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Abstract 

The purpose of this study is to investigate if cultural backgrounds affect how staff from 

Scandinavian international schools view school development. The study is based on the 

alternative hypothesis that cultural backgrounds affect school development. A survey was sent 

to seven Scandinavian international schools with questions designed to detect the views 

respondents have on school development based on the two most prominent school 

development perspectives; school improvement and school effectiveness. I investigated and 

analyzed respondents’ views about their own development work at their school today and 

what they would like it to look like. In addition, I examined what processes and standards 

they considered important when engaged in school development work. Also, I wanted to see if 

there were any differences in views depending on where the respondents had had their higher 

education, were born, or if years spent in Scandinavia had influenced their views. 

The results indicated that it is not statistically likely that respondents’ cultural 

backgrounds affect their views on school development. There could be many reasons for this 

outcome but since these have not been studied, I can only speculate. One reason could be that 

the majority of the respondents have spent more than ten years in Scandinavia which might 

have homogenized the respondents’ views on school development.  Another reason could be 

that the majority of the respondents come or have had their higher education in either an 

English speaking country or in Scandinavia.  
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Sammanfattning 

Syftet med denna studie är att undersöka om kulturella bakgrunder påverkar medarbetare och 

skolledares syn på skolutvecklingsarbetet på skandinaviska internationella skolor. Studien är 

baserad på den alternativa hypotesen att kulturell bakgrund påverkar skolutveckling. En enkät 

skickades till sju Skandinaviska internationella skolor med frågor som skulle påvisa 

respondenternas syn på de två mest framträdande skolutvecklingsperspektiven: 

skoleffektivitet och skolförbättring. Jag analyserade respondenternas uppfattning om sitt eget 

utvecklingsarbete i dag och hur de skulle önska att det skulle se ut. Dessutom analyserade jag 

processer och grundtankar som respondenterna ansåg viktiga att beakta under 

utvecklingsarbetet. Vidare undersökte jag om det fanns någon skillnad på respondenternas 

uppfattning avseende högre utbildning, var de var födda eller år som de har tillbringat i 

Skandinavien. 

Resultatet visade att det inte är statistiskt säkerställt att kulturell bakgrund påverkar 

respondenternas syn på skolutveckling. Det kan finnas flera orsaker för detta resultat, men då 

dessa inte studerats, kan jag endast tillåta mig att spekulera. En orsak kan vara att de flesta 

respondenterna har spenderat mer än tio år i Skandinavien som kan ha gjort att 

respondenterna har utvecklat en samstämd syn på skolutveckling. En annan orsak kan vara att 

de flesta respondenter har antingen utbildat sig eller kommer ifrån ett engelskt språkigt land 

eller från Skandinavien. 

 

Nyckelord  
New Public Management, lärande organisation, internationella skolor, kulturell bakgrund, 

skoleffektivitet, skolutveckling, skolförbättring, ECIS 
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Introduction 

Background 

This thesis focuses on cultural backgrounds and school development. My intentions are to 

investigate if teachers, assistants, and school leaders’ views on school development are 

influenced by where they are educated, where they were born, or if years spent in Scandinavia 

have affected their views. The sample teachers, assistants and school leaders were selected 

from Scandinavian international schools who are full members of the accreditation 

organization European Council of International Schools (ECIS). 

School development is part of every school system (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984; 

Groth, 2010; Stewart, 2012) including international schools affiliated with the accreditation 

organization; ECIS.  ECIS membership standards mention that in order for schools to seek 

full membership continuous accreditations are mandatory (ECIS, 1997). Accreditations in this 

context is synonymous with school development as the entire school community is engaged in 

scrutinizing its own institution with intentions to make the school a better place for students to 

learn and teachers to teach. 

My interest in this subject arose from having worked at an international school for 

fifteen years and consequently being part of a multi-cultural staff. In addition I have been a 

member of several committees from chairing a self-study committee attended by parents, 

teachers and students to strategic planning- and appraisal committees. These committees 

discuss school development where participants’ cultural backgrounds manifest themselves. 

Sitting on committees with colleagues from several different countries with varied time spent 

in Scandinavia, created many opportunities for interesting discussions. Discussions I would 

never have had at a local Norwegian or Swedish school. Being part of a committee is only one 

situation where our cultural backgrounds are reflected. Talking to colleagues in the teachers’ 

work room during lunch about discipline, school procedures, curriculum development, or 

teaching methods, are all opportunities that reflect our cultural backgrounds. Not to forget all 

discussions I as an EAL (English as an Additional Language) teacher have had with parents of 

students from various countries. Parents’ cultural background is certainly reflected when 

talking to them about issues like amount of homework, or how much time students should 

spend on their studies. All of these situations have made me more sensitive towards our 



 

2 
 

different cultural backgrounds and how they affect us. They have also awakened a curiosity in 

me on how the differences in opinion affect the direction international schools develop. 

Research on cultural backgrounds and school development in an international school 

setting is scarce. However, researchers claim that the effect cultural backgrounds have on 

school development is increasingly acknowledged but few studies are available (Cheng, 2000; 

Hallinger & Kantamara, 2001). Cheng (2000) argues that “if we believe cultural variations is 

critical to educational effectiveness we should make sure in comparative studies at which 

levels cultural factors are affecting the performance of students and teachers, and how these 

levels interact to impact on educational effectiveness and outcomes” (p.208). Even though 

Cheng is more interested in how cultural backgrounds affect students’ performance, I believe 

it is applicable to school development since the main focus of school development is to 

improve learning and teaching at the school.   

The study of culture and its influence in a school setting is explained by Cheng (2000) 

and Allen (2002). Allen (2002) claims that the status of languages and their accompanying 

cultures reflect an international school’s culture. In addition, ideas of behaviors, discipline, 

management style, and contexts in the curriculum all have cultural influences (p.91). Cheng 

(2002) believes that a strong culture is characteristic when norms and values are shared 

between students and teachers in the classroom (p.212). He mentions two types of cultures 

which I also perceive being present at international schools; culture homogeneity and culture 

heterogeneity. The former representing a culture where values, beliefs and behavioral norms 

are shared and the latter refers to a culture which is notably diverse among its members. I 

assume both cultures to be present at international schools by both celebrating the 

heterogeneity of cultures but also by creating shared norms and values in order to have strong 

homogeneity. According to Cheng (2000) culture homogeneity is showing to be most 

effective when it comes to promoting student learning. Since an international school 

comprises of many different cultures, i.e. different norms and values, one would expect there 

would be many differences of opinions in how a school should go about developing. 

  However, most international schools are surprisingly homogenous in their culture since 

most are Euro or Anglo American in their nature. Allen (2002) believes this could cause 

problems for both students and staff that belongs to other less prevalent cultures since values 

and norms can be quite different. Differences in norms and values serve according to Allen 

(2002) as important ingredients at international schools in order to create inter-cultural 
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learning. Inter-cultural learning is defined by Allen (2002) as an act when an individual has 

adopted a multi-cultural identity without abandoning their own cultural identity (p.97).  

These ideas go along with Hayden & Thompson (2008) and Lambiri’s (2005) view on 

the phenomenon of Third Culture Kids (TCKs) and for adults; Adult Third Culture Kids 

(ATCKs). Many families move from country to country with the result that many of these 

children do not have a first cultural background to identify with. These students have spent 

most of their developmental years outside of their parents’ culture and in literature these 

students are called “Third Culture Kids” (TCKs). Third culture kids serve as an important part 

of the school since they do not associate or belong to their “first culture” but feel most at 

home in the third culture which has been created and shared by those persons involved 

(Hayden & Thompson, 2008). The third culture in this sense is referred to the culture learned 

and experienced by fellow students in an international school setting.  

Since TCKs is a growing phenomenon due to the globalized world and increasing 

number of international schools, I believe TCKs can also apply to staff working at 

international schools. Research confirms second and third generation TCK’s namely Adult 

Third Culture Kids or ATCK’s as an increasingly large number of people who have grown up 

without a strong cultural affiliation and continue to live a nomadic life-style when grown up. 

These adults foster and use their learned skills of adaptability, international awareness and 

linguistic competence in their new work situation (Lambiri, 2005; Hayden & Thompson, 

2008).  Even though the diversity of staff in international schools is not as pronounced as the 

diversity of the student body, and as mentioned earlier is quite homogenous due to the 

curriculum being taught in English, I still believe many staff members of international schools 

fall into this category. The interesting part is how this will affect the results of this study. I 

may not find any effect between country of origin and perspective of school development due 

to this phenomenon. 
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Purpose and questions 

The purpose of this study is to find out if and how cultural backgrounds of assistants, teachers 

and school leaders of Scandinavian international schools affect views on school development. 

To understand if and how cultural backgrounds affect the way assistants, teachers and school 

leaders view school development could be particularly important in an international school 

setting where staff come from such diverse cultural backgrounds. The reason being that by 

knowing certain cultural backgrounds are affiliated with particular views on school 

development, I believe there would be a greater understanding in why certain views are held 

by our colleagues. This understanding could aid and enrich the professional discourse of the 

schools. 

The following questions are meant to clarify the purpose of the study: 

1. What patterns and variations are there between respondents’ country of birth and their 

views on school development? Do answers from one country fall under one or the 

other development perspective? 

2. What patterns and variations are there between where respondents have had their 

higher education and their views on school development?  Do answers from one 

country fall under one or the other development perspective?  

3. What patterns and variations are there between how many years respondents’ have 

spent in Scandinavia and their views on school development? 

 

Definitions of keywords 

International School 

Finding an all-inclusive definition for the word; international school, is not an easy task since 

international schools come in all shapes and sizes. However, a typical international school 

teaches its curriculum primarily or partially in English and most of the time is located in a 

non-English speaking country. In addition, it has an interest in creating global citizens with an 

understanding of other cultures and countries other than their own country of origin (ISC 

Research, 2004-2013). An international school is characteristic of having a moving 
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multilingual student population with a curriculum that is either the school’s country of origin 

or it has adopted an international curriculum such as International Baccalaureate (IB), Middle 

Years Programme (MYP), Primary years programme (PYP), or the International Primary 

Curriculum (IPC) (TIE, 2012).    

