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CHAPTER 1

School Effectiveness and Educational
Management: Editorial

Niksa Alfirevié, Josip Burusic, Jurica Pavicic,

and Renata Reljn

Abstract This chapter provides a brief overview of the entire Palgrave
Macmillan  volume dedicated to school-effectiveness and educational-
management research, focused on South-Eastern European research and its
public-policy agenda.

This volume looks at the specific role and practices of school principals
who are positioned as a nexus of educational management in schools.
They are supposed to meet the requirements of the local communities and
the educational-policy public simultaneously, while adhering to a rational
use of school resources and exercising leadership. This requires balancing
diverse stakeholder requirements, while still being able to implement
contemporary management tools and approaches, in order to function
against the backdrop of a specific economic reality.

There is a vast array of contributions in the existing literature concern-
ing individual aspects of school management, leadership, governance, and
other relevant educational topics. Nevertheless, we found it quite difficult
to provide a concise volume presenting a practical overview of school
effectiveness and educational-management topics which would at the
same time focus on specific aspects of educational systems in South-East
Europe. Consequently, the research team, located at the Croatian Centre

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2016 1
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2 N.ALFIREVIC ET AL.

of Scientific Excellence in school effectiveness and management research,
decided to create such a volume, keeping primarily in mind the needs of a
diverse set of potential readers. We have striven to address the needs and
interests of actors from the South-East European region, as well as to
provide thought-provoking reading for those interested in educational-
management and school-effectiveness issues viewed from a slightly
different perspective.

The volume starts with a high-level overview of the school effective-
ness concept, provided by Josip BURUSIC, Toni BABAROVIC and
Marija SAKIC VELIC, in which a basic review of the historical develop-
ment of school-effectiveness research is provided, the most important
methodological approaches and advances in contemporary school-
effectiveness research are described and the main findings of empirical
studies of school effectiveness in South-Eastern Europe, with special
emphasis on studies conducted in the Croatian primary-education sys-
tem, are presented. Aiming to cover the fundamentals of the principals’
stakeholder orientation, Jurica PAVICIC, Niksa ALFIREVIC, Goran
VLASIC, Zoran KRUPKA and Bozena KRCE MIOCIC discuss contem-
porary public and non-profit marketing theory as implemented in the
school environment. A contribution by Sanja STANIC, Darko HREN
and Ivanka BUZOV concentrates on communicative and managerial
practices with the local community and its actors, as well as with actors in
the wider society.

The second part of the volume looks ‘inside’ schools and concentrates
on principals’ managerial and leadership practices. These are addressed in a
chapter on educational management authored by Dijana VICAN, Niksa
ALFIREVIC and Renata RELJA, as well as in a contribution on educa-
tional leadership provided by Dijana VICAN, Renata RELJA and Toni
POPOVIC. Additional perspectives are provided by two groups of authors.
Ina REIC ERCEGOVAC, Morana KOLUDROVIC and Andreja BUBIC
discuss the educational and administrative aspects of school governance,
focusing primarily on school boards and their relationship with principals.
The discourse of democracy in school governance, viewed from stakehold-
ers’ viewpoints, is introduced by Marita BRCIC KULJIS and Anita
LUNIC.

The concluding chapter addresses the practical challenges of marketing
and educational-management/leadership practices, as well as the research
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agenda, which is envisioned as a way to design and implement innovative
policies and educational-management approaches in South-East Europe
and beyond.

We hope that you will enjoy reading this volume as much as we enjoyed
editing it. Please feel free to forward us your comments and feedback.



CHAPTER 2

School Effectiveness: An Overview
of Conceptual, Methodological
and Empirical Foundations

. ., . ., . 4 ., .,
Josip Burusi¢, Toni Babarovic, and Marija Saki¢ Velic

Abstract This chapter provides an overview of the conceptual, method-
ological and primary empirical foundations of school-effectiveness research.
Explanations of the concepts of educational quality, effectiveness and efficacy
are provided, and the main research findings regarding school and educa-
tional effectiveness are presented, along with a basic review of the historical
development of this area of research. The most important methodological
approaches and advances in school-effectiveness research in the areas of con-
struct operationalization, criteria selection, data analysis and research design
are then described. Finally, some important findings from empirical studies
of school effectiveness in South-Eastern Europe, with a special emphasis on
studies conducted in the Croatian primary-education system, are presented.

In the literature focused on theoretical considerations and research in the
field of educational studies, we are faced with different views on the con-
cepts of quality, effectiveness and efficiency in education, as well as with dit-
ferent interpretations of their meanings (e.g., Barnett, 1992, Carmichael,
2002). In addition to defining individual concepts that jointly point to
the effectiveness in education, other fundamental issues are related with
approaches to the assessment and measurement of these concepts, as well
as the methods and levels of considering certain performance indica-
tors. The final part of this chapter provides results of empirical studies in

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2016 5
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6 J.BURUSICET AL.

the field of educational effectiveness, primarily those obtained in South-
Eastern Europe and in the Croatian primary-education system.

1  Concertual FOUNDATIONS: WHAT ARE QUALITY,
EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY IN EDUCATION?

It is difficult to provide a unique definition of educational quality that
would be well-suited for diverse environments and circumstances, as well
as the values, desires and goals of all stakeholders involved in education
(Adams, 1993; Bramley, 1995; Chapman & Adams, 2002; Harvey &
Green, 1993; Scheerens, 2004; UNICEF, 2000). In a general sense, edu-
cational quality refers to achieving the desired standards and goals, or, as
Creemers and Scheerens (1994) have pointed out, quality refers to those
characteristics and factors in the functioning of the school as a whole that
contribute to explaining differences in outcomes among students in dif-
ferent grades, schools and educational systems. Although such definitions
emphasize the final objective, they fail to provide a clear description of the
specific characteristics resulting in quality schools and education, that is,
an explanation of what quality actually implies.

Consequently, numerous authors have tried to identify and more
closely describe the components of educational quality, and to provide
more specific definitions of this construct. Vlasceanu, Griinberg and Parlea
(2004) define educational quality as a multi-dimensional, multi-level and
dynamic concept that refers to the contextual setting of education, the
mission and the objectives of an institution and the specific standards of
an educational system. According to Hawes and Stephens (1990), quality
is the outcome of three types of effort: success in the achievement of set
goals; appropriateness in human and environmental circumstances; and
the “something more” evident in the exploration of new ideas, striving
for excellence and encouragement of creativity. Adams (1993) believes
that educational quality can be approached from diverse perspectives and
by considering the different aspects and goals of education. Hence, edu-
cational quality can have different meanings depending on whether one
focuses on diverse components and stakeholders in education, their inter-
ests, outcomes and educational process, or if one seeks to encompass all
the characteristics of education. Scheerens (2004) agrees with this expla-
nation of educational quality, joining the previously described aspects of
educational quality into a conceptual framework of school effectiveness.
He sees educational effectiveness as a productive system in which available
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material and human potential are transformed into educational outcomes,
simultaneously considering these processes in specific contextual condi-
tions. UNICEF (2000) has adopted a more comprehensive approach to
educational quality, with an emphasis on the complexity of education and
the need to adopt a broad and a holistic perspective on quality. This has to
include students, context, processes, environment and outcomes as inter-
related dimensions that mutually affect one another. Hence, although the
definitions of educational quality differ, the present authors agree that it is
important to consider all aspects of education in defining educational qual-
ity. Consequently, quality refers to the availability of financial resources,
qualifications of the educational staff, characteristics of students, teach-
ing and grading procedures and, finally, different outcomes that include
knowledge, skills, attitudes and behaviour.

Although the concepts of educational quality and educational effec-
tiveness are frequently used synonymously (Adams, 1993; Chapman &
Adams, 2002; Riddell, 2008; Sammons, Hillman, & Mortimore, 1995),
they tend to differ considerably. Educational effectiveness can be defined
as the degree to which an educational system, and its components and
stakeholders, achieve specific, desired goals and effects. Since, in the
context of educational systems, goals and effects are represented in
terms of achievement, an educational system that contributes to greater
student achievement is considered more effective than another edu-
cational system (Sammons, 2007; Scheerens, Glas, & Thomas, 2007;
Vlasceanu, Griinberg, & Pirlea, 2004). Within an educational sys-
tem, the term “school effectiveness” is used to describe the differences
between schools (Goldstein, 1997), and hence a school that contrib-
utes to a greater extent to the achievements of its students is considered
more effective (Bezirtzoglou, 2004). The research has primarily focused
on the identification of factors that determine educational effectiveness
(Chapman, 1979; Edmonds, 1979; Klitgaard & Hall, 1974; Purkey
& Smith, 1983; Riddell, 2008; Sammons, 2007; Townsend, 2007),
as well as on the development of models of school effectiveness (e.g.,
Creemers & Scheerens, 1994; Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006; Scheerens
& Creemers, 1989).

Researchers in the field of educational effectiveness are faced with a
socially delicate issue pertaining to the question of whether education
should aim at excellence, or whether the primary goal of education is to
reduce educational inequality and achieve educational equity. The lat-
ter idea promotes social justice by aiming to reduce the differences in
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educational achievement between students of diverse socio-economic
backgrounds or with different abilities. Contemporary research on edu-
cational effectiveness combines both approaches. It has been shown that
favourable characteristics of schools contribute most to the improvement
of disadvantaged students (e.g., Kyriakides, 2004; Scheerens & Bosker,
1997). This leads to a general increase in educational achievement of all
students in a school, particularly disadvantaged ones, which results in
excellence and the reduction of differences between students, in turn lead-
ing to educational equity.

Why are Quality and Equity in Education Important and How Can
They Be Achieved?

OECD (2012) has recently published a report entitled Equity and
Quality in Education: Supporting Disadvantaged Students and
Schools. The report points out that school failure can have lifelong
adverse effects on an individual as well as on society, and should be
prevented by assuring quality and equity in education.

At the beginning, the report states: “The highest performing edu-
cation systems are those that combine equity with quality.” (OECD,
2012, p. 3). In equitable education systems, all students can attain
necessary knowledge and skills, irrespective of their personal and
social backgrounds (e.g., students with different socio-economic
backgrounds do not differ in their attainment of knowledge and
skills).

Several recommendations on how to ensure quality and equity,
prevent school failure and promote completion of upper-secondary
education are provided:

e Grade repetition should be decreased;

e Selection and tracking of students should be postponed to
upper-secondary education;

e The choice of schools should be controlled to prevent an
increase of inequality;

e Strategies of funding should take into account and be adapted
to the needs of schools and students;

e Upper-secondary education pathways (e.g., academic and
vocational) should be designed in such a way to support the
completion of this level of education; and

(continued)
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(continued)
e Schools with high numbers of disadvantaged students should
receive support for improvement.

Source: OECD (2012). Equity and Quality in Education: Supporting
Disadvantaged Students and Schools. OECD Publishing. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1787 /9789264130852-en

Some authors emphasise methods for achieving effectiveness, which
brings us to the third important concept: educational efficiency, which
can be defined as quality performance or achievement of maximum
results using minimal resources, effort or time (Hawes & Stephens,
1990; Wideman, 2003; Windham, 1990). When educational effec-
tiveness and educational efficiency are compared, it can be concluded
that efficiency implies effectiveness, with the additional requirement
that the latter is achieved with minimal possible expense (Scheerens
& Creemers, 1989; Scheerens et al., 2007). An educational system is
considered effective when educational outcomes are achieved through
investment of fewer resources and less effort, or when maximum out-
comes are achieved in relation to invested resources.

2 METHODOLOGICAL FOUNDATIONS: HOW SHOULD
EpucaTtioNaL EFFECTIVENESS RESEARCH
Be CONDUCTED?

Educational Effectiveness Research (EER) presents a broad concept
that connects an array of research approaches in diverse fields of edu-
cation, whose common goal is to explore and identify the features
of teaching, curriculum and environment in which the educational
process occurs, at the levels of the classroom, school or broader com-
munity, to explain, directly or indirectly, the differences in student
educational outcomes (Creemers, Kyriakides, & Sammons, 2010).
Education-effectiveness research aims to provide answers to questions
such as: What are the key features that make a good school? What
makes a successful teacher? What do we need to do in order to have a
greater number of excellent schools?


http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264130852-en

10 J. BURUSIC ET AL.

What Ave the Key Characteristics That Make Schools Effective?
There are different models of school effectiveness aimed at explain-
ing and determining what makes schools effective. Generally, several

correlates of effective schools have been proposed (Kirk & Jones,
2004; Lezotte, 1991):

e Clear school mission developed in agreement between and
shared by the principal and teachers;

e High expectations shared by school staff that students can suc-
ceed and teachers can help them succeed;

e Effective instructional leaders who reinforce the school mission
and vision;

e Students are provided with opportunity and time to learn, and
teachers have clear expectations regarding what to teach, as
well as adequate time to teach;

e The school environment is safe and orderly, and cooperation
and respect are stimulated;

e DPositive school-home relations are fostered, and parental
involvement in school is stimulated;

e Student progress is frequently monitored and the results used
to improve performance.

