staff and human resources management | 1.4 Hygiene, safety and security system
2 |2.9 School climate 2.9 School climate 1.1 Infrastructure, classes and laboratories
3 | 2.4 Effectiveness of school operations 2.4 Effectiveness of school operations 2.9 School climate
4 5'7 Management style and participated 2.2 Curricular offer 2.2 Curricular offer
ecision making
5 |31 Teaching activities 1.2 ICT and the Internet 1.2 ICT and the Internet
6 | 5.1 Effective use of budget 1.4 Hygiene, safety and security system 2.5 Staff and human resources management
7| 2.2 curicular offer 3.1 Teaching activities 2.4 Effectiveness of school operations
8 | 1.21CT and the Internet 1.1 Infrastructure, classes and laboratories 3.1 Teaching activities
9 1.1 Infrastructure, classes and laboratories 5'7 Management style and participated 2.6 Absenteeism of teachers and staff
ecision making
10 | 3.4 School results in terms of outcome 5.1 Effective use of budget 5.1 Effective use of budget

Even if the calculation of correlation indexes wasless ( only series of very weak correlation xede

emerge or even no correlation at all), if we lobkha table above we can see that there are noriamto
differences between managers, teachers and paasmesgards the order of importance of indicators.

From a comparison of the most important indicatsrtisted above in order of importance, however, we
can see that managers can underestimate the imperé hygiene, safety and security system foirtfage of
school. In fact, the indicator is considered thmstimportant to parents, but managers put itgud@” place
(in the general classification it is at tH& glace).

The other indicators are considered important Ibstakeholders, even if with some differences.

Looking at the table it could seem that school lteghey are not very important to teachers andigar In
fact, there is no significant difference betwedeirt point of view and the point of view of managein the
general classification, outcome results are aetéeenth place (being 13or teachers and for parents)
while output results are at the thirteenth (beif fbr teachers and f4or parents).
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Tab. 13 Comparison table of training needs for areas and main indicators
Areas Needs (%) Main indicators for managers

3.1 Teaching activities
3. Education and training 86,7 3.4 School results in terms of outcome
3.3 School results in terms of output

5. Financial aspects 69,0 5.1 Effective use of budget

2.5 Staff and human resources management

2.9 School climate

2. Management and planning 63,3 2.4 Effectiveness of school operations

2.7 Management style and participated decision making
2.2 Curricular offer

6. Relations with environment 48,3

1.1 Infrastructure, classes and laboratories
1. Physical conditions 36,7 1.2 ICT and the Internet
1.4 Hygiene, safety and security system

4. Social life 10,7

The table above shows the order of ranking ofatleas according to the needs for in-service trginin
As it can be observed, the managers declare teattbed mostly training about education and trginitespite
even if only the item “teaching activities” appearshe common top ten.

Conclusions

According to the opinions expressed by the Lomisattbol managers, the most crucial item as far as
their training needs are concerned is the schosdion itself, that is to saducation and training

Other thematic areas mentioned as being relevaheta are schooshanagement and plannir{@1%)
andfinancial aspect$74%).

Less relevant are considered aspects connectecodial life (9%), physical conditions (34%) and
relations with the environment (44%).

To understand correctly these results, it is necggs clarify that the questionnaire was distréalto
school managers in Lombardy, a region that usysdlys an anticipatory role as far as emerging atuci
problems in the Italian school system are conceresia matter of fact, special attention was gitgethe role
of school managers and especially to managementrgiadisation in this region, in the last two dexadis a
consequence, training courses, think-tanks and @dperiences on school evaluation and self-evialnatere
carried out. This is confirmed by the diffusiontbé& Quality Certification System within schoolatlis
necessary either to be admitted to access the Bamopocial Fund and also to improve school orgaoisahe
latter of course based on the autonomous decisitre@chools themselves.

Some evidences reveal that school managers’ atitatinational level are strongly affected by theso
of their Lombard colleagues. We can thereforefollyeassume that the opinions expressed by thethdn
survey anticipate the future attitudes of the sthamagers in general at national level.

At present, we are experiencing a significant gatn@nal turnover due to the fact that many school
managers are retiring, but the role itself hash&rged a lot. In fact, even if the formal rol¢hiat of a
manager, its allows a very limited decision autopdmthe management of school staff. On the osids, the
introduction of school autonomy overloaded schoahagers — at least at a formal level — with new\aicier
responsibilities and tasks, hence their interashéw aspects such as the financial ones.

The great interest expressed by the managersduoreth connected with education and training can be
explained by adding some details about the Iltal@rtext. A high percentage of the school mangers —
especially at primary level — always conceivedrthalie mainly as a pedagogical-didactical one, th&b say
being a “teacher among teachers”. This was dueetdact that there were no significant differenicethe
competencies and academic degrees required teetseaid managers and that therefore the schoolgeena
could take care of pedagogical-didactical aspebisnallowed after having carried out his/her limite
organizational, administrative and bureaucratikgas
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Furthermore, a renewed interest for the educatieaalership is spreading all over Europe after a
period of predominance of organisational and managempetencies in the general debate. A wigedture
was developed about these trends and topics ilashdecade.

A third important factor that affects the manageggnions about their training needs is the faat the
assessment of the students’ performances in thectslof the core curriculum has become centredday
national policies in the field of education andritag. With this respect three main fields of aityi are
emerging that imply an updating and re-qualificatid the school managers’ competencies.

The first one is the diffusion and generalizatidthe participation in international standardizegibs’
assessment survey or in national assessment presgdlue National Assessment Service was launchidly
this year — in May 2009). The second one is tht@duction of external standardized final examsa(tor
partial examination procedures as in Italy where @st of this kind was introduced in 2008). Tinedtone is
the growing interest expressed by the EuropeanruUfoiothe implementation of international certifice
procedures and especially of the EQF. As a mattfact the focus in learning has shifted from ieag
opportunities (formative offer) to learners’ acléevents. Hence the consistent major interest falesits’
outputs/outcomes also within the specific macr@ar€he interest expressed for teaching activétresfor
learners’ behaviour is lower.

The landscape emerging from the results is charaeteby an increasing interest for:

- Achievements and outcomes
- Bureaucratic and financial issues
- Management

On the basis of these results we can draw thewolbp conclusions on which we could base the
preparation of the guidelines for the training caur

- As the field of school managers’ competencies éntliematic areas of organisation and
management has been widely investigated in Eurngegnational level in some countries in the
last decades, the course design can profit ofwassdle resources, updating them if necessary and
expanding them to national contexts that are rotlia with them.

- The course design and its trans-national dimensaoroffer the opportunity to compare different
national contexts with respect to these topics;

- One special focus of the course could be repreddmtehe effort/challenge to link the above
mentioned thematic areas with the one indicateda® relevant by the school managers, that is to
say the students’ outputs/outcomes.

The school manager is not directly involved in praidg achievements and outcomes, but his/her
managerial and organisational activities can cbate to improve them, especially as far as thereatémage
of the school is concerned.

This approach could make possible to include ircthese plan also the thematic area ofrétations
with the environmerthat was also mentioned, even if with a lower diesapy. Bureaucratic-financial issues
that are considered as relevant too for the ppdids in the survey, are strongly affected by thgls national
contexts. This particular condition makes thens stable for a trans-national course, unless a0
devote them a small amount of time.

Further information can be found at
http://www.pro-school.eu/

This project has been funded with support fromBhipean Commission.
This publication reflects the views only of thehaus, and the Commission cannot be held respon&bleny
use which may be made of the information contaiheckin.
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