According to ISC Research the international school market has doubled in size over the 

last 10 years. Presently it is estimated that over 3.2 million students are enrolled in 

approximately 6000 different international schools around the world. Asia is the largest 

market with Europe in second place. In Europe Spain is the country with most international 

schools with 187 schools and in Scandinavia Sweden has the most international schools with 

98 schools. The immense growth of international schools in recent years is according to 

Hayden and Thompson (2008),”the result of a certain dissatisfaction with the quality of the 

national education offer; the desire by sponsors and families to foster a global outlook that is 

not tied to a particular culture or education system; and the expressed need to prepare students 

to live and work in a globalized world” (p.9).  

In the early days international schools were mostly devoted to expatriate families who 

worked in different parts of the world and who were looking for continuity in their children’s 

education. Today expatriate students only comprise of 20% of the student body whereas the 

remaining 80% comes from the wealthy local population (ISC Research, 2004-2013).  Since 

any school can call itself an international school as long as it teaches a curriculum in English, 

international school organizations have been developed to ensure quality of the schools. There 

are many reputable accreditation organizations in the world, but since this study is executed in 

Scandinavia, I have limited the sample schools to be members of the European accreditation 

organization; European Council of International schools (ECIS).  

ECIS 

ECIS is a professional membership organization that promotes professional development 

opportunities to its members worldwide. Its mission is to support and promote ideals and best 

practices of international education (ECIS, 1997). There are different types of memberships; 

full school membership, provisional school membership, affiliated membership and individual 

membership. All schools participating in this study have full-membership status. The 

following excerpt is taken from ECIS’s homepage of what a full membership entails: 

Full Membership 
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“For schools that provide a full elementary and/or secondary education or 

curriculum and may be called international in any of the following senses: 

• offering a curriculum in which the culture and educational system of two or 

more countries is represented; 

• offering a curriculum typical of one country, but located in another country and 

actively pursuing cultural exchange with its host country; 

• having a student body of diverse nationalities and educational aims and curricula 

offerings which promote and support the purposes of ECIS 

Full member schools have either been accredited by one of our recognized 

accreditation bodies or have had a membership visit by ECIS”  

(ECIS, 2012). 

As mentioned above all full member schools are accredited by ECIS. 16 common areas are 

accredited where the school identifies its strengths, areas in need for improvement which are 

supported by implementing strategies. The entire school community is part of the self-study 

i.e. the board, staff, parents, and students. When the school has completed the self-study, a 

visiting team consisting of administrators and teachers from other international schools visits 

the school. The purpose of the visiting team is to provide objective assessment of the school’s 

self-study (ECIS, 1997). 

Cultural Background 

When discussing cultural background in this study I am referring to Hofstede’s definition of 

culture:  “as the collective mental programming of the people in a social environment in 

which one grew up and collected one's life experiences” (Hofstede, 2011, p.3). 

An international school comprises of people with diverse cultural backgrounds. When 

looking at ECIS’s statistics from each participating school in this study, staff’s cultural 

backgrounds vary from four to 26 different nationalities. Comparing staff with the diversity of 

the student body of the participating schools, I find the diversity of nationalities ranging from 

20 to 56 different nationalities. Looking at these numbers one can ascertain that an 



 

7 
 

international school is a cultural melting pot which teachers, support-staff, parents, school 

leaders are managing every day.  

Working at an international school puts demands on teachers’ sensitivity to cultural 

diversity more than that of teachers working at a national school. Teachers need to be familiar 

with different cultural backgrounds so they do not misinterpret students’ actions and 

demeanors. Cultural knowledge is not only crucial for teachers teaching students but is of 

course the same for teachers and administrators working together at an international school. 

Many international schools appoint a deputy head or business manager from the host country 

to ease the communication between the authorities and the school (Hayden & Thompson, 

2008).  
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Theoretical Background and Literature Review 

School development is according to Thornberg & Thelin (2011) a deliberate and carefully 

planned change process with intention of making an improved school for both teachers and 

students. In order for this structured process to be regarded as development it needs to be 

anchored in the entire school. Research about school development can be divided into two 

general research perspectives; school effectiveness and school improvement. These two 

perspectives are important to understand since their views on school development processes 

are very different. The two ideologies have according to Stoll and Reynolds (1997) begun to 

borrow aspects from both sides largely assisted by the organization; International Congress 

for School Effectiveness and Improvement (ISCEI). However, for this study I’m only using 

the two perspectives; school improvement and school effectiveness as the base for my 

theoretical background. 

Both school development perspectives have their roots in two different learning 

theories. The school improvement research perspective emanates from the constructivist 

theory of learning and is a perspective within developmental and cognitive psychology.  

Bruner and Vygotsky are two psychologists who have contributed to the evolvement of these 

theories by stressing the importance social relationships serve when individuals construct 

knowledge (Young & Collins, 2004; Learning theory, 2013). 

The importance social relationships have when constructing knowledge, serve as the 

core for social constructionism, and therefore have its roots in Vygotsky’s theories of teaching 

and learning (Brooks, 2002).  Social constructionism is a holistic approach in that it takes the 

whole person in consideration; feelings, interests, personal and cultural values as well as 

cognition (Wells, 1999). Vygotsky believed social development preceded learning and 

knowledge would emerge when individuals interacted with each other. Knowledge for 

Vygotsky could not be separated from the social environment since his focus was on the 

interaction among individuals in social contexts, where the learner takes an active role in the 

learning process. He believed knowledge was first created on an inter-psychological level 

(between people) before becoming internalized which suggests the skill of decoding language 

as key when constructing meaning (Adams, 2006).  

Social constructivism with its focus on meaning being created through social 

interactions is the base from which the school improvement perspective emanated. This 

represents a very different theory of learning compared to where the school effectiveness 
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perspective has its roots. The school effectiveness perspective has its roots in the behavioristic 

theory of learning. Here learning is defined as “a persisting change in performance or 

performance potential that results from experience and interactions with the world” (Driscoll, 

2000, p.3). Scherp & Scherp (2007) and Codrington & Po Chun  (2004) claim that much of 

traditional schooling has its base in the behavioristic theory of learning where repetition 

serves as an important method of acquiring knowledge according to this theory. Green (2002) 

argues that a teacher who adheres to this learning theory is someone who knows his subject 

area well, who delivers the truth and solutions to problems, has clear measureable teaching 

goals, uses instructional strategies to shape the desired skills, and documents learning through 

assessment. The student is expected to learn individual subjects which later should be 

assimilated to represent a greater understanding of the complex world. A successful student 

according to this learning theory is someone who is able to memorize and recall the material 

the teacher has presented (Teddlie & Reynolds 1997; Green, 2002; Scherp & Scherp, 2007; 

Dolan & Grosin, 2008). 

These two learning theories oppose each other with one claiming knowledge comes 

from inquiry and social interaction while the other through the behavior of stimulus response. 

When working in a school setting it is difficult to see one as exclusive over the other but 

rather used as a combination of the two when creating knowledge (Codrington & Po Chun, 

2004). Certain content areas would benefit to be learned through repetition and memorization 

(Hammond, Austin, Orcutt, & Rosso (2001) such as the alphabet, multiplication table, foreign 

language vocabulary building and many of the areas in the sciences. But in order to create 

deeper knowledge and usage of these contents students would benefit from working in groups 

or pair settings where new knowledge is constructed through social interactions with their 

peers (Hammond, Austin, Orcutt, & Rosso (2001). In an international school setting where 

students come from such diverse cultural and language backgrounds, combining the two 

learning theories would be important. The reason why is because many Asian students have 

been brought up to learn specific content through rote learning and memorization which are 

engrained in the Asian culture and students are at a loss when asked to contribute, argue, or 

question the material being presented (Pandy, Sinha, & Bhawuk, 1996; Tan, 2011). Students 

from these backgrounds often have limited English language background, a common 

phenomenon at an international school; need to be scaffolded when engaged in collaborative 

tasks through reformulation, repetition, and elaboration (Mc Neil, 2011) in order to be able to 

take an active part in group and pair work. Although, it is important to keep in mind that no 

student can take part in these discussions even with reformulation, repetition and elaboration 
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without first having a solid foundation of key concepts and vocabulary (Webb & Chang, 

2012). 

Historical development 
In the 1960s the school improvement perspective was developed as a reaction to top-down 

state driven technological changes occurring in schools with a focus on curriculum and 

organizational changes (Gray et al., 1999).  During this time school development was 

measured using quantitative measures found in the positivistic theory of knowledge (Stoll & 

Reynolds, 1997). In the 1980s a new improved perspective was developed and is still used 

today called the school improvement perspective. This perspective focuses on “bottom-up” 

processes when developing the organization in other words, school personnel are seen as the 

owner of the developmental processes. In addition it is concerned with organizational 

processes rather than student achievement and sees schools as dynamic institutions (Gray et 

al., 1999). In the mid-1980s the school improvement perspective became involved with the 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). This involvement 

resulted in an enormous growth of the school improvement perspective. OECD sponsored a 

project called International School Improvement Project (ISIP) whose intentions were to 

strengthen schools’ capacities to solve problems and to enhance teaching and learning.  

The evolvement of the school improvement perspective looked very differently 

compared to the school effectiveness perspective. The school effectiveness perspective was 

developed as a reaction to refute the statement that ‘schools do not matter’ and that students’ 

background factors were the most important influences in students’ performance (Gray et al., 

1999, p. 25; Mortimore, 2001). School Effectiveness Research (SER) was founded in the U.S. 

and later spread to the United Kingdom and the Netherlands where it is known to have a 

strong hold since the late 1970s. Also Australia and New Zeeland are countries heavily 

influenced by the SER movement.  

According to Teddlie & Reynolds (1999), SER has emerged through four different 

stages of development starting with a simple input-output paradigm which focused on the 

relationship between school human and physical resources and its impact on outcome. The 

next stage included process - and additional outcome variables. Now the output variables 

were expanded by including attitudinal and behavioral indicators. Most studies during this 

time were conducted in urban, low socio economic status (SES) elementary schools in the 

USA. The third stage which spanned between late 1970s to mid-1980s emphasized equity and 

the emergence of school improvement studies. This is the time when the five factor model 
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was developed. The model included: “strong instructional leadership, a safe and orderly 

school learning environment or ‘climate’, high expectations for achievement from all students 

and the use of achievement test data for evaluating programme and school success” (Teddlie 

& Reynolds, 1999, p.10). The fourth and final stage of SER’s development included context 

factors and other methodological advances. Now the research looked into what factors 

produced great effectiveness in middle-class schools, suburban schools and secondary 

schools. The most prominent methodological advances developed during this stage involve a 

multilevel mathematical model which according to this view, more accurately assessed 

schooling. Also new studies evolved using behavioral factors of teaching effectiveness 

employing more advanced statistical analysis such as multivariate analysis of variance 

(Teddlie & Reynolds, 1999, p.12). 