Sources: Kirk, D. J., Jones, T. L. (2004). Effective Schools. Pearson
Assessment Report; Lezotte, L. (1991). Correlates of effective schools:
The first and second generation. Okemos, MI: Effective Schools
Products, Ltd.

2.1  History of Educational-Effectiveness Reseavch

Most authors believe that the origins of educational-effectiveness research
can be traced to the reaction of researchers to the findings of fundamental
research on equality of educational opportunities by Coleman et al. (1966)
and Jencks et al. (1972). These authors have used different approaches, soci-
ological and psychological, and achieved a unique and strong, empirically
founded conclusion: Differences in students’ school achievement can be pri-
marily explained by their abilities and social status, while the role of schools
in explaining levels of educational achievement is negligible. These findings



SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS: AN OVERVIEW OF CONCEPTUAL... 11

caused a strong reaction and encouraged the development of educational-
effectiveness research. The first empirical research on educational effec-
tiveness dates back to the end of the 1970s when Edmonds (1979) and
Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston and Smith (1979) proved there
was a specific effect of schools and school environment on students’ educa-
tional outcomes. Soon, a broad range of research studies were conducted
using similar methodology, and during the 1980s a scientific field focused
on educational-effectiveness research was established (Kyriakides, 2006).
Most analyses of educational-effectiveness research mention several chrono-
logical phases of development (e.g., Creemers et al., 2010; Creemers &
Kyriakides, 2006; Reynolds, Teddlie, Creemers, Scheerens, & Townsend,
2000; Reynolds et al., 2014). These phases clearly show changes in basic
research questions during specific periods of time, as well as the develop-
ment of theoretical concepts and methodology in the field.

The first phase encompasses the period of the beginning of the 1980s,
when the principal objective was to show and prove that different charac-
teristics of teachers and school environments have a specific impact on stu-
dent educational outcomes. The research within this early phase primarily
showed and proved the importance of effective teachers and school envi-
ronments for student achievement, and this impact was especially evident
among specific groups of students who had initially been disadvantaged
(e.g., socio-economically disadvantaged groups or ethnic minorities).

The second phase of research dates back to the end of the 1980s and
early 1990s, when educational-effectiveness research primarily focused on
identifying the correlates of educational effectiveness and positive student
educational outcomes. In this phase, multi-level and hierarchical meth-
ods of data analysis began to be used (Goldstein, 1995). Using these
statistical methods, researchers managed to prove the existence of school
effects, the stability of these effects through time and the consistency of
these effects on diverse measures of student educational outcomes. The
final result of this research phase was a specific list of characteristics of
both teachers and schools which proved to have a positive impact on stu-
dent educational achievement (e.g., Levin & Lezotte, 1990; Scheerens &
Bosker, 1997).

The third phase occurred during the 1990s and the first years of the
new century, and was characterised by the development of several mod-
els of educational effectiveness (e.g., Creemers, 1994; Scheerens, 1992)
and their robust empirical examination. These models aimed at explaining
why and how specific factors that operate at diverse hierarchical levels—at
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the levels of students, teachers, classes and schools—affect student edu-
cational outcomes. These explicit and clearly defined models of educa-
tional effectiveness encouraged internationalisation of research aimed at
examining cross-cultural invariance of educational-effectiveness models.
Empiricists became aware of the models’ applicability, and hence stronger
links between theoretical research and practical application were created
(Reynolds, Hopkins, & Stoll, 1993).

The fourth phase came about at the beginning of the new century and
is ongoing as of this date. Throughout this phase, educational-effectiveness
research has focused on the study of its dynamic nature. The factors affect-
ing student educational achievement are not considered to be inherent,
stable and unchangeable characteristics of schools or teachers. The fact
that characteristics vary over time is increasingly taken into account, as
well as the fact that their impact can change depending on the measure of
student achievement. Moreover, such factors can have diverse impact
among different groups of students. This type of approach leads to the
development and application of new methodological and statistical
approaches and the appearance of new models, such as the Dynamic Model
of Educational Effectiveness (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2000).

In Short: How Did Educational-Effectiveness Research Change Over
Time?

e First phase (1980s): Attempts to prove that teachers and
schools have certain effects on the achievement of students.

e Second phase (1990s): Attempts to determine the correlates of
school effectiveness and catalogue the characteristics of effec-
tive schools.

e Third phase (2000s): Attempts to develop models of school
effectiveness that encompass factors at the levels of students,
teachers, classes and schools.

e Fourth phase (current): Attempts to explore the dynamic
nature of school effectiveness that take into account the chang-
ing nature of its components.

Suggested readings: Creemers et al., 2010; Creemers & Kyriakides,
2006; Reynolds et al., 2000; Reynolds et al., 2014.
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2.2 Defining the Critevia of Educational Effectiveness

The fundamental issue in the measurement of educational effective-
ness, for which a unique solution has not been provided to date, con-
cerns the best criteria of educational effectiveness. In other words,
which educational outcomes are considered good indicators of school
or teacher effectiveness? Many outcomes were considered fundamental
throughout different phases of historical development of educational-
effectiveness research. During earlier phases, measures of frequency
were primarily used, such as the number of students who continued
their education in secondary schools or at university level, frequency of
grade repetition or the number of children involved in special educa-
tion. It was subsequently recognised that these measures significantly
depend on other external factors, not only on specific characteristics
of schools or teachers, and were hence abandoned. Other measures
were gradually introduced, primarily related to achievement in school
subjects such as mathematics and native language. Further progress
in effectiveness measurement was achieved through implementation
of control measures, such as student background knowledge or the
socio-economic status of families. Most current research uses stan-
dardised objective tests of student achievement as a measure of edu-
cational effectiveness in specific curricula. These objective measures of
academic knowledge are most frequently developed and implemented
at the national level or developed through large international projects
(e.g., PISA, TIMMS).

Nevertheless, educational-effectiveness research has been increasingly
criticised for its excessively narrow focus on measurement of academic
knowledge. A large number of researchers started to raise questions about
whether the acquisition of knowledge in school subjects is the most impor-
tant educational objective, and especially whether this is the most impor-
tant objective of public education (e.g., Sosniak, 1994). In the current
post-modern society, schools need to focus on transfer of social values,
development of social and artistic skills and, primarily, on the develop-
ment of the capacity to transfer, evaluate and synthesize knowledge, as
well as on metacognitive skills. Consequently, the future challenge of
educational-effectiveness research is to develop reliable and valid measures
of different educational outcomes, in addition to narrowly cognitive ones,
using multi-faceted educational-effectiveness criteria.
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2.3 Approaches to Operationalisation of Educational
Effectiveness

Operationalisation of educational effectiveness refers to the issue of how
best to measure the effects of schools’ and teachers’ characteristics on stu-
dent educational achievement. Good operationalisation of effectiveness is
amethodological challenge for all studies in this field, while the accuracy of
their conclusions and a grasp of their scientific findings largely depend on
the success of this operationalisation. Study-design limitations are always
present as the result of organisational, material or technical conditions, and
hence operationalisation of effectiveness is not always optimal. It is rather
a matter of convenience and depends on specific conditions. Furthermore,
approaches to operationalisation of educational effectiveness have changed
and developed over time. Contemporary research manages to overcome
some constraints of previous research through advanced methodological
and statistical approaches. The general classification of operational defini-
tions of educational effectiveness was provided by Scheerens and Bosker
(1997) and basically consists of four fundamental approaches.

The first approach is based on raw measures of teacher or school
effects. The raw average results of student achievement in specific classes
or schools are used to measure educational effectiveness in a specific edu-
cational environment. This approach can be used exclusively when there
is a specific criterion or reference measure for performance by which the
average results can be compared. Consequently, if there is a clearly defined
standard of achievement, primarily at a national or regional level, an assess-
ment can be made whether the average performance of a particular class or
school is above or below that specific standard.

The second approach consists of teacher and school effects based on
so-called unpredicted achievement. The idea behind such operationalisa-
tion is that the real indicator of effectiveness of an educational environ-
ment is actually the variability in student performance that has not been
explained by other factors except those related to teachers and schools.
In this approach, first, a regression model is constructed in which a large
number of student-background indicators, such as socio-economic sta-
tus, attitudes, motivation, age, gender or ethnicity, are used to predict
school achievement. The part of the variability of student school achieve-
ment that remains unpredicted by the predictors (the so-called residual
part of the variance) becomes a “refined” measure of school achievement
which can be explained by the characteristics of teachers and schools. The
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fundamental premise of this approach is that schools and grades differ
according to various student characteristics that can affect their academic
performance. Hence, the impact of these variables needs to be removed
from the measures of student academic achievement in order to yield clear
conclusions on the educational effects of both teachers and schools.

The third approach is based on measurement of learning gain over
time, and the effect of the characteristics of teachers and schools on this
gain, i.e., teacher and school effects based on learning gain. The differ-
ence between student achievement measured at a first and a second point
in time becomes a measure of student progress, and hence a criterion of
educational effectiveness. In other words, teacher and school effects are
transformed and operationalised as such within a specific period of time.
The calculated measure of progress (e.g., throughout an academic year)
is individualised for each student, and therefore excludes the initial differ-
ence between students concerning their background. Upon implementa-
tion of this approach, one needs to be aware that the conclusions reached
refer only to the partial effect of educational environment on student
performance linked exclusively to the observed period of time. Since the
students attend educational institutions during a longer period of time, it
is possible to make comprehensive conclusions about effects of schools or
teachers on educational achievement only by measuring the entire educa-
tional cycle. Moreover, since this process is dynamic as well as cumulative,
measures need to be implemented for the largest possible number of suc-
cessive points in time.

The fourth approach to operationalisation of educational effectiveness
combines the advantages of the second and the third approaches, and can
be called “teacher and school effects based on unpredicted learning gain.”
The measure of student achievement is first corrected by previous student
performance (e.g., achievement at the beginning of the academic year)
and again corrected by student background variables that can impact their
achievement (e.g., SES of the family, gender). The part of the variance of
student performance related to learning gain during the observed time
period, and solely this residual score purified from the impact of back-
ground variables, is used as a measure of educational effectiveness. Such
measures of student learning gains are currently known as “value-added
measures” in educational-effectiveness research. They are used to measure
the added value of educational environment on student achievement in
relation to their initial level of knowledge and predispositions (Hill, 1995).
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In Short: How Do We Measure if Schools ave Effective?

Possible approaches:

® Raw Teacher or School Effects: Calculate average results of stu-
dents in a class or school and compare them to an existing
standard of achievement.

o Teacher and School Effects Based on Unpredicted Achievement.
Form a regression model that includes student background
characteristics and use the remaining unexplained variance
(residual score) as a measure of school achievement.

o Teacher and School Effects Based on Learning Gain: Calculate
the difference between the achievement of students at two
points in time and use it as a measure of achievement.

o Teacher and School Effects Based on Unpredicted Learning
Guain: Form a regression model that controls effects of student
background characteristics on achievement and compare the
difference in residual achievement scores at two points in time.

Suggested readings: Scheerens and Bosker (1997)

2.4  Contemporary Methodological Approaches in Educational-
Effectiveness Research

During the last thirty years, educational-effectiveness research has seen
considerable progress in design, sampling and statistical methods. This
methodological progress has enabled a more accurate assessment of teacher
and school effects on student achievement. All educational-effectiveness
researchers are currently faced with two methodological imperatives:
assessment of longitudinal data and identification of hierarchical data
organisation (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2000).

In educational-effectiveness research, the data on schools characteris-
tics has been collected at one level, the data on teacher characteristics at
other level and the data on student achievement at a third level. Hence,
there is a multi-level, hierarchical structure of collected data, as the stu-
dents in a single class were taught by same teacher and all the students and
teachers in a single school are exposed to the same school environment
and share the same school features. The described multi-level organisation
of data causes several specific problems related to statistical analysis. The
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characteristics of students who act within hierarchically organised units
have been shown to be considerably more similar compared with ran-
domly selected students belonging to different groups. Consequently, for
example, students in one fifth-grade class at a single school are consider-
ably more similar when compared to randomly selected fifth-grade stu-
dents at the state, county or municipal levels. This is due to the fact that
students from this specific fifth grade have not been randomly selected
from the entire population and are not enrolled by chance in that specific
class. They originate from the same geographically defined unit, or the
same region, city or neighbourhood, and are hence considerably more
homogeneous with respect to a vast array of variables, for example SES,
ethnicity, family background or religious group, compared with the fifth-
grade students in an entire population. Furthermore, students from a
specific class share a common school environment, identical teachers and
physical and organisational characteristics. This results in similar experi-
ences and contributes to greater homogenisation over time.

Adequate statistical procedures have been developed, involving incor-
porating different levels of variables into a unique statistical model. Using
these models, researchers are able to adequately process hierarchically
organised data and reach accurate conclusions, avoiding loss of informa-
tion on the original level of measurement of a specific feature. Such analyses
are called Multilevel Analyses (Hox, 2002), Multi-level Modelling (Luyten
& Sammons, 2010), Random Coefficient Models (de Leeuw & Kreft, 1986)
or Hierarchical Linear Modelling —HLM (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).
Such procedures provide answers to multi-level problems, or enable the
calculation of relationships among variables measured at different hierar-
chical levels. For instance, the fundamental issue in educational— effective-
ness research is how different variables measured at individual (e.g., SES
of families, student gender, level of background knowledge) and group
levels (e.g., teacher years of service, class size, school equipment) impact on
one criterion or variable at the individual level (e.g., student knowledge).
Multi-level analyses can demonstrate the relation of variables measured at
different levels to the criterion measure, and can additionally test the pos-
sibly moderating effect of a variable at the group level on the relationships
between a predictor and criterion measured at the individual level.