General characteristics 
An effective school is according to Sweden’s leading school effectiveness researcher Lennart 

Grosin, a school where students’ achievement results is substantially higher compared to a 

similar school with the same conditions when only looking at socioeconomic background 

(Dolan & Grosin, 2008; Thornberg, 2011). Students’ performance on standardized tests is the 

principal measurement of an effective school and their achievement is based on criteria 

perceived as “good” and needs to be measureable (Teddlie & Reynolds, 1999; Dolan & 

Grosin, 2008; Thornberg & Thelin, 2011). Research focus found in effective school research 

is characteristic of using quantitative research methods in which researchers collect 

measureable statistical data to be analyzed. Formal organizational structures are of interest 

rather than processes. Also research based on surveys, tests and short observations describe 

schools as stable and static organizations (Blossing, 2003; Gray et al., 1999; Thornberg, 

2011).  

Within the school improvement perspective student achievement results is not the 

driving force since representatives for this perspective believe achievement tests results are 

too simple and superficial measures of students’ knowledge (Scherp, 2011). The school 

improvement perspective wants students to achieve sustainable deep knowledge which 

increases the student’s understanding about the outside world. In order to achieve this, 

learning processes need to be integrated into the learner’s perspective about the world. 

Subjects should be amalgamated rather than seen as separate and students should be co-

creators in choosing areas of interests (Scherp, 2011), ideas also found within 

entrepreneurship education (Seikkula-Leino, 2011). 
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Research within the school improvement perspective focuses on qualitative research 

methods where the researcher tries to get a deeper understanding by forming long-term 

relationships with schools. In addition the focus is on bottom-up processes in which the 

individual school and its staff are seen as the owner of the development process. 

Organizational change processes are the focus rather than student achievement. Also it views 

student achievement as something that is not given but something that can be resolved 

through problem solving. Schools are seen as dynamic organizations and in need for 

longitudinal studies (Thornberg 2011, p.57). 

Sammons, Hillman, & Mortimore (1995) present eleven characteristics found in 

effective schools which are the following; “professional leadership, shared visions and goals, 

a learning environment, concentration on teaching and learning, purposeful teaching, high 

expectations, positive reinforcement, monitoring progress, pupil rights and responsibilities, 

home school partnership, a learning organization” (pp. 17-50).  

The eleven characteristics described as synonymous with the school effectiveness 

perspective do not look as differently as one would assume when comparing them to the 

school improvement perspective, but the difference is how these characteristics are presented 

or operated at the school. The school improvement perspective also embraces the importance 

of a school vision and both perspectives endorse the importance in engaging all staff in 

creating the vision (Codrington & Po Chun, 2004; Blossing, 2003). Leadership is also 

important with the school improvement perspective but rather than embracing a strong, hero 

persona as done in the school effectiveness perspective the school improvement perspective 

looks at leadership as distributed, or shared by many in order to fulfill the enormous task of 

leading a school (Kruse & Seashore Louis, 2009). The role of the leader within the two 

perspectives will be discussed later as a separate topic.  

When it comes to comparing teaching the two perspectives are very different. In the 

school effectiveness approach the teacher plans the content of the lesson very thoroughly with 

specific goals attached which are frequently referred to throughout the lesson (Thornberg, 

2011). Within the school improvement perspective the teacher involves the students and work 

collaboratively in planning the content of the lesson which according to this theory motivates 

students to find answers to problems they have found interesting to investigate (Lave & 

Wenger, 1991; Scherp & Scherp 2007). This corresponds to research found by Hattie (2009) 

that the more teachers become learners and students become teachers, the more successful the 

outcome. Within the school effectiveness perspective the teacher is the sole provider of 

knowledge which is characterized by high quality, compared to the school improvement 
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perspective where the teacher is seen as one of many resources of knowledge. Within this 

perspective seeking of knowledge from various sources, a skill needed in today’s ever 

changing world, would be a necessity for students to learn. The motivation factor within the 

school effectiveness perspective relies on tests and grades whereas the school improvement 

perspective relies on inquiry and finding solutions to problems identified by the students 

(Scherp, 2009).  

The school improvement perspective is as mentioned earlier more concerned with 

looking at organizational processes rather than only structures as the school effectiveness 

perspective favors, and how these affect a school’s capacity for change (Groth, 2010). A 

school’s capacity is defined by Fullan (2000) as “the collective competency of the school as 

an entity to bring about effective change” (p.1). Fullan argues (2011) that capacity building, 

group work, pedagogy and ‘systemness’ are what schools should focus on in order to improve 

because these four have a direct impact on the school’s culture. Systemness is defined by 

Fullan (n.d.) as policies and strategies made in order to change the culture of the school.  A 

characteristic of the school improvement perspective is its focus on ‘school culture instead of 

school structure as a main focus for a school’s potential for growth and development 

(Blossing, 2003; Giles & Hargreaves, 2006; Gray at al., 1999; Stoll & Reynolds, 1997). 

The importance of a school’s culture is mentioned by several researchers (Blossing 

2003; Blossing 2008; Kruse & Seashore Louis 2009; Seashore-Louis & Wahlstrom 2011). 

According to Seashore-Louis & Wahlstrom (2011) “organizations with stronger cultures are 

more adaptable, have higher member motivation and commitment, are more cooperative and 

better able to resolve conflicts, have greater capacity for innovation, and are more effective in 

achieving their goals” (p.52). The authors define strong cultures to have three main 

characteristics; a culture of excellent instruction, shared norms and values and a culture of 

trust (pp.54-55). These statements are in accordance with Blossing’s (2003; 2008) views on 

the importance school culture places in a school’s capacity to grow and improve. He argues 

that a culture supportive of school improvement is characterized by a collaborative culture 

where teachers work together, responsibilities are shared, and where focus rests on creating 

professional relationships (Blossing, 2003). In addition he claims that there are different types 

of cultures in a school ranging from an individualistic culture where teachers keep to 

themselves, in their own classrooms, to a professional collaborative culture where focus is on 

collaborating, problem solving and learning. The two cultures are found to have a direct effect 

on the capacity for schools to develop and improve. The individualistic culture is showing to 

have more difficulties adapting to the ever-changing demands put on schools whereas the 
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professional collaborative culture is seen as much more capable of meeting the demands of 

improvement and development (Blossing, 2008; Giles & Hargreaves, 2006; Hargreaves & 

Fullan, 2012).  

Leadership characteristics 
Strong leadership is mentioned to be one of the most important characteristics of an effective 

school. Thornberg (2011) describes what characteristics a principal needs to possess when 

leading an effective school. He argues that in SER “a principal is described as being firm and 

purposeful who entails a participative approach and is driven by the school’s vision and 

mission” (p.39).  These characteristic are also found in Hallinger’s (2003) discussion about 

the difference between instructional and transformational leadership. He claims that the 

instructional leadership model is founded within the effective school research literature with 

its main objective being “to coordinate, control, supervise, and to develop curriculum and 

instruction in the school” (Hallinger, 2003, p.33). He further argues that leadership in SER 

uses a top-down approach to school improvement using first-order changes in the school. First 

order changes are characterized by the principal with its main intentions being “to influence 

conditions at the school which impact the quality of curriculum and instruction” (p.339).  

Transformational, intensified, distributed and shared leadership are all terms associated 

with the school improvement perspective (Abrahamsson & Andersen, 2010; Hallinger, 2003; 

Hargreaves, 2007; Harris, 2002; Kruse & Seashore Louis 2009; Lambert, 1998; Leithwood, 

2005). Under these conditions the role of the leader is also important but is portrayed 

differently compared to a leader found in SER. Rather than to coordinate, control, supervise 

and develop curriculum and instruction at the school (Hallinger, 2003), the school 

improvement leader focuses on developing a culture which promotes development (Scherp, 

2007). A leader who focuses on transforming a school’s culture to promote development is in 

literature called a transformational leader (Abrahamsson & Andersen, 2010).  A 

transformational leader found in the school improvement perspective involves and engages 

co-workers to commit to the organization, which stimulates initiatives, flexibility and high 

achievement by engaging co-workers in higher order thinking (Abrahamsson & Andersen, 

2010). Transformational leaders have a strong vision and are interested in changing the 

culture by transforming people’s feelings and attitudes (Abrahamsson & Andersen, 2010). 

Leithwood (2005) further describes this type of leadership: 

”transformational approaches to leadership emphasize emotions and values and share in 

common the fundamental aim of fostering capacity development and higher levels of 
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personal commitment to organizational goals on the part of leaders’ colleagues. Increased 

capacities and commitments are assumed to result in extra effort and greater productivity” 

(Leithwood, 2005, p.10).  

School development according to the two perspectives 
In terms of school development within the school effectiveness research perspective Swedish 

researcher Grosin means that development should be well grounded in the school’s vision and 

be able to support  schools and staff’s needs (Thornberg, 2011). Principals and teachers decide 

what should be developed at the school and focus should rest on the development of subject 

teaching and teaching methods (Dolan & Grosin, 2008). Parents and students are seen as 

customers and should be involved in the decision making processes at the school where 

teachers are expected to plan together and share ideas with each other which later serves as 

the development plan. School development occurs by measuring students’ achievement where 

the results provide the base for areas which later should be implemented in the school’s 

improvement plan (Sandberg & Targamara, 1998). Test results are the driving force for school 

development in SER because followers of the perspective wants to improve schools by 

looking at student’s test results and use these when implementing programs to foster higher 

achievement. Effective schools are interested in finding out what signifies a school which 

produces good test results and in order to understand which schools produce good test results 

ranking systems are developed (Thornberg, 2011). 

School development through the school improvement perspective occurs and becomes 

sustainable when teachers have the opportunity to find solutions to problems which arise in 

every day teaching situations (Scherp & Scherp, 2007; Scherp, 2012).  Scherp further argues 

that using opportunities arisen from the daily work with the students in the classroom as a 

foundation for school development, contribute to meaningful learning processes for teachers, 

students and administrators (Scherp & Scherp, 2007; Scherp, 2009). Meaningful learning and 

deep understandings about the learning processes are according to this perspective central to 

sustainable school development. The following model based on Timperely et al. (Scherp, 

2009, p.118) describes the ideal collective learning processes as a base for school 

development according to the school improvement perspective:
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Figure 1. Teachers’ question-learning spiral to improve students’ results. 

Organizational models 
The two school development perspectives use two different organizational models based on 

different ways of thinking when it comes to how school development should be organized and 

steered. The two are called; Learning Organization and New Public Management. The 

concept of a learning organization was founded by Peter Senge who defines a learning 

organization as an organization where all people together at all times seek to enhance their 

capacity to innovate and pursue their vision (O’Neil, 1995). Senge’s concept of a learning 

organization originates from his idea about system thinking. He views education as 

fragmented with a list of attributes to learn and perceived as unable to be integrated. 

Therefore systems thinking should serve as a foundation in schools because system thinking 

helps people learn how to better understand interdependence and change (Senge et al., 2012). 

System thinking was developed by Von Bertalanffy (Bates, 2013) “as any organized part 

made up of component parts” (p.40). Two different types of systems can be found; closed and 

open systems. An example of a closed or simple system would be the makeup of a watch and 

how all its parts are inter-connected to make a system of a working watch. All parts can easily 

be manipulated through simple feedback in order to achieve stability. An example of an open 

or a complex system could be an international school which is made up of several parts such 

as lower primary-, upper primary-, lower secondary- and higher secondary school which in 

addition is broken up in departments or disciplines all of which constitutes the international 

school. Characteristic of this open, complex system is its makeup of many different parts that 

What do students need to 
learn? 

• What do they already know? 
• How have we found out what they already 

know? 
• What do they need to learn and what do 

they need to do? 
• How can we build on what we already 

know? 

What have we done that has contributed to the 
students results? 
• What do we already know of what we can do 

in order to improve student learning? 
• What do we need to learn in order to improve 

student learning? 
• What foundations do we have that can be used 

for learning?

What do we need to know?

Arrangement of study 

Work Methods

What impact has our changed 
work methods had? 

How effective has what we 
have learned and done 
improved the students’ results 
and their well-being? 
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somehow affect each other. These parts are “characterized by complex causality where 

multiple causes lead to multiple effects” (Bates, 2013, p.39). This complexity makes it 

difficult to predict how they affect each other or how they will respond to change. When 

comparing the two systems; open and closed, the open system is able to learn by adapting to 

the changes in the environment and between the internal parts whereas the closed system is 

more limited to learn since its parts are strictly guided by its function. Bates further argues 

that by using system thinking in organizations based on the social constructivist view of 

learning where multiple realities are recognized, the organization is able to move from simple 

command-control to a more participative approach in managing the organization (p.41). 

Senge et al. (2012)  maintain that in order for an organization to call itself a learning 

organization all five disciplines need to be present where system thinking being only one. 

Shared vision, personal mastery, mental models, and team learning are according to Senge the 

other four disciplines necessary in a learning organization. Michael Fullan (2007) uses 

Senge’s ideas when developing his organizational model to be used in schools. Fullan claims 

there are five core assumptions of organizational learning pertaining to a school setting. The 

assumptions should provide a framework for how organizational learning can facilitate 

learning in school systems, help understand what it means and be able to recognize 

organizational learning when experiencing it. 

The five core assumptions according to Fullan are:  

1. Organizational learning is multilevel – individual, group, and organizational level 

2. Organizational learning requires inquiry 

3. Organizational learning relies on shared understandings among members which 

underpin organizational practices 

4. Organizational learning involves both behavioral and cognitive change 

5. Organizational learning includes embedding new knowledge and practices in 

organizational theories-in-use or routines 

(Fullan, 2007, p.32) 

Fullan (2007) argues that the five assumptions serve as a framework for organizational 

learning which relies on the concept of sensemaking. When working in a learning 

organization there will be ample opportunities to use the concept of sensemaking since 

activities used are cognitive in nature where people try to understand the environment and the 

actions taking place.  

Although it is difficult to find an all-encompassing accepted definition of the concept; a 

learning organization, many researchers and authors have found common traits a learning 
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organization represent in a school setting. The driving force in a learning organization is the 

idea of having a school where all people seek to increase their knowledge in how to create 

opportunities to better the chances for students’ learning to take place (Fullan, 2007; Thelin, 

2011). Even though learning is the central theme in a learning organization, other key 

characteristics are also found present such as; learning is a cyclical process with the result of 

continuous renewal, people are seen as the key asset, there should be free flow of authentic 

information, the organization learns from itself and it has the ability to pace the learning and 

the development processes (Fullan, 2007; O’Sullivan, 1997; Strandli-Portfelt, 2006). In order 

for members of the organization to learn there needs to be certain pre-existing conditions for 

this to occur. Ideas like fostering inquiry, prioritizing learning for all, share knowledge, 

practicing democratic principles, taking care of human relationships and provide members’ 

self-fulfillment are but a few necessary conditions fostering the establishment of a learning 

organization (Fullan, 2007, p.60). 

Since team learning is a central focus in a learning organization it takes center stage in a 

school representing the school improvement perspective (Dalin, 2004; O’Neil, 1995; Senge et 

al., 2012; Thelin, 2011). Senge claims that working in teams is the most essential discipline of 

a learning organization and should effect the entire organization and not be based on 

individuals’ efforts to better themselves. Working in a group context individuals collaborate 

and communicate to seek solutions to common problems from which new knowledge appears 

(Blossing, 2008; Muijs, West, & Ainscow, 2010). Through this process of sharing information 

individual’s own mental models expands and group learning occurs (Strandli-Portfelt, 2006). 

Therefore, the individual serves as an intricate part of the team when trying to understand 

different perspectives to problems brought up. Not only by asking clarifying questions but 

also by respecting and owning the solutions at hand. This variation is seen as a necessity and 

an asset in the learning organization perspective. Through differences of opinion and the 

option to see something new by the involved individuals; learning takes place (Dalin, 2004; 

Hargreaves, 2001; O’Neil, 1995; Scherp, 2007).  

School development viewed from a learning organization perspective where learning 

serves as the central theme, does not use concepts like “best practice” or copy what other 

schools do. These ideas contradict the main characteristics of a learning organization where 

learning from problems arising from daily work in the classroom is the center theme. 

Researchers representing a learning organization regard each school as a different 

organization with different sets of problems and therefore copying what other schools do 
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would not be the answers to the school’s issues (Gray et al., 1999; Harris, 2002; Sahlberg, 

2012; Scherp, 2011).   

The organizational model connected with the school effectiveness perspective is called 

New Public Management (NPM). NPM has been a popular organizational model used to 

invigorate the public sector including public education. NPM is according to Diefenback 

(2009, as cited in Jarl, Fredriksson, & Persson, 2012) defined as: 

…a set of assumptions and value statements about how public sector organizations 

should be designed, organized, managed and how, in a quasi-business manner, 

they should function (p.893) 

The model originated in the U.K. and USA in the 1970s during the Thatcher and Reagan 

era of the New Right and was born out of economic recessions (Tolofari, 2005). According to 

Goldspink (2007) economic recession was not the only reason for its development but there 

was also a philosophical shift away from a learner needs perspective to an institutional needs 

perspective with a focus on performance culture or outcomes. 

In the 1980 and 1990’s NPM quickly became a global phenomenon spreading from 

country to country. School reforms with intentions of making the school a more “business 

like” model of organizing schools adopted this model. It is characteristic by managing people 

like that in the private sector which suggests a strong leadership who mostly keeps track of 

budgets, improves results and increases competiveness (Jarl et al., 2012; Solhaug, 

2011;Tolofari, 2005;). The management form stresses individualism and choice (Welle-Strand 

& Tjeldvoll, 2002). As a result of free choice and individualism, many countries have adopted 

a voucher system where public money follows the students’ choice of school. This was 

implemented to push schools to compete for students requiring schools to demonstrate high 

quality especially in terms of exam results (Welle-Strand & Tjeldvoll, 2002). 

Goldspink (2007) argues that the NPM model rests on the assumption that there is a 

tight relationship between education policy and how teachers teach. In order to improve 

schools formal instruments are implemented such as rules, procedures, structures, rewards or 

changed evaluation. The school leader needs to possess both managerial and educational 

responsibilities connected with strong accountability (Goldspink, 2007).  More demands are 

put on the school leader to budget, administrate, plan, report upwards and attend more to 

strategic matters of the school. Parents and students are seen as customers and should be 

involved in the decision making processes. In addition the Head of school is seen as a 

manager in the sense of business style rather than a teacher leading a group of teaching 

professionals. The management style is top-down, hands-on since school improvement is led 



 

20 
 

by a strong leader leading school effectiveness processes (Tjeldvoll, 2008). The organization 

is controlled by explicit standards of performance and therefore accountability systems are 

important tools to control the performance of the organization including students, teachers and 

principals (Dempster, Freakley, & Parry, 2001). Additional control is exerted by demanding 

accountability such as published tests scores, which serve as important an aspect of the 

competition among schools. Competition serves a central role within the NPM organizational 

model.  

To clarify the differences between the two organizational models a summary of the two are 

described below by Dr. A.M. Bowker (2010, p.7). 

Table 1. Dr. A.M. Bowker (2010) New Public Management and Schools-as-Learning-

Communities.   