The second challenge in educational-effectiveness research, which
concerns the dynamic nature of effects of teachers and schools, is tackled
through application of longitudinal research designs. These designs
include several observations or measurements of the same entities (e.g.,
students) at more points in time. During the formation of longitudinal
designs, attention needs to be paid to the provision of accurate definitions
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of the concepts behind multiple measurements. For instance, we are aim-
ing to measure student school performance, operationalised through
school grades, at the end of the sixth and the eighth grade of primary
school. But the research is conducted only at the end of the eighth grade,
at which point we also ask students about their performance at the end of
the sixth grade. This type of design, in which we have two measurements
not conducted at two points in time, is referred to as retrospective longi-
tudinal design. This generally, due to the nature of the first measurement,
provides data of a slightly inferior quality compared to what is referred
to as prospective longitudinal design (Gustafsson, 2010). A prospective
longitudinal design implies the collection of data from the same students
in both the sixth and eighth grades. There are two obvious advantages to
prospective design compared with retrospective design. Firstly, the data
collected is not based on student recollection and self-report, which are
susceptible to errors. Secondly, specific changes occur over time in the
student sample that cannot be easily identified. Some students who were
included in the measurements in the eighth grade perhaps did not share
the same educational environment as other students when they were in the
sixth grade, since perhaps they came to the school later, changed classes,
or skipped, accelerated or repeated a grade during this period.

An additional problem with longitudinal designs is linked to entities or
units whose features are measured repeatedly. As has already been high-
lighted, one of the features of educational-effectiveness research is the fact
that there are diverse levels of data that are nested into one another in
specific ways. The most common approach adopted during longitudinal
research is that performance of students, as entities at the most basic level,
is monitored over time, and data on characteristics of teachers or schools
are collected at the same points in time. Such designs are referred to as
“panel designs.” Nevertheless, researchers are occasionally interested in
another data level, such as for example that of schools. A research issue that
can be discussed is to what extent educational achievement at particular
schools is stable and consistent over time, and the achievement of eighth
grades can be observed over several years within these particular schools.
However, it has to be pointed out that data collected over the years is
related to different student samples. Hence, the schools are identical
throughout the research, yet specific eighth-grade students change from
generation to generation. Another frequent example is research in which
units are stable at the macro level, but units at the micro level change, as in
international educational-achievement studies such as PIRLS, PISA or
TIMMS. This type of international research study is conducted once every
few years in the same countries, and each time samples are selected from a
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population of schools or students in the country to which standardised
knowledge tests are applied. Consequently, these research designs are lon-
gitudinal at the level of the educational system, but not at the student level.
Their specific objective is to identify trends at the national level for educa-
tional achievement in countries that participate in such projects on a regu-
lar basis.

In Short: How Should We Research School Effectiveness Today and in
the Future?

Tips for good research:

e Keep in mind that students are nested in classes, classes are
nested in schools, and so on: The data is hierarchically orga-
nized, so it is necessary to use multi-level and hierarchical
methods of data analysis.

e Keep also in mind that students, teachers, schools, policies and
so on change over time: Effects are dynamic, so longitudinal
research designs are preferable.

3 EmriricAL FOUNDATIONS: WHAT ARE THE FINDINGS
OF EDUCATIONAL-EFFECTIVENESS RESEARCH
IN CROATIA?

In order to reach the desired level of educational quality and effectiveness,
the majority of developed countries have turned to research and base their
policies and activities on research findings. The approaches and the types
of research differ, but they are considered necessary for obtaining impar-
tial confirmation of the extent to which the educational system and its
components comply with established standards and expectations.

In Croatia, comprehensive empirical studies of achievement of schools
and students, conducted as part of an external evaluation of educa-
tion, are rather recent. We will shortly present the basic findings of a
comprehensive study conducted in all 844 primary schools in Croatia.
Approximately 94,000 students attending the fourth and eighth grades of
primary school participated in the study, and objective-knowledge tests in
the majority of curriculum subjects were used as a criterion for measuring
achievement (Babarovié, Burusié, & éakié, 2009; Burusié, Babarovié¢, &
Saki¢, 2008; Burusi¢, Babarovi¢, & Saki¢, 2009). In this study, the basic
determinants of achievement of students and schools were identified, and



20 J. BURUSIC ET AL.

the findings can be used as a guideline in providing answers to important
questions on what can be done in order to increase educational quality.

The first issue addressed in the study referred to the identification of
determinants of academic achievement of eighth grade students at the
end of their primary schooling. The aim of the study was to determine to
what extent student achievement can be predicted on the basis of various
student characteristics, their environment, teachers, teaching processes,
schools and principals (Babarovi¢ et al., 2009). The results showed that the
largest proportion of the variance in student achievement across different
subjects, around 5-16 % of variance, depending on the school subject, can
be explained by student characteristics. Student gender, parent education
and family structure proved to be significant predictors of achievement.
Characteristics of teachers and teaching explained a small proportion of
variance of student achievement in specific subjects, no more than 1%. A
similar proportion of variance of achievement in specific subjects, less than
1 %, was explained by the characteristics of schools and principals. It can
generally be concluded that, in this study, the most significant determi-
nants of student academic achievement were their individual characteris-
tics, while the contribution of teachers, teaching schools and principals was
much smaller. Additional support for the importance of student individual
characteristics, as well as the importance of their family characteristics,
in explaining differences in academic achievement throughout primary
schooling, was provided in studies conducted by Burusié, Babarovié and
Markovi¢ (2010) and Burusi¢, Babarovi¢ and Seri¢ (2012).

The second issue was to examine the determinants of achievement of
primary schools in Croatia, where diverse sets of school characteristics
were observed as predictors of achievement: class size, school status fea-
tures, leadership characteristics, characteristics and conditions of teaching
and school climate indicators (Burusié et al., 2008; Burusi¢ et al., 2009).
The results showed that the majority of characteristics that refer to the
status features of schools and characteristics of teaching considerably con-
tributed to school achievement. Morcover, the features that reflect the
basic conditions and properties of the organisation and the functioning of
the school had the greatest predictive effect. Such findings indicate the
difficulties encountered by the Croatian primary school system. The
unresolved fundamental issues of unequal availability of material and
human resources in primary schools led towards inequality in academic
achievement. The study of Burusié, Saki¢, Babarovi¢ and Devié (2013)
provided further evidence of the problem of inequality in Croatian
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primary education. The significant differences in academic achievement
between schools in urban and rural areas of the country were clearly dem-
onstrated, where schools located in socially and economically more-
developed areas proved to have substantially better achievement compared
to those located in less-developed areas.

School Effectiveness in Some Other South-Eastern European Countries
Several studies conducted in South-Eastern European countries
point to similar conclusions as those drawn from studies conducted
in Croatia. Firstly, equity in education is not yet fully assured, and
secondly, it is questionable how effective schools are in fostering
school achievement and preventing school failure for every student.

An Example from Albania:

An analysis of PISA 2000-2012 results for Albania shows that
significant inequities in results exist between students of different
socio-economic status, geographical location, and gender (Gortazar,
Kutner, & Inoue, 2014 ). Moreover, students in Albania generally do
not perform well in comparison to OECD standards.

An Example from Bosnia and Herzegovina:

Agencija za predskolsko, osnovno i srednje obrazovanje (2015)
analyzed data from studies conducted with primary school students
in Bosnia and Herzegovina: TIMMS 2007 and APOSO 2010 and
2012. Their results generally showed that student-level character-
istics had the strongest effects on student achievement, the effects
of classroom-level characteristics were weaker, and the effects of
school-level variables were not significant.

An Example from Serbia:

Teodorovié¢ (2011, 2012) reported the results of studies examin-
ing student, classroom and school characteristics related to stu-
dent achievement in mathematics and Serbian language in primary
schools in Serbia. The results showed that student-background char-
acteristics were important determinants of achievement. Classroom-
level variables were weakly related to student achievement, while
school-level variables did not prove to be important for student
achievement.
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Empirical studies, such as those described here, based on conceptual and
methodological foundations originating from the paradigm of educational-
effectiveness research, provide a realistic picture of the current conditions
in the educational system of a specific state. Moreover, they enable the
identification of weak points in an educational system and careful plan-
ning of educational policies aimed at ensuring equal opportunity for high-
quality education for all students, as well as for the realisation of student
potential both for personal and social benefit.
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CHAPTER 3

School Principals, Environments
and Stakeholders: The Blessings
and Heresies of Market Organization

Juvica Pavicié, Niksn Alfirevic, Goran Viasié,

Zovan Krupka, and Bozena Krce Miocic

Abstract In this chapter, the authors emphasize the need for schools and
their principals to focus on the needs of their students and other relevant
stakeholder groups. This orientation also implies flexibility in the manage-
ment of educational systems, instead of the bureaucratic accountability
currently prevailing in the South-East European education. Schools and
their principals are advised to recognize the nature of market orientation
and apply the ambidextrous integration of strategies that are both market-
driven (implying adaptation to the educational environment) and market-
driving (implying active exploration of the target market, influencing the
market structures and managing relevant stakeholder relationships).

Contemporary school principals (managers) generally do not perceive
themselves as modern Robin Hoods! or re-interpreters/performers of
Marxist social classes ideology*—enablers of positive class mobility driven
by education. They also do not always need Noam Chomsky’s kind of
civil courage to oppose or overcome rigid political, economic, social and
technological issues within the education industry and society in general.
However, they have to be sovereign, wise, daring and educated enough to
lead and promote institutions that could at least be perceived as “abstract
models constructed to intevpret certain selected abstract relations between
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individuals”(Popper, 1957). Nowadays, principals cannot merely focus
on the pedagogical /scholastic components of educational processes, but
need to understand wider contexts and manage the role of schools in chal-
lenging, interdependent environments (Larusdottir, 2014). Remaining
focused on “standardized” knowledge dissemination patterns without
perpetually questioning existing paradigms implies a strong assumption:
that the current principles of educational systems are optimal and thus
dogmatic.

By using recent managerial /marketing tools and techniques developed
both in the for-profit and non-profit sectors, available in numerous text-
books, papers, study programs, courses, seminars and (other) internet
sources, school principals can be more focused on their main mission:
utilizing education for the perpetual creation of new value for local
communities and society as a whole. Unfortunately, principals might
be selected by using the convenience principle, thus having little to no
experience or modern business-related education. In selecting principals,
the expertise principle is often ignored: Valuable experts in mathematics,
geography or language, who have a great capacity in developing young
talent, are “wasted” by have a managerial role forced upon them. In doing
s0, schools: (a) lose an expert in a specific field; and (b) get a principal
without sufficient managerial knowledge and skills. As a result, schools are
led by experts in diverse scholastic fields, thus focusing schools on curri-
cula and content dissemination, without proactive approaches focused on
possible new means for value-creation.

While marketing principles can be negatively perceived as “better
suited for money-oriented and greedy society,” by both principals and
teachers (see Oplatka, 2006), the benefits from applying those prin-
ciples in a school context makes them important allies for principals
in value-creation. A market-driven mindset, within a given or created
context, along with possible market-driving components, is the logi-
cal orientation for reasons of responsibility—not only for pupils and
employees, but for the future of society in general. School principals
should be sovereign leaders in all crucial components of their work,
clearly identifying:

(a) value-creation through curriculum and knowledge dissemination
routines; and

(b) development of value-creating opportunities through interac-
tions with other relevant stakeholders.
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Most school principals worldwide are dedicated and hard-working
individuals, coping with numerous internal and external/market chal-
lenges, pertaining to diverse target groups having different, sometimes
highly divergent, expectations. Students (current and potential), univer-
sities and companies (as target users of students’ knowledge /skills as a
school’s key output), parents/families and the local community (creating
self-sustainable young individuals), local /municipal /national authorities
(which influence traditional PEST? elements)—all are amalgamated in a
stakeholder ‘bundle’.

Therefore, the crucial decision-making arenas for school principals
should be derived from at minimum the following list of challenges*:

e Determining present/future wants according to (re)created “want
categories” of selected “market” segments strongly related to a
school’s mission and vision;

e Determining the possible match between the offering and needs/
wants of each segment;

e Co-operating with all relevant stakeholders in order to provide
resources and ensure implementation of value-creating strategies;
and

¢ Informing and persuading stakeholders to interact with the school
and demand /use its available offerings.