New Public Management (New Managerialism) Schools – as- Learning Communities 

Individual responsibility Shared responsibility among all members 

Risk minimization (e.g. ‘educational triage’) Considered risk-taking and experimenting to 

improve teaching and learning 

Transmissive teaching (e.g. closely defined 

syllabi and teaching strategies) 

Social constructivist thinking & reflective 

practice, prevalent and dominant 

A focus on measureable outcomes A focus on activities which improve every 

member’s educational experience 

Detached relationships, related to performance 

(e.g. commodification of pupils) 

Mutual care and respect 

Competitive working relationships seen as key to 

create improvement 

Working relationships that tend to be 

collaborative, but embrace diversity, and seen as 

key to improvement 

Trust based primarily on systems of monitoring 

and motivation 

Mutual trust 

Customer-supplier relationships with the 

environment (e.g. parents) 

Partnership with the environment (for example, 

parents) 

Conformity, associated with external control and 

risk minimization 

Diverse interests and talents embraced 

Strong ‘heroic’ leadership (e.g. ‘superhead’) Distributed leadership 
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The Scandinavian model  
The Scandinavian educational system was developed after the Second World War and built on 

social democratic values; equal opportunities, cooperation, adaptation and solidarity. At this 

time the Scandinavian population was extremely “homogenous in its ethnic, linguistic and 

cultural circumstances” (Oftedal –Telhaug, Medås, & Aasen, 2005, p.247). The development 

in post war Europe favored the private sector while the Scandinavian countries believed the 

state and the public sector served best to promote collective values and interest in society. In 

terms of education a common thread among the Scandinavian countries was that the state 

should provide equal opportunities for all its citizens. Within this Scandinavian philosophy of 

education there was no room for elite schools which consequently meant very few private 

schools (Oftedal - Telhaug et al., 2005).  

The trademark for the Scandinavian model was to focus on the democratic socialization 

as the focal point on the learning process. However, the focus on unity and equality, have now 

been replaced by new ideals which focus on individual rights, demands of the globalized 

world and the middle-class (Oftedal -Telhaug et al., 2005, p.263). New goals representing 

profit, efficiency, standards skills, competition and product have taken over the national 

cultural perspective of Scandinavia which is known for its focus on equality and solidarity. 

This new focus on output rather than the educational framework has resulted in the 

development of attainment targets. The objective in developing attainment targets was to rank 

and compare schools in order to create competition between the schools. This new move to 

the “right” have resulted in Scandinavian authorities imposing New Public Management style 

initiatives with a focus on accountability, effectiveness, competition, and viewing school 

leaders as managers (Moos et al.,2004; Oftedal - Telhaug et al., 2005).  

Catapults for these changes were the economic crisis and international measurements. 

With high unemployment and mediocre test results presented by the Scandinavian countries 

on tests like Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) and Trends in 

International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), reforms were launched (Oftedal- 

Telhaug et al., 2005, p.265; Sahlberg, 2012). The focus on tests results as a means to 

reforming Scandinavian education was challenged by pedagogical experts since they 

contested the reliability of the tests. Arguing that comparing countries’ test results was not 

practical since no common standards of what signify good or poor schools had been 

developed. In addition they claimed that the tests only evaluated students’ abilities to 

reproduce knowledge and skills and did not reflect the many objectives of education (Oftedal 
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- Telhaug et al., 2005, p.265). Sahlberg (2012) goes as far as claiming that by focusing on 

narrow attainment targets give a wrong view of what quality in education stands for. 

Today the Scandinavian school system looks similar as the above described scenario 

where market forces influenced by New Public Management have had a strong impact on 

education reforms (Svedberg, 2012). Sahlberg (2012) calls it a Global Educational Reform 

(GERM) which is signified by countries around the world borrowing policies and theories 

from other countries without making sure they fit the contexts they are intended for. Key 

concepts within this reform are competition, choice, accountability and privatization; all 

words associated with New Public Management. In the global world these concepts have still 

a strong hold in countries like; USA, U.K, Ireland, Australia, New Zeeland and in gulf region 

countries. According to Sahlberg (2011; 2012) the Scandinavian countries are now moving 

away from concepts associated with GERM and instead on the move towards an era he calls 

“the Fourth Way”.  

Hargreaves & Shirley (2009) claim that; “the fourth way” is characterized as a 

“professional and democratic path to improvement that grows from the bottom, steers from 

the top, and provides support and pressure from the sides” (p.183).  In addition, teachers 

representing the “fourth way” strive to improve the quality of learning in their schools 

through professional team work and networks (p.183).  All in all many of the characteristics 

described earlier when discussing the school improvement perspective. 

 

Critical reflections 
Both perspectives; school improvement and school effectiveness with their adjoining 

organizational models; NPM and a Learning organization have their strengths and 

shortcomings. A reoccurring criticism of the school effectiveness perspective is its focus on 

student achievement as the primary focus of school development (Bates, 2013; Hargreaves, 

2007; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Robinson, 2013; Scherp, 2011). Bates goes as far as 

claiming that this consistent focus on students meeting narrow national standards have led to 

an erosion of the quality of education and has reduced the importance of holistic and 

humanistic approaches to education (Bates, 2013, p.39). In addition, the focus on literacy and 

numeracy as the only means to measure student achievement is reducing the opportunities to 

teach a full and rich curriculum to all students. Hargreaves & Fullan (2012) further argues that 

it is not “the employment of evidence that is the problem today, but the obsession with 

numerical data, technological gadgetry, and narrow test-driven goals instead of and above 
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everything else, that are dysfunctional” (p.11). According to research (Scherp, 2011) there are 

many problems related to only looking at test scores in terms of school improvement. One 

being that it is very difficult to transfer results from one school to another because of the 

complexity of the context a school is set in. In addition, test results of the basic skills “ignore 

higher order thinking skills such as critical thinking, reasoning, problem solving, 

communication, collaboration, digitally-based learning and citizenship” (Fullan, 2011, p.9; 

Sahlberg, 2012). Scherp (2011) and Sahlberg (2012) also criticize SER’s approach on 

measuring student achievement. They feel that by using simple and quantitative measures of 

learning one does not get the true picture of what learning has taken place since learning is 

more complex. Even school effectiveness researchers such as Teddlie and Reynolds (1999) 

question how testing is not giving the true picture of what learning has taken place. For 

example, studies which rely on short tests containing 20 questions to test students’ growth in 

Science (p.13).  

Fullan, (2011), Sahlberg (2012), and Scherp (2011) get support from the international 

organization OECD who claims that there is little correlation between high literacy, high 

mathematic test results and a country’s economic prosperity. Therefore, OECD is trying to 

widen its definition of the concept “human capital” to include competence abilities such as 

problem solving, creativity, critical thinking, collaboration, and independence skills students 

must excel in to be successful in the coming future (Scherp, 2011).  

The focus on narrow attainment targets as means for school development is brought up 

by McKinsey (2010). According to McKinsey (2010) the picture is not either or in terms of 

what to focus on when it comes to school development, but focus should rely on how the 

system performs in terms of student achievement. McKinsey analyzed 20 different school 

systems across the globe to get an idea why some countries kept getting better while others 

were not. What they found was that school development which here is called school 

improvement goes through various stages; “poor to fair”, “fair to good”, “good to great” and 

“great to excellent” all depending on where the country starts off in terms of student 

performance. What they found was that countries which were moving from “poor to fair” 

focused on basic literacy and numeracy skills. Those countries moving from “fair to good” 

emphasized how to get the system foundations in place. The “good to great” countries focused 

on values and behaviors of the educators in order to continue their improvement path. 

Countries (Hong Kong, South Korea, Ontario and Singapore) that were already great but 

moved to excellent were found to emphasize peer-led support and teaching innovations as 

means to school improvement. When looking at McKinsey’s report I wonder why countries 
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which are performing well still only focus on achievement results for literacy and numeracy 

as means of school development when according to McKinsey they should focus on 

innovation and collaboration among educators to improve the system.  

Criticism of the learning organization, which as discussed earlier is the organizational 

model associated with the school improvement perspective, has also been voiced by 

researchers (Fenwick, n.d.; Field, 1997) who feel that there are several problems associated 

with a learning organization. Fenwick (n.d.) argues that one of the problems is that the 

concept of a learning organization is not clearly identified before it is implemented in the 

workplace. She argues further that a learning organization is built on the assumption that 

learning is good and positive for the organization but what can often be seen is the opposite; 

people can learn to avoid responsibilities and minimize effort. In addition she argues that in 

some instances people may choose to keep their learning to themselves or avoid taking part in 

discussions, all aspects which contribute to the working of a learning organization.  

Both Field (1997) and Fenwick (n.d.) mention the problem of empowerment in a learning 

organization. Empowerment is an important ingredient in a learning organization since its 

focus is on empowering employees by providing ample opportunities for individuals to bring 

their new learning and creative participation forward which ultimately should lead to 

organizational growth. The central problem here is according to Fenwick that the organization 

is only concerned with learning that benefits the organization and not necessarily the 

individual’s learning.  

The concept of empowerment and its relationship between managers and employees is 

another problem that may arise in a learning organization. How much empowerment is good 

to give employees before management becomes unstable and insecure? Field, (1997) claims 

that too much power by the employees will result in that management exerts more control 

over its employees which may undermine activities leading to learning. Also gaining new 

knowledge may be difficult to act upon since it may involve the creation of friction between 

colleagues (Field, 1997).  

Fenwick’s (n.d.) criticism about the learning organization only being interested in 

organizational learning and not individual learning is interesting and peculiar since the 

foundation for organizational learning is the combination of individual and group learning. 

Here the individual is seen as an intricate part since the organization cannot learn without 

individuals sharing their own learning with others (Strandli-Portfelt, 2006). By questioning 

and reflecting various perspectives ones’ mental model expands and new individual learning 

takes place. When this new individual learning is shared with others group learning takes 
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place which represents the link between individual and organizational learning (Strandli-

Portfelt, 2006, p. 25).  

Part of Fenwick’s (n.d.) and Field’s (1997) criticism of a learning organization is 

difficult to ignore and important to address. Fenwick claims that people in an organization 

may choose to avoid responsibilities and minimize effort in order to steer out of involvement 

in development work. Teachers have different goals and aspirations with their job, with many 

viewing teaching the curriculum to the students as their main and only responsibility. 

However, I believe the strength in the concept of a learning organization in a school setting 

relies on the premise that it originates from the daily work with the students in the classroom 

(Scherp, 2007). By knowing that my contribution in dialogues with my peers about improving 

student learning would help us in becoming better teachers, I think school personnel are more 

likely to become engaged in the school’s development. In order to be motivated to become 

involved, teachers need to know that their engagement would lead to improvement of their 

work with the students they teach.  In addition, I agree with the criticisms of the school 

effectiveness perspective that the movement to only focus on student achievement is in the 

long run a dangerous path to follow. Here I acknowledge Bates (2013) and Robinson’s (2013) 

beliefs that we as teachers have a mission to teach a rich curriculum where the whole human 

is the focus. Also, I conceive that already great schools need to move away from its persistent 

focus on literacy and numeracy as the only means for school improvement. Of course we need 

solid programs of numeracy and literacy in the schools, but when these are in place, I believe 

teachers and school leaders need to foster a culture which promotes creativity, problem 

solving, collaboration, critical thinking and independence skills into the curriculum in order to 

prepare students for the future. 

  

 



 

26 
 

Method 

According to Cohen, Manion & Morrison (2007) there is no blueprint for planning research 

and its design should be guided by its purpose (p.78).  Hence, it is the purpose of the research 

that should determine the methodology and design of the research. This study came about by 

working in an international school together with students and staff from many different 

cultures. Not only does staff come from different cultures but their educational backgrounds 

may differ from where they were born and consequently influence their views on educational 

issues. The purpose of this study is to identify if these cultural backgrounds influence how 

assistants, teachers and school leaders view school development. In order to identify if these 

cultural backgrounds affect staffs’ views on school development, a quantitative research 

methodology was decided where data was collected through a survey approach.  

The quantitative research methodology has its roots in positivism which is based on 

observing phenomena which can be measured and stands as central to quantitative research. 

Quantitative research methodology investigates how much or how many of something exists. 

The properties which are under investigation need to be quantifiable and a theory needs to be 

tested (Hartman, 2004). According to Hartman (2004) the researcher investigates the 

numerical relationship between two or more measurable properties (p.207).  In a quantitative 

study the researcher is interested to see how representative the collected material is for a 

larger group. In addition it is important to test the collected material’s reliability and validity. 

Data can be collected through interviews, surveys and observations. In order to get deeper 

knowledge about the collected data a qualitative approach could have been added with this 

type of study, but due to time constraints only a quantitative approach was chosen. 

Survey construction 
The survey was first constructed in Swedish by Master students and teachers at Karlstad 

University in spring 2012. At the time the survey also included questions about what content 

school personnel viewed as appropriate to develop at the school. When the survey was 

developed, both teachers and Master students came up with suggestions for possible 

questions, its structure, and number of questions. The questionnaire was highly structured 

with closed questions in addition to four open-ended questions giving the respondents an 

opportunity to answer more thoroughly to what was being asked. Before the questionnaire 

was sent out, we the students answered the survey to ascertain that the questions pertained to 
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the domain of the research project and to determine how long it would take to finish the 

questionnaire. 

For this study only questions pertaining to general characteristics and 

processes/standards of school development were translated from Swedish to English and 

revised to fit the sampled population for an international school setting. The questionnaire 

contained objective factual questions about the respondents and subjective attitudes and 

opinions about school development. All questions concerned with respondents’ attitudes and 

opinions about school development reflected the two perspectives; school effectiveness and 

school improvement. Questions concerned with objective factual information were developed 

to ensure they could answer my research questions; if respondents’ country of birth affected 

their views on school development, where they have completed their higher education, and if 

number of years spent in Scandinavia were contributing factors. 

The school development section was divided into three main sections: Section 1 - 

general characteristics of the respondents’ school development work as it proceeds today, and 

how they wish it would look like. Section 2 – What general standards for school development 

the respondents think are important and Section 3 – The development process – how the 

respondents would like the process to be characterized in order to raise the quality of 

learning and teaching (see appendix A).  

The questions for each subsection were highly structured containing only closed answer 

questions.  A 4 - point Likert rating scale was developed; 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 

3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree to determine respondents’ views on school development (Cohen, 

Manion, & Morrison, 2007). Also the questionnaire was piloted by a colleague from an 

international school who was asked to edit anything that could jeopardize the reliability and 

validity of the questionnaire.  Along with the questionnaire a cover letter (see appendix A) 

was included clarifying the purpose of the study and the reassurance of securing the 

confidentiality of the respondents. 

Sampling 
The target population for this study consists of assistants, teachers, and school leaders of 

Scandinavian International Schools. I have used non-probability convenience sampling in 

order to fit the purpose of the study (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007; Trost, 2012). All 

participants had equal chance to take part in the study but since it is based on volunteering to 

answer the survey it is not randomly selected and therefore the sample group falls under 

convenience sampling. Only in Sweden 98 international schools exist, (ISC Research, 2004-
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2013) so in order to limit the sample population, I chose to include only Scandinavian 

international schools which are full members of the European Council for International 

Schools (ECIS). 20 such schools exist in Scandinavia and to whom I sent an initial e-mail to 

each school leader to inquire if the school would be interested to take part in my study. Seven 

schools decided to participate ranging in staff size from 16-75. The survey was sent out to 227 

assistants, teachers and school leaders where only two schools had their school leaders take 

the survey. 

Data processes and analysis 
I have used a web-based survey approach in which the survey was constructed using Google 

docs. When all data was collected it was exported to excel where data was coded and given 

numbers in order to be able to run descriptive and inferential statistical analyses.  

The data collected indicated that the response rate was 52% (117 of 227). When looking 

at how these results were distributed I found that 74% of these were female and 24% male 

with two missing values for gender comprising of 1.7% (see figure 2). Why 2 respondents 

have not answered their gender can only be discussed. One reason could be that they have 

missed the tic-box, or another reason could be that they do not want the risk to be identified.  

 

 
Figure 2. Response rate and gender 

 

Response rate was then cross tabulated with schools. 

Table 2. Cross tabulation of gender and school. 

 

74 %

24 %

2 %

female male 4
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What I found was that the response rate is fairly equally distributed between elementary and 

secondary school as well as between genders and schools. 

I also looked at positions respondents hold at the schools (see figure 3). 

 
Figure 3. Percentage of job positions. 

Figure 3 indicates that 74% of the respondents are teachers, 16% school leaders and 10% 

assistants i.e. the distribution of the participants. 

 

I then cross tabulated gender and position (see table 3). 

Table 3. Cross tabulation gender and position. 

 

Table 3 shows that there is an equal frequency between male and female school leaders but a 

big discrepancy between female and male teachers which is not surprising since 74% of the 

respondents are females. 

Internal missing values 
 The highest internal missing value was 8, 5% on question 10a (see appendix B). This is a 

question under the subsection of general characteristics respondents believe to be particularly 

important for school development. Why this question had the highest missing value I can only 

speculate. At first I thought the respondents might not have understood the concepts in the 

question. When I looked further to other similar questions (8 and 9) and found the percentage 

of missing value for these questions being 3 and 5% missing, I had to reconsider my initial 

thought. Maybe the reason why 8,5%  did not answer this question was that they were 

10 %

74 %

16 %

Assistant Teacher Principal/Head of School
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uncertain about whether or not the development work should be directed by the school’s 

vision and mission and therefore chose to not answer the question. There are no items in this 

study that have been excluded since I believe with the highest missing value being under 10% 

the reliability of the study has not been jeopardized. 

External missing values 
With a response rate of 52% the external data loss is consequently 48%.  According to Trost 

(2012), an acceptable response rate on surveys range between 50-75%.  This survey was a 

web-based survey which is proven to yield a lower response rate than postal surveys since it is 

easier to forget an e-mail than a letter via the post (Trost, 2012). One reason I think the 

response rate was not higher was that the survey was sent out two weeks prior to winter break. 

Since all schools have different dates for this break, the survey might have competed with 

other activities prior to the commencement of the holiday.  An interesting observation is that 

when I look at the response rates from all seven schools, Oslo International School (OIS) was 

responsible for 41% of the total response rate. Since this is the school I work at, the results tell 

me that maybe when the researcher is closer to its subjects it is easier to get a higher response 

rate. 

Analysis 
As mentioned earlier, descriptive and inferential statistics have been applied to make possible 

predictions about the collected data. Firstly, I wanted to get descriptive results from the data 

collected and ran various frequency tests to deduce how many from each school that has taken 

part in the study as well as where they were born and where their higher education was 

completed. In addition, I wanted to know how many years they have spent in Scandinavia 

since this is part of my research question. Other descriptive values were found by looking at 

central tendencies of the two school development perspectives. In order to test whether or not 

the central tendency values were statistically significant I ran pair sample t-tests of the various 

school development index variables. The descriptive tests and t-tests I had run did not answer 

my main research question; if cultural backgrounds affect school development of staff working 

at Scandinavian international schools. Therefore, I had to run a number of multivariate 

analyses in order to take the various countries represented in the study in consideration. 

MANOVA and ANOVA were used. I only followed up with ANOVA if I had found any 

significance in the MANOVA test (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). 
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Reliability and validity 
Cohen, Manion, & Morrison  (2007) claim that threats to a study’s validity and reliability can 

never be completely erased but by paying close attention to their importance the researcher 

can ensure high levels of the two (p.133).  

All studies have strengths and weaknesses which affect the study’s reliability and 

validity. The strengths in my study are that the questions are constructed first through a group 

of teachers at the university along with Master students from the course. The survey was sent 

out to approximately 700 school personnel in Sweden prior to me translating and piloting the 

survey.  The feedback I received after having sent out the Swedish version resulted in me re-

wording some of the questions in order to ensure my study’s validity. In addition, I also 

limited the respondents to be assistants, teachers and school leaders in order to make sure the 

respondents were able to understand the contents of the questions being asked. In the Swedish 

version all school personnel were able to respond to the survey which may have affected the 

study’s validity. The survey was also sent out to the principals at the same time along with the 

same cover letter. In addition the time frame for answering the survey was also identical for 

all schools. 

A weakness of the study is the fairly low response rate (52%) and the fact that the 

sampling is non-probability convenience sampling which makes it difficult to generalize the 

findings to a larger population (Cohen et al., 2007). Even though this is the case, I have still 

decided to run significance tests to see if I can detect any patterns or variations in the 

collected data. 

The study’s reliability was tested using Cronbach’s Alpha on all index variables. When 

deciding to create the index variables I first tested all questions which fall under the two 

sections; General characteristics of school development how I perceive it today (index #1) 

and how I wished it would look like (index #2).  After that I divided the questions into the two 

school development perspectives; school effectiveness and school improvement within each 

sub-category. My last index was created using all 8 index variables (see table 4 and appendix 

C) 
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Table 4. Indexes of school development, school effectiveness and school improvement. 