Schools are no longer accepted as the only socially viable option for
personal development and growth. Individuals and institutions in general
are increasingly challenging the role of the educational system:

e Massive Online Open Courses (MOOC:s) offer alternatives to “tradi-
tional” educational paradigms.

e Numerous organizations are increasingly offering tailor-made edu-
cational programs targeted at maximizing value for highly specific
target segments.

e Companies are increasingly organizing their own in-house educa-
tional programs for employee development, which are not only lim-
ited to highly educated employees, but increasingly organized for
employees with various levels of formal education and educational
backgrounds.

e Some are calling for forsaking the formal educational system alto-
gether (e.g., PayPal co-founder Peter Thiel offers scholarships for
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individuals who decide not to attend formal educational programs,
but would rather learn through involvement with diverse knowl-
edge/skill-generating options®).

These developments are creating new challenges for formal educational
systems, which need to recognize these challenges as opportunities, rather
than threats, and become competitive (Bauch, 2000). Formal educational
systems need to ensure that some of the top talent does not drop out
because of either the content or structure of the educational process.
Rather, schools should explore ways for both the “average” and “misfits”
to flourish in school systems. Competitiveness in this context implies that
the formal educational system should create efficient and effective ways to
drive individual capabilities, enabling the creation of future Nzkola Tesins
and Leonardo da Vincis who can thrive in such a system and change the
world. At the same time, schools should ensure that they fulfill their social
purpose and ensure that top talent is not lost in socially disadvantaged
communities (Bauch, 2000).

In such a context, it is advisable to equip schools’ top management
teams with sophisticated business knowledge, ensuring high-quality lead-
ership capable of creating value in the system. The concept of markets
in education has long been discussed from various perspectives (Foskett,
2012): (a) the philosophical domain of the nature and purpose of educa-
tion (Jonathan, 1990); (b) the policy domain of governments and pub-
lic funding (Raffe & Spours, 2007); (c) the domain of leadership and
management in educational organizations (Foskett, 1998); and (d) the
educational and career choices of individuals/families (Forsey, Davies,
& Walford, 2008; Foskett & Hemsley-Brown, 2001; Fuller, Heath, &
Johnston, 2011).

One key aspect which has been shown to have an impact on organiza-
tional success is market orientation (Kumar, Jones, Vankatesan, & Leone,
2011), representing operationalization of marketing as a philosophy and
taking all relevant target groups/stakeholders into the heart of every
activity.

1 MARKET ORIENTATION: DEFINITION AND CONTEXT

The marketing concept has been defined as “a corporate state of mind that
insists on the integration and coordination of all the marketing functions
which, in turn, are melded with all other corporate functions, for the basic
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purpose of producing maximum long-range corporate profits” (Felton,
1959). The importance of implementing the marketing concept was later
also recognized in non-profit organizations (Lazer, 1969; Kotler &
Zaltman, 1971), which measure their success in terms other than profits.
While the marketing concept and its importance have been recognized
since the mid-twentieth century, and numerous contributions aimed at
defining the measurement of this concept, marketing literature has widely
accepted two main approaches, both developed in 1990.

Market ovientation (process perspective: a process of generating, dis-
seminating and responding to market intelligence (market-related
information) within an organization.

Kohli and Jaworski (1990) conceptualized a process perspective on
market orientation, encompassing organization-wide generation of mar-
ket intelligence, dissemination of market intelligence within an organiza-
tion, and organization-wide responsiveness to such generated and
processed intelligence. On the other hand, Narver and Slater (1990) con-
ceptualized a cultural perspective on market orientation, defining it as the
extent to which an organization is focused on its customers and competi-
tors, and integrates all its employees to best serve the market.

Market orientation (cultural perspective): the extent of organizational
focus on customers and competitors, including employee incentives
to serve the customer interests.

While market orientation has shown positive impact on results (Jaworski
& Kohli, 1993), its implementation is highly contingent on the engage-
ment of an organization’s top management (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). In
the school context, this implies a strong reliance on principals as drivers
of market-orientation implementation in schools. Moreover, even though
both key contributions to market orientation require consideration of
multiple stakeholders when market information is generated, distributed
and responded to, this is often misinterpreted as a focus on just one stake-
holder group: customers.
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2  MARKET-ORIENTATION CONCEPT DEVELOPMENTS:
HistoricAL AND CONTEMPORARY CHALLENGES

Ever since market orientation was conceptualized and measured, high-
lighting consumers as a source of sustainable competitive advantage
(Kumar et al., 2011), firms have been increasingly recognizing consum-
ers as “kings,” and have asserted consumer-centricity as their key value.
Market orientation, conceptualized as the philosophy of learning about
markets, dissemination of this information and adapting to market
changes (Jaworski, Kohli, & Sahay, 2000), has become and remains one
of the central topics in marketing. Marketing literature generally adopted
a view that consumers know what they want, and firms should understand
consumer preferences and cater to them (see Ajzen, 1991; Leonard &
Rayport, 1997; Kotler & Armstrong, 2009; Kumar et al., 2011; Toubia,
Johnson, Evgeniou, & Delquie, 2012).

This narrow understanding of the marketing concept led firms to strug-
gle in markets with diminishing profitability by satisfying existing consumer
expectations (Kim & Mauborgne, 1999). Christensen and Bower (1996)
critiqued market orientation as a key source of firms’ demise in the long
run, as firms would remain consumer-led in the face of disruptive inno-
vations. Narver, Slater and MacLachlan (2004) confirmed the idea that
simply competing on those aspects that markets value is not sufficient for
a firm’s success, and especially not for the success of innovative offerings.

Marketing literature addressed this critique in two notable ways: (a)
Narver and others (2004) differentiated between responsive market orien-
tation, responding to expressed needs, and proactive market orientation,
addressing latent consumer needs (operationalized as the willingness of a
company to search for unexpressed consumer needs); while (b) Jaworski
and others (2000) proposed that, besides “learning, understanding, and
responding to stakeholder perceptions and behaviour within a given mar-
ket structure” (p. 47) (i.e., being market-driven), firms can be market-
driving and manage market structures and player preferences. These
authors have stressed that market orientation encompasses an under-
standing of both expressed and latent consumer needs, which is espe-
cially important in educational contexts since they need to respond to
current expectations of diverse stakeholders, while simultaneously creat-
ing programs/solutions which should satisty expected future (i.e., latent)
stakeholder needs. Market orientation enables firms to balance between
exploitation and exploration (Atuahene-Gima, 2005), thus encompassing
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and addressing both existing and latent consumer preferences, as well as
acting upon the environment and changing consumer preferences (i.e.,
market-driving strategy) (Jaworski et al., 2000).

In a school context, market-driving and market-driven strategies reflect
different assumptions about markets. In a market-driven approach, schools
(and their relevant top-management teams, encompassing principals and
school boards) consider the market (i.e., the educational context) as being
exogenous to school efforts. In this case, the school is considered as an
entity responding/adapting to market requirements and realities, without
exerting much influence on its context. On the other hand, a market-
driving approach implies the school’s active role in (re)shaping its environ-
ment, which is, in this approach, considered to be, at least in part,
endogenous to school efforts. As Carpenter and Nakamoto suggest (1994,
p. 172): “[market driving is] a different view of competition in which
brands battle over consumer preferences rather than simply responding to
them. Competition in such a world becomes a struggle to define con-
sumer preferences with the winner receiving a tremendously valuable
asset—a favorable, asymmetric preference structure—producing a persis-
tent...advantage.”

Challenges of market ovientation in education: The notion of the
“educational market” may not be accepted by a school’s stakehold-
ers, or even formally established; students and their parents (as “cus-
tomers”) may not be aware of their best interests; and principals and
school staff may consider “market orientation” as a deterrent, or
could be opposed to any “marketing” effort, considering it as inap-
plicable to education.

Implementation of market orientation in the education industry, as in
the health industry, inherently implies additional challenges. While it is
important to consider consumer preferences and respond to them, schools
and hospitals (i.e., teachers and doctors) are at the same time expected to
be the experts who “know better” what are the best available options for
their customers (i.e., pupils and patients). In these industries, implement-
ing a market orientation creates new challenges, as organizations are not
able merely to respond to the preferences of customers or other stakehold-
ers, who for their part are not able to identify all available alternatives and
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their potential positive and negative impact, but need to implement more
sophisticated strategies. In the context of the educational industry, this
implies simultaneous:

e consideration of pupils’ preferences, where in “non-crucial” areas,
decisions are based on pupils’ and their parents’ preferences (e.g.,
mode of content delivery, location, etc.)

e identification and implementation of an optimal solution balanc-
ing current and future needs/problems, where schools (including
teachers, principals, school boards, etc.) should maintain decision-
making authority over “crucial” areas of the educational process
(e.g., expected qualifications, content and curriculum that ensure
those qualifications, etc.)

3 MANAGING MARKET ORIENTATION IN SCHOOLS

As previously described, implementation of the market-orientation con-
cept in schools presents numerous challenges. Its implementation changes
the generally well-established status guo, in which all stakeholders have
clearly identified and sometimes petrified roles. One can argue that there
are no individual or organizational benefits to change, but, instead of con-
sidering school’s context as fixed and by implementing market orientation,
a school can be a facilitator of social change, potentially having numerous,
strong positive impacts on the local and broader communities.

To address and moderate these challenges, we propose a process, together
with a practical “check-list,” that can help principals adapt and implement
the market orientation concept in the context of a particular school.

Situational (PEST, SWOT) and stakeholder analyses: systematic
approach(es) to analyzing the school environments and/or the
school stakeholder group(s) and their needs/preferences. Market
intelligence is created, on the basis of such analyses.

3.1  Analysis of the Envivonment: PEST

The first step in implementing the market-orientation concept in schools
encompasses identification of key environmental characteristics which
determine the context for the school’s activities. While PEST analysis is
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generally performed only for an organization’s immediate environment, it
would be advisable to analyze multiple contexts in order to determine sim-
ilarities and differences which could facilitate benchmarking across con-
texts, and identification of best practices and their underlying principles.

Focusing only on one context, e.g., South-Eastern Europe (SEE),
schools might perceive the non-availability of alternatives to already exist-
ing patterns, thus making predictable decisions and reducing the competi-
tiveness of the system. For example, while in diverse contexts the choice of
a primary school is determined by the pupil’s family’s residence location,
the role of the school in the same context is considered differently. As a
result of such “residence-based-distribution” of pupils in primary schools,
in SEE and other European contexts) families do not perceive the exis-
tence of choice and schools are assumed to be homogenous (i.e., equally
distributed educational availability and quality). Such a perspective leads to
various aspects of primary schools’ non-competitiveness. In the same con-
text, in Europe, a family’s home location determines the choice of school,
while in the USA /UK (see Foskett 1998) the location of desired school
determines the choice of family’s home location. As a result, in the USA,
primary-school competitiveness leads to labor/life mobility and drives
competitiveness of other industries (e.g., real-estate market valuations).

By analyzing specificities of diverse contexts, schools are exposed to
a multitude of available alternatives, allowing them to better frame their
strategic options. In these analyses, the key is to identify underlying dif-
ferences in environmental contexts that drive different strategic choices by
schools and other stakeholders. This enables further analyses of market-
driving options that do not take context as given, but rather aim at chang-
ing it.

Diagnosing the environment is a relatively demanding assignment for
non-business oriented or educated school principals, especially if they
manage public schools, educational institutions perceived as having less
“market-driven” incentives. However, either principals’ knowledge /skills
or their common sense and other relevant diagnostic resources should be
engaged in: (a) observation; and (b) forecasting of issues related to culture,
economics, government, general external analysis, scenarios and technol-
ogy (see Aaker, 2001).

For both aforementioned purposes, various contemporary manage-
rial tools are available. One such tool is the often-used, popular PEST
analysis in a variety of forms easily obtainable from secondary aca-
demic and non-academic sources. Its condensed categories—Political,
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Economic, Social and Technological—are four common denominators
for classification of all relevant environmental elements into transpar-
ent, easy-to-understand and standardized settings. In addition, using
PEST analysis in transitional and relatively turbulent social and politi-
cal environments in regions such as South-East Europe could have
additional benefits because of easily obtainable role-modelling prac-
tices (i.e., benchmarks) from various local/regional/international
business and non-business contexts (e.g., similar schools, other edu-
cational institutions, firms, governmental agencies, etc.). Therefore,
know-how for PEST analysis implementation in schools exists and is
in “user-friendly” format. The “scholastic routine” for PEST-analysis
implementation could be a flexible six-step framework (see Fig. 3.1.),
a sequence of steps recognized and used by many entities worldwide,
as well as by institutions in the SEE region (see: Langer, Alfirevic, &
Pavicic, 2005, pp. 157-160):

Analysis of the
Environment (PEST)

Structured Implementation Analysis of the School's

and Evaluation of Market Competitiveness (SWOT)
Orientation

Identification of
Stakeholders and their
"Optimal" Short-term and
Long-term Outcomes

Ambidextrous Integration
of Market-driven and
Market-driving strategy

Fig. 3.1 Market orientation implementation process
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1. Achieving consensus on the need to conduct a PEST analysis
(principal, school board, outsourced advisors);

2. Determining the potential participants and scope of the PEST-
analysis process (principal, selected teachers, selected members of
the school board, selected pupils, outsourced advisors);

3. Selecting the PEST analysis team/project leader;

4. Collecting secondary (already existing documents, reports, articles,
books, etc.) and primary data (findings of performed surveys,
focus-groups, interviews, etc.) relevant for the school environment,
organized according to four main groups of elements: P-E-S-T;

5. Seclection, analysis and interpretation of collected data relevant for a
school and its stakeholders (preparing a consolidated report);

6. Reporting to principal and /or school board; and

7. Application of the PEST analysis findings within general and/or
specific school strategies.

3.2 Awnalysis of a School’s Competitiveness: SWOT

An even more popular and widely used and recognized situational analy-
sis implemented in numerous business and non-business contexts is the
SWOT analysis (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats).
Employing a general and widely used common-sense directive—analyze
yourself/ analyze your envivonment/ find a match—this situational analy-
sis encompasses diagnosing and matching relevant elements of a school’s
internal and external environment (i.e., both controllable and uncontrol-
lable elements).