Index No Name of Index Questions included Alpha value 

1 School_development_today  8a, 8b, 8c, 8d, 8e, 8f, 8g, 8h,8i, 8j, 8k, 8l, 8m, 8n, 
8o, 8p 

,896 

2 School_development_wish   9a, 9b, 9c, 9d, 9e, 9f, 9g, 9h, 9i, 9j, 9k, 9l, 9m, 9n, 
9o,9p  

,876 

3 S.E_today  8b, 8c, 8h, 8l, 8n, 8j ,627 

4 S.I_today  8d, 8f, 8k, 8m, 8o ,863 

5 S.E_wish  9b, 9c, 9h, 9l, 9o, 9j ,510 

6 S.I_wish  9d, 9f, 9k, 9n, 9p ,851 

7 S.E_standards_ processes  10b, 10d, 10f, 11e, 11h,11g, 11c , 724 

8 S.I standards_processes  10a, 10c, 10e, 11a, 11d, 11b, 11f , 635 

All 8 indexes    ,735 

 

Question #8c within index #3 indicated a low value .207 on corrected item-Total Correlation. 

Although this is a low correlation, I decided to keep the question since I claim that school 

development which originates from the board or any other outside party (accreditation team, 

board of education etc.) is a strong characteristic of the school effectiveness perspective and 

necessary to be included for the purpose of this study. 

When analyzing the corrected item –Total Correlation of question 9c within index #5, I 

found a low value of .032. This question is also showing to have a very low correlation. 

However, as already mentioned for index #3 question 8c, I believe that school development 

which originates from the board or any other outside party (accreditation team, board of 

education etc.) is a strong characteristic of the school effectiveness perspective, and necessary 

to be included for the purpose of this study. 

Also within index #8 I find that questions 10c and 11f indicated low values for corrected 

item-Total Correlation (10c=.274 and 11f=.251). Once again, these are low correlations, but I 

have decided to keep the questions. The reason is that I believe internal 

measures/controls/evaluations which are completed by the school itself and visiting each 

other’s classrooms in order to learn from each other, are both strong characteristics of the 

school improvement perspective and necessary to be included for the purpose of this study. 
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Ethical considerations 
Ethics can, according to Cavan (1977, as cited in Cohen et al., 2007) be defined as “a matter 

of principled sensitivity to the rights of others, and that ‘while truth is good, respect for 

human dignity is better’”.  All researchers need to follow ethical principles when conducting 

research all of which are important and cannot be ignored (Blaxter, Hughes, & Tight, 2010; 

Trost, 2012; Cohen et al., 2007). 

This study follows the ethical research principles recommended by the Swedish research 

association for the social sciences; Humanistisk samhällsvetenskapliga forskningsrådet 

(1990). Four main principles are to be followed: 

 The researcher shall inform the sampled population about the purpose of the study  

 The sampled population of the study shall be able to choose themselves if they want to 

take part in the study 

 All personal information collected shall be managed with utmost confidentiality and 

personal information needs to be securely stored in order to prevent access to 

unauthorized personnel 

 Personal information shall only be used for research purpose 

A cover letter followed the questionnaire which informed the participants about the 

purpose of the study. In addition, I wrote that the survey was part of my Master’s degree 

in Educational Leadership and School Development administrated by Karlstad University 

in Karlstad Sweden. In order to increase participants’ anonymity no unauthorized 

personnel have been able to access the data collected. Since the purpose of the study is to 

determine if cultural backgrounds affect school personnel’s views on school development 

at Scandinavian international schools, personal information from individual schools are of 

no interest to the study and therefore not taken into account when statistical analyses have 

been conducted. All participation by the respondents have been on a volunteer basis but 

two follow-up letters were sent to each school where I asked the principal to send gentle 

reminders to staff urging them to take the survey. This study has been strictly directed by 

my own interests in finding out if cultural backgrounds affect school development where 

no other stakeholders’ interests have been taken into account. 
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Results 

This section presents the results found after having analyzed the collected data. As mentioned 

earlier, the study is based on the alternative hypothesis that cultural backgrounds affect how 

assistants, teachers and school leaders working in an international school view school 

development. Survey questions are designed according to the two most prominent research 

perspectives on school development; school improvement and school effectiveness. The 

Statistical Programme for Social Sciences (SPSS) has been used to analyze the data collected. 

Descriptive and inferential statistical analyses are used in order to make possible predictions 

about the data collected. In addition multivariate analyses using Multiple Analysis of Variance 

(MANOVA) are employed in order to see the effect the independent variables have on the 

dependent variable(s) pertaining to the research questions. The analysis will try to answer the 

following research questions;  

1. What patterns and variations are there between variables: Country I come from and 

how I would like to develop the school? Do answers from one country fall under one 

or the other development perspective? 

2. What patterns and variations are there between variables; Country I am educated in 

and how I would like to develop the school? Do answers from one country fall under 

one or the other development perspective?  

3. What patterns and variations are there between the variables; years in Scandinavia and 

view on school development? 

The first analysis examined who took part in the study (see Table 5).  

Table 5. Frequency table of schools and number of respondents who took part in the survey. 
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The table indicates that 117 assistants, teachers and school leaders took part in the survey. 

Oslo International School was responsible for the highest number of respondents with 49 out 

of 117 representing 42% of the total number of respondents. At Stockholm International 

School 27 people responded to the survey which represents 23% of the total percentage, 

followed by International School of Bergen where 12 people answered the survey and 

represented 10 % of the total percentage. When looking at the relationship between countries 

of where the school is located and number of respondents, the table demonstrates that Norway 

represented 62% of the total percentage, Sweden 30% and Denmark 8%. 

After having looked at where the respondents worked I examined where the respondents 

were born (see figure 4). The largest group was represented by the United Kingdom by 

approximately 39 %. The second largest group was the USA; 19% followed by Norway 8%, 

Sweden 6%, Canada 6% and Denmark 5%. It is not surprising to see that the English speaking 

countries are represented by 68%, when including Australia 2 % and New Zealand 2%, since 

the working language in an international school is English. 

 

Figure 4. Distribution of countries represented in the study. 

When analyzing the frequency table of where the respondents’ higher education was 

completed, I had to create a new variable; More than one country, for the respondents who 

had completed their higher education in more than one country. This variable is represented 

by 8 people or 7% of the total sampled population. When examining the other countries, I 

found similar results as compared to where they were born. However there were some 
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changes. The United Kingdom went up 1% to 40% having completed their higher education 

in the United Kingdom, the USA was almost identical but with a decrease of .7%.  However, 

Norway went up from 8% of the respondents who were born in Norway to 10% having 

completed their education in Norway.  

Table 6. Frequency of countries where respondents have completed their higher education. 

 

Table 6 demonstrates number of years respondents have spent in Scandinavia. Approximately 

50% have spent more than 10 years in Scandinavia with the remaining 50% being equally 

distributed between the groupings of; 1-3, 4-6 and 7-9 years.  

Table 7. Frequency table of how many years respondents have lived in Scandinavia. 

 

The fact that 50% of the respondents have lived in Scandinavia for more than 10 years may be 

an indicator why there is an increase in number of people having completed their higher 

education particularly in Norway who represents 60% of the total percentage of the sampled 

population. 
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Respondents’ views on school development  
Having discovered the general distribution of where respondents were born, where they 

completed their higher education and how many years they have spent in Scandinavia, I 

wanted to examine how they viewed school development. Firstly, I wanted to find out if there 

was a difference between how the respondents viewed school development today and how 

they would like it administrated. In order to do this analysis I had to create two index 

variables containing the questions in the survey which represented: General characteristics of 

your school’s development work as it is today…. and I wish our school development work 

would (see table 8).  

Table 8. Central tendencies of school development today and school development wish. 

 
 

Since the possible answers ranged from 1-4 (1=strongly disagree, 2=disagree, 3=agree, 

4=strongly agree), it is quite evident from analyzing table 5 that the respondents are fairly 

pleased with how their school undertake the development work with a mean of 2.7. However, 

the respondents would like some change because there is a discrepancy between what they 

experience today and how they would like it to be 2.7 compared to 3.3 resembling a 

difference of .6. The table only indicates that they want more development work to take place 

but it does not say anything about in what direction they would like this to occur nor does it 

show if the difference is statistically significant. Therefore, I ran a paired sample t-test to 

determine if the mean results representing the two views are statistically significant. 

Table 9. Paired sample t-test of index variables; School development today and how I wish 

school development would look like.
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The paired sample t-test shows that the difference between questions relating to: General 

characteristics of your school’s development work as it is today…. and I wish our school 

development work would... are statistically significant with a 2 tailed significant value of .000. 

Now that I know that the respondents want more development work to take place at their 

school, I am interested to identify what direction they want the development work to move 

towards, keeping in mind the two school development perspectives; school improvement and 

school effectiveness. Before I could run any statistical analysis I had to create index variables 

which represent the two school development perspectives. Questions pertaining to the index 

variables are clearly defined in chapter 2 – Methods, where I have argued my reasons for 

including or excluding various questions into the index variables (see p. 29). 

Firstly, I wanted to examine the central tendency measures for the various index variables and 

therefore ran a descriptive analysis of the index variables (see table 10). 

Table 10. Central tendencies; School effectiveness and school improvement.  

 

The results indicate that the respondents are in favor of the school improvement perspective 

with a mean score of 3.5 compared to 3.0 for the school effectiveness perspective on 

questions pertaining to general characteristics of what they wish would happen. When 

analyzing questions which fall under standards and processes: What general standards for 

school development do you think are particularly important? And, In order to raise the 

quality of learning and teaching, I would like the development process to be characterized by. 

I find that there is a similar tendency towards the school improvement perspective; 3.3 for 

school improvement and 2.9 for school effectiveness. Table 11 below indicates that the 

differences are statistically significant. 
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Table 11. Paired sample t-test: Index variables for School Improvement and School 

Effectiveness.

 

With the analyses I have completed so far, I know that staff of the sampled international 

schools are in favor of the school improvement perspective which is proven to be statistically 

significant with a two tailed significant level of .000. However, I do not know what particular 

aspects of the school improvement perspective respondents found important to focus on 

which would be interesting to determine since means of 3.5 and 3.3 (school improvement 

wish and processes) indicate that some aspects may be more important than others. Therefore, 

I wanted to detect which questions from the subsection; The developmental process. In order 

to raise the quality of learning and teaching… had the highest mean score indicating what 

respondents estimated as the most important aspect to focus on (see table 12). 
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Table 12. Mean scores on questions within subsection: The developmental process. In order to 

raise the quality of learning and teaching. 