Although the SWOT analysis is both cheap and simple to conduct,
these benefits might be, ironically, interpreted as its weaknesses, as well.
(See examples from the SEE region in: Pavicic, 2003.)

The sequence of steps in the practical performance of a SWOT analy-
sis is quite similar to the one recommended for a PEST analysis (Langer
etal., 2005, p. 164):

1. Achieving consensus on the need to conduct a SWO'T analysis (prin-
cipal, school board, outsourced advisors);

2. Determining the potential participants and scope of the SWOT-
analysis process (principal, selected teachers, selected members of
the school board, selected pupils, outsourced advisors);
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3. Selecting the SWOT-analysis team moderator and organizer of
session(s) with participants;

4. Collective discussion of S-W-O-T elements and creation of a SWOT
matrix according to consensus achieved by all participants;

5. Creation of final SWOT matrix with lists of elements separately cat-
egorized as Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats:
Moderator should provide suggestions/recommendations regard-
ing each of the relevant elements:

6. Reporting to principal and /or school board; and

7. Application of SWOT-analysis findings within general and/or spe-
cific school strategies.

3.3 Identification of Stakeholders and Theiv Prefevences

In order to be able to manage markets, schools (and principals/school
boards) need a comprehensive analysis of stakeholders and their goals/
preferences/expectations, both expressed and latent. If these are correctly
identified, schools can bridge different stakeholders and work toward
achieving aligned goals for diverse stakeholder groups.

The first set of stakeholders is those who determine inputs into the edu-
cational process: (a) legal context (rules and curricula); and (b) availability
of school funding. These stakeholders primarily include local, regional and
national governments, as these tend to be the key decision-makers regarding
both the legal and financial context for schools. However, with globalization,
schools are increasingly faced with global competition, and programs need
to be globally competitive and recognized. In addition, increasingly, the role
of principals is no longer to disseminate money received by the government.
They are increasingly responsible for seeking out funding from foundations,
companies, wealthy alumni and other sources of income to stimulate a school’s
enhanced competitiveness. Principals that do not find a way to create value
for the school are increasingly considered not to be doing their job properly.
Their job encompasses finding ways to go beyond the minimum expected (for
example, starting a school trust to ensure additional funding options for school
activities). It can be argued that only schools with proactive principals will be
able to create new growth opportunities, beyond the government-funded
minimum, in order to enable a school’s differentiation and development.

The second set of stakeholders is users of educational services. These
stakeholders include pupils. Schools should differentiate between pupils
who are currently attending that school and those that the school wants
to attract. In the first case, school should exert effort to maximize its
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current pupils’ intellectual, social and other potential. These pupils benefit
from the knowledge gained and skills developed through the educational
process, which lead to their personal growth. On the other hand, schools
should actively work on drawing the best pupils to their school, i.e., they
should have clearly defined approaches for attracting top young talent. As
a school manages to attract a greater “quality” of pupils, the potential for
their further development and subsequent success is strongly enhanced.
In addition, attracting top talent can create a virtuous circle, where tal-
ent attracts top teachers, which attract top talent. Such a circle can also
encompass attracting top partners for schools, more funds, greater learn-
ing opportunities for pupils, etc. Schools should simultaneously extract
the maximum from their existing pupils, and strategically attract top talent
as future pupils. Such a dual approach requires two separate committees/
individuals to devise and execute strategies to achieve both goals.

The third set of stakeholders is direct beneficiaries of the young tal-
ent who are the output of the educational process. These stakeholders
primarily include educational organizations where pupils continue their
education (e.g., high schools or universities) and companies which are
continuously looking for top talent in the local and other communities.
Business models of both of these stakeholders strongly depend on pupil
quality as an important ingredient for their success. Therefore, for these
stakeholders, schools play a dual role: (a) development of the potential
of young talent; and (b) selection/ranking of pupils according to their
capabilities. To fulfill this purpose, besides lectures and evaluation of the
knowledge a pupil was able to acquire (i.e., what they learn), schools
should continuously evaluate /track pupils’ cognitive styles and other indi-
cators of sow they learn, both quantitatively and qualitatively.

The fourth set of stakeholders is indirect beneficiaries of educational-
process output. These encompass families and communities. While schools
are expected to stimulate and ensure maximum personal growth for pupils,
their parents and families have their own expectations of schools. Besides
ensuring maximum personal growth, schools should provide a safe envi-
ronment and increase pupils’ likelihood of professional success, i.e., of
becoming independent and productive members of society. In many cases,
especially in the SEE region, where parents are used to having less choice
regarding their children’s schooling, schools present a trusted source of
necessary information for making informed (or outsourced) educational
choices for their children. This role of schools reduces parental risk in mak-
ing important choices for children and enables choice-making in situations
where parents are not competent to make a choice themselves.
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Community is an important stakeholder in several ways. First, schools
which are recognized as superior draw top talent and their families to
the local community, which is likely to stimulate growth and prosperity.
Second, as described before, school quality can strongly influence real-
estate prices in the community, increasing the wealth of its members (i.e.,
homeowners). By increasing the desirability of a school, local community
can increase taxes, thus acquiring greater revenue for local budgets and
allowing for an enhanced quality of life. Great schools also ensure that each
young individual is challenged and their potential for professional success
is maximized, thus enhancing the likelihood that these individuals will have
better salaries (i.e., pay more taxes), better jobs (i.e., have decision-making
authority), prefer the same community for their family/children, etc.

3.4 Ambidextrous Integration of Market-Driven
and Market-Driving Strategy

In interactions with the above-mentioned stakeholders, schools cannot
only respond to the expectations of each stakeholder (be market-driven),
but rather should manage and actively shape their expectations (be
market-driving). Since each stakeholder might have self-centered, short-
term interests which can be in collision with the interests of the commu-
nity, and even the stakeholder’s own the long-term interests, schools
need to serve an important role as a community corrective, ensuring
long-term prosperity of individuals, organizations and communities.
Such balance between fulfilling short-term goals and ensuring achieve-
ment of long-term benefits requires an ambidextrous organization
(March, 1991). Such organization implies the simultaneous operation of
two groups: (a) one in charge of exploitation, i.e., optimization of estab-
lished school activities executed within the existing system; and (b) one in
charge of exploration, i.e., development of new understandings of school
and stakeholder interests which can question the existing system and pro-
pose advancements.

‘Market-driving’: a proactive approach to market orientation, imply-
ing that an organization actively explores its options in the target
market, influences market structures and manages relationships with
relevant stakeholders.
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Therefore, schools should actively identify and evaluate the relative
importance of diverse stakeholder-group expectations in order to priori-
tize them for implementation. Some expectations (e.g., laws) are expected
to be followed directly, while others (e.g., mode of lecture delivery) can be
best addressed and assessed by each school individually.

Even a highly dynamic approach to prioritization and implementation
of solutions addressing stakeholder expectations will not necessarily lead
to a school’s long-term success. To do so, a school should take an active
part in engaging its stakeholders. by means of stakeholder relations, to
drive and create systemic changes in education. Such activities can encom-
pass: (a) changing the intensity of stakeholders’ involvement with the
school (e.g., stimulating individuals/companies/government to take a
more active/passive role in educational system); (b) changing the role
and intensity of a school’s involvement with different stakeholders (e.g.,
the role school plays for families, the community, etc.); and (¢) changing
the short-term and long-term expectations of diverse stakeholder groups
(e.g., stimulating the postponement of short-term goals to create a virtu-
ous circle, with a school being the key driver of change).

3.5  Structuved Implementation and Evaluation of Market
Orientation

Once a school has identified the strategy and structure for ambidextrous
integration of market-driven and market-driving strategies, implementa-
tion follows. As schools and their stakeholders are inherently interwoven,
several interdependency challenges arise:

e Geographical Interdependency: This implies global competition
across educational systems and schools for top talent and output-
recognition. Programs offered by schools need to be globally
competitive and ensure pupils’ competitiveness at a global level.
Therefore, schools should ensure that their curricula/approaches are
at the same time comparable to and differentiable from others on the
global scale. Geographical interdependency can only grow in impor-
tance with the development of global interactive technologies which
further intensify competition.

e Platform Interdependency: With the continuous development of
educational platforms, education becomes inseparable from delivery
platforms. Educational approaches require “modern technologies”
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to be included in educational processes, and teachers and the content
they provide compete with globally available content via numerous
educational (and even non-educational, e.g., Google, YouTube)
platforms.

e Time Interdependency: Schools have to reinvent themselves and
their programs continuously. One of the key challenges for schools
is simultaneously to develop pupils’ competencies for today’s world,
and to envision, and create programs that develop, the competen-
cies which are likely to be in demand in the future. Therefore, cur-
ricula should be more fluidly defined, allowing for deviations that
would ensure flexibility in adjusting to and creating the demand for
a school’s outputs (i.e., pupils with highly developed competencies
and capabilities).

e Stakeholder Interdependency: Since schools present an important
aspect of each community, family and individual, schools and their
environment necessarily co-evolve over time. Every decision made
by the school influences its environment, which in turn influences
the school. Similarly, every change in the school’s environment
influences the school, which in turn influences the environment. As
schools are inseparable from their environment, principals need to be
able to grasp the wider concept of environment-school co-evolution
as having significant short-term as well as long-term effects.

To manage these interdependencies, ambidextrous organizations
should be developed, balancing conflicting exploitation-exploration
goals. The market-driven aspect of a school should always: (a) analyze its
market and all stakeholders; (b) prioritize among stakeholders and their
expectations; (c) identify alternatives for addressing stakeholder expec-
tations; (d) select the best alternative; (e) define the implementation
team, resources and time-plan for activities; and (f) execute. At the same
time, the market-driving aspect of a school should perpetually question
existing dogma by: (a) identifying all current and potential stakeholders;
(b) identifying utility functions of diverse stakeholder groups and their
interdependencies; (¢) identifying diverse, non-obvious elements of their
utility functions and the mechanisms that lead to outcomes; (d) select-
ing the best alternative; (e) defining the implementation team, resources
and time-plan for activities; and (f) executing. It is advisable that these
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two teams work separately and be linked only through their nexus—the
school principal (see Tushman, 2014).

4  MARKET ORIENTATION IN THE SEE CONTEXT

One of the key challenges of market-orientation implementation in the
SEE region comes from the negative perception of introducing “economic
principles” (and anything related to a business approach) to schools, which
has been called “economic extremism flourishing in education” (Magyari-
Beck, 2003: p. 69). It is often argued that educational challenges, given
their broad social impact, might zot be best addressed “on the basis of
economics” (Magyari-Beck, 2003; p. 70).

Due to long periods of stable education systems and mild reform, most
changes in SEE will require long incubation periods in order for all stake-
holders to accept schools’ new strategic approach and more active role in
managing stakeholder relations (Karstanje & Webber, 2008). However,
one can see the increasing importance of school competitiveness, primarily
at high-school levels, where competitiveness was primarily stimulated by
introduction of standardized student evaluations upon finishing high
school (Logaj & Trnavcevi¢, 20006). Such tests provided objective infor-
mation about the “quality of schools’ output,” leading to some schools
being regarded as better than others.

Challenges of market ovientation in South- East Euvopean educational
systems: Educational reforms often disregard aspects not directly
related to curriculum and educational outcomes. Bureaucratic
accountability still prevails in educational systems, and there is no
social consensus about the role of the market in education.

While the introduction of such competitive factors is notable, most
reforms in the SEE region are oriented toward curriculum or education-
outcomes reforms (Brejc & Poli¢nik, 2012), disregarding other impor-
tant aspects of educational-system change, such as structural and cultural
changes likely to drive innovation in the way schools are managed. In
addition, although parents generally give equal weight to academic and
child-centered values (Woods, Bagley, & Glatter, 1996), schools in SEE
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are focused strongly on academic considerations, disregarding, often due
to funding reasons, child-centered values.

With respect to the above-mentioned challenges, the following activi-
ties are likely to stimulate a broader evaluation of schools’ competitiveness
and role in bridging diverse stakeholder interests:

e Management: Schools’ Top-Management Teams’ “Duality.”

e Since principals are innately interested in “being the leaders of pro-
fessional work environment aligned with schooling, teaching and
learning” (Larusdottir, 2014), to stimulate market-orientation
implementation in SEE schools, it might be advisable to organize
schools’ top management teams into two roles: (a) the principal, in
charge of academic and scholastic qualities; and (b) a manager, in
charge of managing and marketing the school, defining strategies
and ensuring resources for strategy execution. These roles can be
executed by two different individuals, or can also be integrated in
one individual with adequate competencies in both roles.

e Culture: Organizational Culture Change.

e While principals and teachers tend to see themselves primarily as aca-
demic experts, and tend to consider introduction of market prin-
ciples to be negative (Oplatka, 2000), it is of paramount importance
to change these norms and create a culture where school is not a
mere disseminator of knowledge following standardized curricula,
but a highly competent organization with strong influence on the
lives and success of diverse stakeholders. An important component is
introduction of “market-driving teams” who should be focused on
active interactions with stakeholders to mold their expectations for a
“greater good.” Introduction of such a culture is likely to stimulate
activities that would create a virtuous circle of positive returns to the
school and stakeholders.

e Accountability: Market vs. Bureaucratic Accountability.

e As SEE evolves increasingly toward a market economy, it will be
important to introduce non-bureaucratic accountability indicators
for schools, which enable pupils and their families to make bet-
ter informed decisions (see Garn, 2001). Moving away from for-
mal bureaucratic measures of school performance will enhance the
importance of the market valuation of schools by diverse stakehold-
ers. Such a change will align schools’ goals with those of interested
stakeholders and further stimulate the desired organizational culture.
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It is important to note that implementing these principles to stimu-
late market orientation in schools should not be interpreted as “educa-
tional quality reduction” in favor of “other worthy goals.” These are not
conflicting goals. Rather, implementation of market orientation is likely
to stimulate schools’ broader impact, introducing their role as an impor-
tant social bridge across and within social groups, stakeholders, periods of
time, etc.

5  CONCLUDING REMARKS

Literature on market orientation (Narver & Slater, 1990) shows that
implementation of such market orientation has strongly significant positive
linear influence on organizational performance in the case of differentiated
products/services. While in certain countries (e.g., the USA) schools can
be considered as differentiated, in other countries (e.g., Croatia) schools
are mainly considered to offer non-differentiated commodity services. In
such a context, the literature (Narver & Slater, 1990) shows a U-shaped
relationship between market orientation and organizational performance,
thus implying that schools should either fully implement market orienta-
tion, or not implement it at all. An intermediate level of implementation
leads to the worst outcomes. Not implementing market orientation will
result in schools executing predetermined activities, as defined by relevant
regulators, and thus not “wasting” resources on “unnecessary” under-
standing and interaction with their environments in all their complexity,
as is the case with schools implementing an intermediate level of market
orientation. However, those schools that fully implement the market-
orientation concept are likely to be rewarded in terms of both short-term
and long-term performance.

In many if not most schools worldwide, infrastructure /funding for proper
implementation of market orientation might be inadequate, thus stimulat-
ing various improvisations. However, even if implementation of market ori-
entation follows certain simple “guerilla” patterns and shortcuts (Levinson,
Adkins, & Forbes, 2010), such shortcuts should follow a certain sequence
of planning-implementation-control routines, as with any other entity in
the for-profit or non-profit sector. Of course, sometimes ideas of market
orientation might be seen to lack “tangibility” regarding the results of its
implementation in institutions such as schools, especially public schools.

Successful implementation of market orientation in schools brings ben-
efit not only to schools and their local stakeholders, but to the image of the
entire educational industry. If we consider some recent bestselling books
on education, such as Amanda Ripley’s The Smartest Kids in the World
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(Ripley, 2014 ), where school principals are identified as one of the crucial
elements of every education puzzle, it follows that principals themselves
should find unique ways to implement market orientation and participate
in wide public attention to and the popularity of schools, teaching and
studying, in order to improve the perpetually changing education industry
in all relevant aspects. As John F. Kennedy said: “7Things do not happen.
Things are made to happen.”

NOTES

1. In terms of providing high-quality education not only for members of rich
and powerful families, but for everyone—by “stealing” from the rich in
order to support “poor people”— according to the traditional, well-known
reputation of the popular folk figure Robin Hood.

2. In terms of dealing with social class conflicts — tensions existing in every soci-
ety, leading to radical social and economic changes (see Communist Manifesto
(e.g., Marx & Engels, 1998 edition) and all “derived” literature on social
antagonisms and, in many cases, more or less violent social struggle).

3. Political, Economic, Social, Technological interdependent environments.

4. Adapted from O’Shaughnessy & O’Shaughnessy( 2002). This original text
provides valuable insights on categories relevant to (re)considering market-
ing within contemporary consumer societies.

5. For more information, see: http://thielfellowship.org/ (November, 2015)
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CHAPTER 4

Schools, Local Communities

and Communication: Above and Beyond
the Stakeholders

Sanja Stani¢, Darko Hren, and Ivanka Buzov

Abstract Schools, as parts of local communities, have the central role in
communication among stakeholders in the educational process.
Stakeholders comprise all those holding stakes in relation to schools and
their students, and who can contribute to decreasing problems and
improving results. Stakeholders aim to promote and clarify communication.
It is essential for them to have an informed approach to communication
and consider its fundamental principles. The authors concentrate on stake-
holders in education and communication processes, emphasizing the
health problems of schoolchildren and youth. Communication in the field
of health promotion, in particular concerning obesity prevention, is pre-
sented as an issue that is of fundamental importance for society, which
includes both internal and external stakeholders in schools.

1 INTRODUCTION

It is precisely the promising and desirable affinity of children for life that
can only be realised in a stimulating environment which should, inter alin,
be developed through community-oriented schools and families. The
need for school activity in a child’s environment is developed by creating
activities through school curricula, which, as a rule, express the need of
teachers and children for a certain type of communication within both the
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school and local community, based on the personal competencies of teach-
ers and school administration and on projected student competencies and
expected educational accomplishments. This also emphasizes that the
issue at hand is to support the process of changing approaches to educa-
tion and expectations about the character of its effectiveness, and to
provide an answer to the question of whether formal education can
contribute to the development of an affinity for life. In other words, in
addition to the learning matrix designed for acquiring knowledge in
certain subject areas, it is also important to develop the dimensions and
characteristics of a school curriculum which prepares students for life
outside the classroom. This is the way to contribute to one of the basic
approaches to the curriculum, namely the capacity to recognize certain
schools and the paths they follow in their work. Hence, teaching processes
based on the curriculum are founded in expert school management. It is said
that the school curriculum provides plans for the co-habitation of students,
teachers, parents, school management and the local community (Topolov¢an,
2011, p. 33). Consequently, curricula become areas for the development of
co-operation and partnership. Co-habitation in the educational process and
at the level of school governance primarily involves recognition and develop-
ment of human resources within the school and student families, as well as
local stakeholders. The development of a school curriculum is actually based
on a “situational analysis” of the requirements of students, schools and local
communities, resulting in diverse learning and teaching experiences and pos-
sibilities for all students (Puzi¢, 2015, p. 73).

The importance of the curriculum and its development was confirmed
long ago through an opinion provided by John Dewey, who observed the
educational process from both perspectives: that of a child and that of the
curriculum (Dewey, 2009). Therefore, it is expected that this important
school document will serve to inform stakeholders about co-operation
and partnership, the character and level of communication and the priority
areas characteristic of a certain school.

The relationship between the family, i.e., the home, and the school, or
between the home and teachers has traditionally been integrated in the
educational process in schools, and can be considered a partnership rela-
tionship. In contrast, it has been observed that relationships that extend to
local communities are developed or built, and are initially characterised
more as relationships of co-operation, which transform into partnerships,
due to the importance of common goals concerning youth education and
socialisation!. Consequently, co-operation between the school, the home
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and the community is crucial in order to decrease problems and improve
results (Adelman & Taylor, 2008, p. 7).

The identification or mapping of major community stakeholders who
co-operate with schools is an inevitable starting point when considering this
issue. Here, the accomplishments of extending traditional school-parent
co-operation are emphasised in relationship to building, in the true meaning
of the word, community-based schools. In addition to equality, responsi-
bility and mutual appreciation and respect, the quality of communication is
of high importance for high-quality co-operation and development of the
partnership relationship, which is why part of this discussion will follow this
path. Furthermore, we pay special attention to one of the latest challenges
to the development of co-operation between schools and local stakeholders
in Croatia, which arises from the growing need for direct co-operation
between schools and expert institutions related to a specific goal: the pres-
ervation of children’s health. School-management development strategy
shifts in this sense toward the concept of community-focused schools,
which is respected and verified in practice. The concept implies recognising
and respecting those outside-of-school factors that have a significant impact
on the well-being of children and youth, their learning potential and
achieving educational effectiveness (Information sheet, Community Focused
Schools, 2010).

2 STAKEHOLDER MAPPING AND NETWORKING

Along with previously established co-operation between home and school,
current policy recommendations in Croatia suggest on-going strengthen-
ing of the dimension of co-operation in education, as confirmed by
research findings which often emphasise the established co-operation
between schools and their external stakeholders as a factor fundamental to
increasing school effectiveness. (Kova¢ & Buchberger, 2013).

All those holding stakes in the educational and socialisation process, and
having the capacity to contribute to the achievement of the well-being and
success of schools and students, are considered stakeholders. The usual partici-
pants in this process are teachers and students, school employees, parents and
families, members of the community, local business leaders, elected officials,
members of school boards, municipal bodies and state representatives.
Collective entities are also considered stakeholders, including local businesses,
various organisations, advocacy groups, boards, the media, cultural institu-
tions and expert organisations (The Glossary of Education Reform).
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Against the backdrop of such a broad range of options, within the
context of Croatia, one can discuss co-operation with the home, local
government, expert institutions operating in the field of child and youth
care, non-governmental organisations and higher education institu-
tions, to name a few. Speaking of communication as a precondition for
the development of co-operation, there are, conditionally, two levels in
a communication system. The first is the interior level, which encom-
passes the following relationships: student-teacher, student-student,
teacher-teacher?, and all the relationships involving teachers, students
and other participants (e.g., management, administration, expert and
other services, etc.) involved in the functioning of a single school as an
organismic system.

In general, stakeholders are considered to be all those holding stakes
in schools and students, and who can contribute to decreasing
problems and improving the results, sharing at the same time their
personal, professional, civil or financial interests or concerns (The
Glossary of Education Reform).

The second level represents “the view from outside,” where it is possi-
ble to research which stakeholders a school finds attractive, or are attracted
to the school, and for what reasons. Consequently, for example, this
includes those linked with caring for an optimum approach of children and
youth to educational resources (e.g., elected officials, publishers, libraries,
etc.), for the development of existing education programmes for the life of
the community (e.g., local government, non-governmental organisations,
etc.), for students’ mental and physical health care (e.g., public health
institutions), and for a school’s involvement with its community’s
development projects (e.g., other schools, local employers, etc.). The list
continues and, in reality, becomes endless.

In situations linked with work with abused children, the effectiveness of spe-
cifically developed co-operation between local stakeholders and schools was
proved during the Homeland War in Croatia, in particular in the integration of
various activity levels—individual, family and community—and various assis-
tance groups—schools, social-service centres and non-governmental organisa-
tions. Since it takes schools and governmental organisations much longer to
design programmes for abused children and their families, co-
operation with non-governmental organisations on support programmes is, as a
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rule, inevitable (Delale & Druzi¢, 2002). The same applies to educational pro-
grammes for children with special needs, i.e., with inclusive education when vari-
ous stakeholders are involved, in co-operation with schools and parents, in
designing the measures and principles of education for children with special
needs (Smyernice za skolovange djece s posebnim potrebama, 2013 ). Specific educa-
tion programmes for democracy, multiculturalism and so forth, are also devel-
oped and implemented through building such partnerships (Puzi¢ & Mati¢,
2015). However, according to the results of school-curriculum research in Croatia,
programmes testifying to the presence of a previous “analysis of the current sta-
tus” of local community requirements are lacking (Puzié, 2015, p. 83).

Without addressing the topic of all the specific features related to the
aforementioned fields of co-operation at this point, we shall concentrate
on communication as the key process in all the relationships described
above, their parts and the wider structures of which they are a part. It
should be noted here that the school itself is certainly the central aspect in
the architecture of building co-operative relationships between the school
and the community, as this is where the foundations are laid, in particular
through initiatives whose goal should be directed toward strengthening
the co-operative capacity and a friendly work culture among teachers
(Kova¢ & Buchberger, 2013, p. 525).

3 CoMMUNICATION: AT ALL TIMES AND IN ALL PLACES

All parts of an organism create a civcle.
Thus each part is at the same time the beginning and the end.

Hippocrates

The communication process is the connective tissue of all relationships,
being ubiquitous to such an extent that it is rarely paid attention to, nor is
time dedicated to understanding and hence improving it.

The basis of the success or failure of common action, the development
of co-operation and the functioning of partnership relationships, all
originate in the communication process.

Outside the circles of communication experts and psychotherapists,
and with the exception of situations where relationships are disrupted and
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facing a crisis, the role of the communication process is most often
overlooked or taken for granted. However, this process needs to be under-
stood in order to willingly participate in it and thus build relationships
which, not only declaratively, but de facto, promote the realisation of
common goals through transparency, mutual respect and appreciation.

Watzlawick, Beavin Bavelas and Jackson (2011, p. 29), continuing the
work of G. Bateson (Bateson, 2000), list the basic features of communica-
tion, three of which are described here in the context of communication
between stakeholders in the educational process. The first feature they list
is that it is impossible not to communicate. If we consider the fact that
there is no opposite to behaving, i.e., a person always behaves in a certain
manner, and that each behaviour implies a certain meaning, we can
conclude that communication is inevitable in each situation in which there
are two persons conscious of one another.

We can thus imagine two persons who, due to a recent argument, avoid
and do not speak to each other. Yet, it would be entirely wrong to state
that they do not communicate. In this case, each of them communicates a
message saying that they do not want to be close. Furthermore, they send
and receive a number of other messages which depend on the particulari-
ties of their situation. Here, it should also be noted that communication
takes place regardless of whether its participants are aware of it, and that it
is not necessary that the message sent by one person and the message and
received by the other are the same. Hence, in this hypothetical case, one
person, by avoiding the other, may send a message saying “I am afraid of
starting a new argument with you,” while the other may interpret the
behaviour as saying “I do not respect you.”

The awareness of the inevitability of communication may to a large
extent change the behaviour of all the stakeholders in the educa-
tional process.

It is only after a person, or an organisation, accepts the fact that they
always send a message, regardless of whether they intend to do so or not,
that they can stop and decide which message they want to send, and
whether the other party received and understood the message in the same
way it was sent. The next key feature of communication is that it exists at
two levels: the level of content and the level of relationship. Its content
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refers to facts, to what can be perceived objectively—words spoken, texts
written, etc. On the other hand, messages communicated at the level of
relationship serve to qualify the content, i.e., tell us how to perceive the
content. In general, most misunderstandings, arguments and problems
that might be avoided are grounded in communication at the level of
relationship. According to Shulz Von Thun (20006), the relationship level
consists of messages about how their senders perceive themselves, how they
perceive the other person, how they perceive the relationship and their own
and the receiver’s role in the relationship, what they do or do not want, etc.
All that information is sent almost exclusively by non-verbal or para-verbal
signs simultaneously with the “objective” content of the message.
Communication at the level of relationship takes place, as a rule, at the
subconscious level, and rarely are those signs sent intentionally and
consciously. In the majority of “healthy” relationships, this information
mostly flows quietly, in the background. On the other hand, “unhealthy”
relationships are typically characterised by difficulties at the level of
relationship. Hence, it often occurs that the content aspect of communica-
tion becomes irrelevant and serves only as a stage for hidden fights related
to the relationship. When individuals and organisations recognise that com-
munication exists at these two levels, they will find it easier and be faster to
recognise the real sources of possible problems in co-operative or partner
relationships. Moreover, being aware of this principle enables the creation
of a climate of trust and respect in daily communication, such as between a
principal and teacher or a teacher and student?®, which are, as previously
stated, inevitable components of efficient co-operation and partnership.
The third basic feature of communication relates to the interaction of
persons included in the communication process and the fact that its causes
and effects are always arbitrarily determined, depending on where the
starting point is set. Thus, for example, it may be established that one
person in a group is dominant, as he/she behaves in a certain manner,
while the other person is submissive, as he /she behaves differently. Yet, on
second glance, such distribution of roles may lead to the question of where
the dominant behaviour of one person or the submissive behaviour of the
other originates, as well as the issue of whether these categories might
exist one without the other. This feature is called punctuation and basically
relates to the fact that an arbitrarily set starting point determines the inter-
pretation of communication and directs the entire interaction. Discrepancy
regarding where the starting point of a sequence of events lies is at the
root of a vast array of difficulties in relationships. For example,
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a teacher may feel uncomfortable due to a feeling that a child’s parents are
attacking him/her and therefore may avoid a conversation by backing
away and holding his/her position rigidly. On the other hand, the parents
may perceive the teacher as unavailable and unwilling to listen to them,
which is why they intensify the pressure. As a consequence, the teacher
could back away even further, and the parents increase pressure, and a
closed circle may be formed in which inefficient behaviour intensifies on
both sides. It should be noted that in such a case the teacher and parents
see entirely different interaction sequences. While the teacher sees “they
attack me, which is the reason for my avoiding them,” the parents see
“he/she avoids us, therefore we attack him/her.” Such interaction may, in
theory, last forever. However, it is more common for a case to escalate and
end in mutual accusation and blame. The understanding and awareness of
this principle enable seeing the situation from the other’s perspective and
creating the possibility for mutual understanding and acceptance.
Simultaneously, understanding that one vainly searches for the starting
point of a sequence of events, even at the level of meta-communication,
the participants may concentrate on the present moment and, instead of
wasting their energy and time on questions concerning what caused the
current situation, they may focus their attention on the type of situation
they wish to create at that particular moment.

Concerning the features of communication, the stakeholders in the
educational system need to develop relationships and communication
channels that promote mutual support and trust*. As a result, social activi-
ties like promoting a healthier lifestyle may become more than a formal
process. The promotion of children’s health, primarily with respect to the
prevention of obesity, may serve as an example of a socially important
problem that includes a school’s external stakeholders.

4 THEe LINK BETWEEN THE SCHOOL
AND THE COMMUNITY: CHILDREN’S HEALTH AS A RESULT
OF JOINT EFFORT

The school is considered an important part of the local community. Yet,
schools are often “islands” with no bridges to connect them with the
“mainland.” Families live in the neighborhood, but are frequently insuf-
ficiently interconnected or insufficiently connected with their children’s
schools. However, considering that communication necessarily starts
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taking place as soon as persons or other social entities become aware of
one another, families necessarily influence one another, whether in a
positive or adverse manner, and whether intentionally or not (Adelman
& Taylor, 2008).

One of the indispensable goals that transcends school tasks and extends
from individual homes to a wider social system is children’s health.
Protecting children’s health is an important social goal, the achievement of
which requires communication and co-operation of all stakeholders, and
this was emphasised during the Fifteenth Croatian Pediatric Symposium
held in 2014. A positive shift in the curve of the health of children and
youth is achieved by involving parents as role models, with the support of
expert recommendations and leading health workers, as well as with the
indispensable support provided by the school (Pintar, 2014, p. 225).

5 SCHOOLCHILDREN’S HEALTH: STATUS AND ISSUES

During the last decade, statements about public-health problems of
children and youth have been heard with increasing frequency in Croatia.
Physicians note earlier pubescence, unhealthy lifestyles, irregular diet and
the issue of being overweight, physical inactivity, abuse of addictive sub-
stances and various forms of disruptive behaviour, as well as a continuously
increasing number of neglected and abused children (Dabo, Tomac, &
Mrakov¢i¢, 2007). Youth health status has continuously been proved to
be a growing problem which demands expert elaboration and solutions®.
The data on youth health status indicates a growing trend in existing
health issues and the arising of new ones®.

The issue of overweight school children is an urgent one. Croatia ranks
seventh with respect to childhood obesity in Europe. According to the
Croatian Institute of Public Health, one-quarter of school-age children
are overweight, while one-tenth suffer from obesity. The data shows youth
with eating disorders, e.g., only slightly more than half have breakfast on
weekdays, while between two-thirds and three-quarters take insufficient
quantities of fruit and vegetables. Only every third boy and every fifth girl
is involved in physical activity for at least one hour a day (Mrvos Pavid,
2015). Obesity affects the quality of childhood, and in adulthood, when it
most often continues, it is considered a serious health and social problem.
Health status and the problems of children and youth are monitored in
Croatia on a regular basis and presented in expert and scientific papers as
well as the media. Consequently, an analysis of the problem, as well as the
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awareness of competent institutions, stakeholders and the broader public,
are not in question. This applies primarily to the obesity issue, which has
been continuously emphasised, in light of increases in its rate and the
severity of its consequences, and hence urgent interventions and measures
are imperative. Warnings concerning the severity of the problem in Croatia
have been issued for quite some time and can be found in literature from
over a decade, along with the forecasts of escalation. Directions and activi-
ties have been defined for prevention and treatment both at the individual
and the general levels”. Due to the worrisome data, prevention programs
concerning healthy eating habits and the importance of regular physical
exercise were implemented within a limited territorial scope®.

The obesity problem in Croatia has not been sufficiently presented
from the perspective of children, families or schools, and hence
research on this issue is both required and seen as a challenge.
Highlighting the problem at the level of all stakeholders might
contribute considerably towards improvement.

The majority of targeted intervention is directed towards information
and education, focusing primarily on the aspects of communication con-
tent, while generally no attention is paid to the level of relationships,
where communication also continuously occurs. On the other hand, the
foreign marketing industry, promoting the consumption of unhealthy
foods and primarily targeting children, uses emotional communication,
linking products with psychological needs. Consequently, when creating
public-health interventions, it is of crucial importance to take into consid-
eration all the levels at which a message is transmitted (e.g., Simson,
Wilson, Ruben, & Thompson, 2008; DeBar et al., 2009).

It has been confirmed that obesity-prevention programmes, as well as
the entire nutrition disorder spectrum, require a multi-disciplinary,
harmonised approach from families, as well as all education and health-
care system levels, with an emphasis on the promotion and adoption of
healthy eating habits and of healthy lifestyle in general (Bralié, Javandevié,
Predavec, & Grgurié, 2010, p. 40). On-going communication among all
the participants involved, from individuals to the broader social community,
and their co-operation in achieving results, would contribute to an
improvement of the current situation. Research has already shown the
fundamental importance of schools in the implementation of child-obesity
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prevention programmes, as schools bring all children together. Diverse
stakeholders consider school as a place where child-obesity programmes
may be implemented and accepted (Bucher Della Torre, Akre, & Suris,
2010). Hence, schools are venues where, through development of high-
quality relationships, an environment may be created where children may
satisty their psychological needs (Glasser, 1998), and build a climate of
trust on those foundations, and where children might also be given high-
quality information on their health and be protected from the toxic effects
of false images of lives and values they are exposed to through the media.

6  STAKEHOLDERS IN CONTEXT: CROATIAN CASE
OF CHILDREN AND YOUTH HEALTH-CARE CHANGES

Irrespective of an unfavourable social and political position, the develop-
ment of youth health care in Croatia kept pace with the commencement
of this activity in Europe. For example, the first school physician in Sweden
was appointed in 1840, and in Croatia in 1893. Croatia followed the first
European ideas on school hygiene. The activity of Dr. Andrija Stampar in
1923 concerning the development of public-health services led to the
development of systematic health care for schoolchildren and youth. The
beginning of the twentieth century saw the foundation of the first school
polyclinics where ill children were treated. Dental polyclinics were
established simultaneously. This continuity was disrupted during WWII;
nevertheless, since 1951, school health care has been continuously devel-
oped, and by 1998 student health-care units and an integrated health-care
model were established (Lancié, 2009, p. 238). During the 1970s and
1980s these were unique aspects of the school health-care organisation.
Health centres had clinics organised for school health care, where school
teams worked, consisting, as a rule, of school health-care specialists or
physicians with postgraduate education in school health care, a senior
nurse, a nurse with a secondary-education diploma and provision of the
services of a psychologist and /or defectologist. The integrated health-care
model was the basis for this organisation. The principle of competence was
ensured by having one school team responsible for health-care prevention
and treatment for students of individual primary and secondary schools.
This type of health-care model provided for the continuous monitoring of
students from the beginning of their education, ensured good and com-
prehensive insight into student health status, and enabled an integrated
approach in health care (Juresa, 2007).
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With the changes in the early 1990s, an organisational “disorder” was
created and prevention-related activities saw a significant decrease (Lancié,
2009, p. 238). The issue of contracting student preventive health care
remained unsolved. The principle of free choice of a physician (which is,
certainly, one of the fundamental human rights), under the circumstances
of fighting for per capita quotas, made primary health care physicians
compete (a positive, in principle), and “struggle” for their patients. Hence,
student preventive health-care measures failed to reach the expert level.
Since 1998, following the decision to implement preventive educational
health-care measures in primary and secondary schools, school and
university health-care services have been dissociated from health centres
and merged with institutes for public health. The two aspects of health
care of school children and youth were thereby separated: Treatment was
performed by selected physicians (e.g., parents might choose for their
children to be treated by the family physician, a school health-care specialist—
who remained in the treatment sector—or a pediatrician), while preventive
health care remained within the competence of school health-care teams.
It is interesting to note that pilot research conducted in 2005, seven years
following the introduction of the new organisation of schoolchildren’s
health care, which encompassed all school health-care specialists experi-
enced in working in integrated care, showed that the majority of specialists
in treatment and more than half of prevention specialists participating in
the research, were not satisfied with this organisation, which indicated that
the student health-care organisation, divided between prevention and
treatment, fails to provide effective care for the population (Dzepina,
Cavlek, & Danié-Koji¢, 2011).

School health care, which today is part of the public health-care system,
provides specific preventive and health-education measures in the health
care of schoolchildren, youth and university students. Each primary and
secondary school and faculty has a responsible team, which includes, as a
rule, a school health-care specialist and a nurse with secondary or higher
education (Juresa, 2007). Lately, a change has been observed in child and
youth mortality. In place of the former prevention and treatment of infec-
tious diseases and malnutrition, current school health-care specialists focus
on risky behaviour-linked illnesses (e.g., engaging in sexual activities at an
early age, an increase in the number of partners, drug abuse), chronic illnesses
and accidents. The turmoil of the war and post-war period, transition-related
changes and the recession affected general social processes and family
dynamics. These substantial changes also affected mental health. Aggressive
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and violent behaviour among children is increasing, along with depression,
suicide and disruptive-behaviour rates. Increasing demands by the school
and society have an adverse effect on youth health. The above-stated health
issues require a new approach to solutions. Polyvalent “open-door” consul-
tancy centres employing both school physicians and other health-care and
non-health-care workers have proved to be the most effective model for
resolving current youth problems (Lanci¢, 2009, p. 240).

7  CONCLUSION

The creation of a stimulating environment for children’s education implies,
above all, the development of a school curriculum that states that good
internal communication is the foundation for creating community-
oriented activities aiming to meet specific requirements of students and
teachers for a more efficient education process and for students’ lives
outside their classrooms. The specificity of the school curriculum is, in this
sense, also determined in relation to identified stakeholders in the com-
munity, who develop co-operation with schools, as well as to levels of
communication within the school and with stakeholders, in the light of
the problems and issues that create their ties with schools. Desirable
community schools are developed as a consequence and the sustainability
of educational programmes is ensured. One of the latest challenges faced by
such co-operation is related to the increasing need for co-operation between
schools and expert institutions and non-governmental organisations, with
the goal of ensuring children’s health. The importance of communication
among children and youth health stakeholders was confirmed in previous
research. Improvement in the sophistication of the manner in which school
health programmes are designed, distributed and evaluated is encouraging.
Furthermore, studies indicate good experiences, and also good co-operation
between the health and education sectors in children’s health planning,
and in particular in programme articulation (Lawrence, 2000, p. 728).
The development of children’s and youth health care in Croatia has
always had the same goal: to preserve and promote children’s and youth
health and also therefore the health of the adult population (Dabo, Tomac,
& Mrakov¢ié, 2007). Since its foundation in the early twentieth century,
school health care has changed its content, organisation and operating
methods; however, despite all the efforts invested in it, children’s and
youth health problems remain both an individual and a social concern.
Taking into consideration the efforts invested thus far into the organisation
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and scope of children’s and youth health care in Croatia, and considering
the importance of the issue, one also needs to consider the possibility of
searching for improvement through more efficient communication and
closer co-operation among those involved, i.e., the participants, the family,
the school and the health system. Schools are an ideal environment for the
implementation of health care programmes among children and adoles-
cents. This was also confirmed by the 2005 Dubrovnik Declaration on
School Health Care in Europe, which demands that school health care
should be of the highest political priority (Lanci¢, 2009, p. 240).

NOTES

1. The cooperation mainly determines the relationship between individuals
and groups as regards their agreement in the share of responsibilities when
achieving a specific goal, while partnership may be interpreted as the highest
level of cooperative relationships of individuals or groups directed toward
achieving a common goal within a certain time frame.

2. Communication relations may be observed on an individual, but also on the
level of a group, while the principles described below are applicable to both.
Therefore, and even more so for the purpose of simplicity, when writing,
e.g., student-teacher, we consider all iterations included: student-teachers,
students-teacher and students-teachers.

3. In case of teachers and students, it is the teachers that bear the primary
responsibility, since they have more power within the relationship both in
the formal sense and in the sense of development capacities (cognitive and
emotional). In certain other relationships, the power is distributed in a dif-
ferent manner, which results in various possibilities of influencing the situa-
tion. Yet, in a relationship of adults, the awareness of the relationship level
of communication is the responsibility of both sides.

4. Examples of more recent research of the communication process among stake-
holders in the field of education for the area of South and South-East Europe
include the issues of the development of the possibility of intercultural com-
munication (e.g. Sulistov4, 2009), the influence of the manner of communica-
tion within a family on the behaviour of children (e.g. PSunder and Milivojeveié
Kranjci¢, 2010; Lebedina-Manzoni, Deli¢, and Zizak, 2001 ), the influence of
communication competences on the part of the teachers on the development
of students’ social competences (e.g. Valjan-Vuki¢, 2010; Scotti Juri¢, 2006),
and the influence of distance learning on the quality of communication (e.g.
Duh and Krasna, 2011).

5. The social importance can also be observed through demographic trends
which indicate a gradual decrease in the number of school children and
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youth in Croatia. A continuation of the trends is forecasted for the future
(Kuzman, Pavié éimctin, Pejnovié Franeli¢, 2011).

6. The statistical data from regular medical check-ups in 2014 show the follow-
ing: improper posture of 15 % of primary and 21 % of secondary school
children. Almost half of the students smoke cigarettes, drink alcohol, and
the same number has certain experience with drug abuse. Physicians report
an increase in emotional problems, a decrease in self-confidence, and an
increase in the level of stress and aggression. In the Split-Dalmatia County,
the improper posture, flat feet and visual impairment were most common.
Physicians diagnosed a 6 % increase in testicular varicose veins during the
period between 2005 and 2014. Girls are frequently diagnosed with thyroid
gland enlargement—in 2014, 4 % of eight-grade girls were diagnosed with
it (Zeni¢ Rak, 2015).

7. Grguri¢ draws attention to the problem of children obesity in 2004. The
directions and activities are emphasised by Pavi¢ Simetin et al. (2009).

8. Asan example, in the early 2015, the school-age children obesity prevention
program was launched under the name of “PETICA—igrom do zdravlja”
(“FIVE—play to health*) at eight schools in Zagreb.
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CHAPTER 5

Managing the School: Principals
as Managers

Dijana Vican, Niksa Alfirevié, and Renata Relja

Abstract Vican, Alfirevic and Relja present the history and an overview
of educational management/administration as a separate and applicative
field addressing the specific issues of managing an educational institution.
This is contextualized in terms of educational objectives to be realized, as
well as boundaries set by educational policies and the ‘educational mar-
ket’, either explicit or implicit. From the pragmatic point of view, the field
is explicated by referring to principals’ activities and roles, as well as their
influence to the ‘fit” achieved by the school and its environment. The
Anglo-American roots and the emerging ‘regional knowledge-bases” and
practices of educational management are discussed.

1 THE FIELD OF EDUCATIONAL MANAGEMENT
AND ITS ORIGINS

The practice of management is as old as human society, since it concerns
the coordination of individual efforts toward a shared objective. It has
gained prominence with the rise of modern society (Buble, 2011,/2015).
Further transformation of management in the twentieth century has been
described by Drucker (1989 ,/2011), in terms of application of knowledge
to work processes and the emergence of ‘knowledge works’. This has
spread the practice of management throughout society and made it a mat-
ter of modern life, i.e., ‘@ new social function’ (Drucker & Maciariello,
1973,/2008, p. 21), enabling people in various types of organizations to
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achieve high levels of performance. The same applies to educational man-
agement (EM), which focuses on education, i.e., schools. This field brings
together the theory and practice of business management, psychology and
political /administrative studies. As it is highly applicative, it is often criti-
cized for an instrumentalist approach, i.e., lack of underlying social theory,
as well as disconnectedness from pedagogical practice (Fitz, 1999).

Educational management/administration: a separate and applicative
field, addressing the specific issues of managing an educational insti-
tution; concerned with realization of educational objectives.

The difterentiation of educational management and ‘high-level” educa-
tional policy has been a blessing, since educational managers can and do
address real-life problems without making too much ado (about nothing).
On the other hand, the technical /applicable nature of the field is a curse as
well, making it possible for principals to turn their heads from system-level
issues of education and concentrate on narrowly defined issues of their
own school’s effectiveness (Glatter, 1987). Dilemmas about centraliza-
tion vs. introduction of market principles (school choice) in education, as
well as the (questionable) need for transfer of ‘best managerial practices’
are also sometimes viewed in this context and criticized as inappropriate
(Glatter, 1999).

Since the beginning of the twentieth century, chairs of education admin-
istration have been appointed at US universities. Other signs of an emerg-
ing field have included the establishment of university professors’ and
researchers’ professional associations in the USA—the National Council of
Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA) in 1947 (see a com-
prehensive account of its history in: Campbell, 1981) and the University
Council for Educational Administration (hereinafter UCEA) in 19542
US principals have been trying to have their profession recognized for
almost 100 years, as evidenced by their professional associations: the
National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), founded in
1921, and the National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP),
founded in 1916.% A sign that a specialized field is being formed is special-
ized academic publications, which included the first widely recognized book
on Administrative Behavior in Education in 1957 (Campbell, 1981) and
creation of an academic journal, the Educational Administration Quarterly
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(hereinafter EAQ), by the UCEA in 1965. Academic journals in primarily
applied fields, such as educational management, are multi-faceted beasts,
torn in a procrustean manner between immediate needs for practical solu-
tions and a wish for fundamental theory development. Such a conflict can be
detected from the early days of the EAQ and UCEA, e.g., in the presidential
address at the UCEA meeting in 1978 (Hoy, 1978) and the ‘self-inflicted’
criticism of the EAQ’s founding editor (Campbell, 1979). Both of these
self-questioning analyses concentrate on the need for theory-building and
strengthening the scientific foundation of the field, so as to further ‘legiti-
mize’ it both for internal (researchers, professors), and external stakehold-
ers (practitioners, public-policy actors, etc.). The continuous re-thinking of
EAQ’s future and the impact of the field is widely shared and discussed
(Pounder & Johnson, 2007), which demonstrates that educational adminis-
tration/management is still heading toward a mature stage of development.

The most important topics covered in EAQ-published research are the
roles and behavior of teachers and principals, school improvement and effi-
ciency, as well as different organizational solutions (see: Haas et al., 2007).
The topics of the papers published in this journal (1979-2003) include a
variety of topics from organizational and management theory as applied to
the educational setting (27.8 % of the published content), analysis of the field
itself; i.e., the fundamentals of the profession, research, preparation programs,
etc. (21.2 % of studies), and different educational topics (8.4 % of studies),
including curriculum/instruction, school effectiveness and instructional man-
agement (Murphy, Vriesenga, & Storey, 2007).

The ‘Americanized’ field in the 1960s was diversified by developments
in the UK, as the British Educational Administration Society (the predeces-
sor of the contemporary The British Educational Leadership Management
and Administration Society—hereafter BELMAS) was founded in London
in 1971. Their research journal Educational Management & Administration
(renamed Educational Management Administration & Leadership, hereafter
EMAL, in 2002) developed from the society’s bulletin and covered a range
of topics, including educational-management techniques and development
issues. (For a historical account, see papers by the founding editor and a criti-
cal review of EMA/EMAL content in: Hughes, 1997; Strain, 1997.)

Another significant publication for the educational-management com-
munity was the first such journal, the Australian Journal of Educational
Administration (JEA), today hosted by Emerald Group Publishing (as
opposed to ASQ and EMAL, which are hosted by Sage). The first issue
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was published in 1963 at the University of New England, with the aim
of analyzing the interactions and synergies of administrative and teaching
processes in educational settings, with the most important topics related
to the fields of development, organizational structures, headship, educa-
tional leadership, and so forth (Ross Thomas, 2012). Its knowledge-base
and legacies, as analyzed by Oplatka (2012), could even be generalized
to represent divisions within the field, and include the empirical, practi-
cal, evaluative (as evolved by educational-evaluation practices and actors),
principal-training, school-leadership and critical-theory dimensions.

Even from an analysis of published studies in major journals and their
diversity, the fragmentation of the field is clearly visible, and this applies
even more to the professors of educational management, the topics in
which their PhDs were received and their preferred publication outlets.
Educational management is, even today, highly interdisciplinary and appli-
cative, as well as associated with public agencies and other educational
administrations (Oplatka, 2010).

Regional developments in South-East Europe (SEE) build upon the
legacy of a centralized, socialist system, with the role of school princi-
pals being restricted to enforcing the decisions from the levels of the for-
mer Yugoslav federation and its federal units (Sento¢nik & Rupar, 2009).
Development of contemporary school leadership in the post-socialist
context seems to be context-sensitive (Magno, 2009), which requires the
development of a relevant ‘regional knowledge-base’.

2 EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION, MANAGEMENT
AND LEADERSHIP: CONFUSING PRACTICES...

Generic management theory deals with the successful contribution of
individuals to the organization and the responsibility of managers to
ensure organizational functioning. Managers work ‘with’ people by devel-
oping them and ensuring their contribution to an organization (Drucker
& Maciariello, 1973 /2008). Business management, especially its strategic
branch, argues that the key to organizational success is found in achiev-
ing a successful ‘fit” with an organizational environment (Venkatraman &
Camillus, 1984). This area of managerial research is reflected in one of
the more popular definitions of educational administration/management
(hereinafter EA/EM) adopted by an influential textbook (Bush, 2007a).
In this context, EA/E