 

When looking at the respondents as a group without taken into consideration their cultural 

background, I found that question #11f; visiting each other’s classrooms in order to learn 

from each other had the highest mean score of 3.37 and question #11 e; rewarding those who 

change their ways of working in accordance with what other successful schools do had the 

lowest mean score of 2.57.   

In order to determine if there were any cultural differences on questions within this sub-

category I ran a split-file analysis on the same questions. However, since some countries 

(Belgium, and Germany) only had one respondent per country I decided to place countries in 

groups, English speaking countries were placed in one group, Scandinavia in another,  central 

Europe as a third group and the 4th group containing respondents who have had their higher 

education in more than one country.  The English speaking group (United Kingdom, USA, 

Canada, Australia, New Zealand) had the highest mean score of 3.35 on question 11f ; visiting 

each other’s classrooms in order to learn from each other. Their lowest score was 2.59 on two 

questions 11e; rewarding those who change their ways of working in accordance with what 

other successful schools do and 11g; the principal/head of school putting demands on how 

colleagues should work and follows this up. The Scandinavian group (Sweden, Norway, 

Denmark, and Finland) had the highest mean score of 3.33 on question 11b; using the data we 

have at our school as a foundation for our own learning. Their lowest score was 2.42 on 



 

41 
 

question #11g; the principal/head of school putting demands on how colleagues should work 

and follows this up. The central Europe group (France, Belgium, and Germany) had their 

highest mean score of 3.40 on question 11f; visiting each other’s classrooms in order to learn 

from each other. Their lowest mean score was 2.60 on question #11g; the principal/head of 

school putting demands on how colleagues should work and follows this up. The group which 

contained respondents who have had their higher education in more than one country had 

their highest mean score of 4.0 on question 11f; visiting each other’s classrooms in order to 

learn from each other. Their lowest mean score was 2.67 which they had on two questions; 

#11g; the principal/head of school putting demands on how colleagues should work and 

follows this up and 11e; rewarding those who change their ways of working in accordance 

with what other successful schools do.  

To summarize the findings of respondents’ views on subsection; the developmental 

process; In order to rise the quality of learning and teaching… three out of the four groups 

believe visiting each other’s classrooms in order to learn from each other as the most 

important activity to implement in order to raise the teaching and learning at the school. Only 

the Scandinavian group had 11b using the data we have at our school as a foundation for our 

own learning as the most important activity.  Their second most important activity was 

visiting each other’s classrooms in order to raise the teaching and learning at the school with 

a mean score of 3.25. All groups believe that the principal putting demands on how colleagues 

should work and follow this up is the least important activity to be engaged in when looking 

at raising the quality of learning and teaching. 

Country of higher education and its effect on school 

development  
The analyses I have completed so far do not show any tendencies that cultural 

backgrounds affect assistants, teachers, and school leaders’ views on school development 

which is the main question of my study.  Therefore, I had to complete a multivariate analysis 

in order to take into consideration the various countries represented in the study. Firstly, I 

chose where staffs’ higher education was completed as my independent variables and the 

dependent variables being the index variables representing the two school development 

perspectives. The independent variables are clustered into groups as I did in my previous 

analysis when I examined mean scores of individual questions. I chose to run a MANOVA on 

the above variables since MANOVA is used when there are more than one independent 
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variable (Hair et al., 2010) which in this case are the different countries where the sampled 

population have completed their higher education (see table 13).   

Table 13. MANOVA results of countries where higher education was completed and school 

effectiveness/school improvement indexes. 

 

Using the Pillai’s Trace when determining significance value, I can see that there is no 

significance between country where higher education is completed and school effectiveness 

and school improvement .524 (see appendix D). This implies that it is not statistically likely 

that respondent’s cultural backgrounds affect their view on school development. However, 

when examining the analysis more closely, I find that the LSD post hoc test revealed some 

significant differences. Prior to making any assumptions, I looked at the Levene’s test of 

Equality of Error Variances which tests that the variance of each variable is equal across the 

groups (Hair et al., 2010). The Levene’s test indicates that the index variable School 

Improvement today is showing to be significant at the significance level .05. This signifies 

that variables are not equal and therefore I have to regard the data with caution. 

Table 14. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances on school effectiveness and school 

improvement indexes. 
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Now that I have analyzed the Levine’s test, I examine the LSD post hoc test of multiple 

comparisons which is used to test all possible combinations of groups (Hair et. al 2010).  I 

find that within the index variable which represents school effectiveness today two significant 

values are present and both within the variable more than one country. In other words, the 

mean scores on the variable; School effectiveness today of staff which has had their higher 

education in more than one country is statistically significantly different when compared with 

the English speaking countries and the Scandinavian countries (see table 15). 

Table 15. MANOVA LSD Post Hoc Tests: Country of higher education and school 

effectiveness today. 

 
 

Now that I have determined that staff who has had their higher education in more than one 

country is statistically significant different when compared with the English speaking 

countries (.017) and the Scandinavian countries (.005) on the variable School effectiveness 

today, I chose to follow up with a one –way ANOVA to test these variables (see appendix D). 

Lower Bound Upper Bound
Norway, Sweden, Denmark, 
Finland

,1134 ,09529 ,237 -,0756 ,3025

France, Belgium, Germany -,0247 ,17790 ,890 -,3776 ,3282

More than one country -,3969* ,16343 ,017 -,7211 -,0727
United Kingdom, USA, 
Canada, New Zealand, 
Australia

-,1134 ,09529 ,237 -,3025 ,0756

France, Belgium, Germany -,1381 ,19149 ,472 -,5180 ,2418

More than one country -,5103* ,17814 ,005 -,8637 -,1569
United Kingdom, USA, 
Canada, New Zealand, 
Australia

,0247 ,17790 ,890 -,3282 ,3776

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, 
Finland

,1381 ,19149 ,472 -,2418 ,5180

More than one country -,3722 ,23302 ,113 -,8345 ,0900
United Kingdom, USA, 
Canada, New Zealand, 
Australia

,3969* ,16343 ,017 ,0727 ,7211

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, 
Finland

,5103* ,17814 ,005 ,1569 ,8637

France, Belgium, Germany ,3722 ,23302 ,113 -,0900 ,8345

Based on observed means.
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = ,111.
*. The mean difference is significant at the ,05 level.

S.E_today United Kingdom, USA, 
Canada, New Zealand, 
Australia

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, 
Finland

France, Belgium, Germany

More than one country

Multiple Comparisons
LSD

Dependent Variable
Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
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Table 16. One-way ANOVA: Country of higher education and school effectiveness today. 

 

The ANOVA test indicates that there is no statistical significance between or within the 

groups tested. However, since the MANOVA had demonstrated a significant difference I ran a 

one way ANOVA LSD post hoc test to examine if I could find any significant difference on 

the two groups I found when running the MANOVA test (see table 17). 

 

Table 17. One-way ANOVA LSD post hoc test: Country of higher education and school 

effectiveness today. 

 

The LSD post hoc test indicates that there is a significant difference: .018 English speaking 

countries and More than one country and .011 Scandinavian countries and More than one 

country. 
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Figure 5.  Mean plots for School effectiveness and countries where higher education is 

completed. 

Figure 5 reveals that the mean scores of staff who has had their higher education in more than 

one country on the variable School effectiveness today indicate to be much higher when 

compared to the other groups. Both the MANOVA and ANOVA post hoc LSD tests 

demonstrate that the difference is statistically significant. This demonstrates that when the 

respondents were asked on how they view their school development today, this group 

responded higher on questions pertaining to the school effectiveness perspective compared to 

other groups.  

Country of birth and its effect on school development  
Now that I have investigated if respondents’ country of higher education influences their 

views on school development I am interested to examine if the country where they are born 

show any influence. Therefore, I am running another MANOVA on the index variables and 

country of birth.  

Table 18. MANOVA results of countries of birth and school development index variables. 

 

Once again I am using the Pillai’s Trace when determining significance value. As table 18 

indicates there is no significance between country of birth and school effectiveness and school 
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improvement .413 (see appendix E). For this independent variable; country of birth, I could 

not run a post hoc test since as many as nine countries were only represented by one 

respondent. In order to be able to run a post hoc test I need to have at least two (Hair et al., 

2010). The results from this analysis indicate that it is not statistically likely that respondent’s 

country of birth affects their view on school development.  

Years spent in Scandinavia and its effect on school 

development 
My third research question asks if years spent in Scandinavia affect respondents’ views on 

school development. In order to obtain answers for this question I needed to run another 

MANOVA. Table 19 below shows frequency of how many respondents were represented 

within each sub-group, i.e. number of years. As the table indicates there is a discrepancy in 

number of respondents representing each group with group 4 – More than 10 years (56) being 

represented by almost half of the total sampled population (117). 

Table 19. Number of respondents and years spent in Scandinavia. 

 

Table 20. MANOVA results of years spent in Scandinavia and school improvement and school 

effectiveness index variables. 

 
 

I am using the Pillai’s Trace when determining significance value. As table 20 indicates there 

is no significance between years spent in Scandinavia and the school improvement and school 
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effectiveness index variables .413 (see appendix F). However, when examining the analysis 

more closely I discover that the LSD post hoc test revealed one significant difference (table 

22). Before I make any assumptions, I analyzed the Levene’s test of Equality of Error 

Variances which tests that the variance of each variable is equal across the groups (Hair et al., 

2010). The Levene’s test indicates that the index variables School Improvement today and 

School improvement standards and processes are showing to be significant at the significance 

level, 05. This implies that variables are not equal and therefore I once again have to regard 

the data with caution. 

Table 21. Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances on school effectiveness/school 

improvement indexes and independent variables; years spent in Scandinavia. 

 

Now that I have examined the Levine’s test, I once again study the LSD post hoc test of 

multiple comparisons. I observe that within the index variable which represents School 

improvement standards and processes one significant value is present within the variable 7-9 

years. In other words, the mean scores on the variable; School improvement standards and 

processes of staff which has lived in Scandinavia between 7-9 years is statistically 

significantly different when compared with the sub-group 1-3 years (see table 22). This 

implies that the 7-9 years group is scoring significantly higher within the variable school 

improvement: standards and processes. 
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Table 22. MANOVA LSD Post Hoc Tests: School improvement - standards and processes and 

years spent in Scandinavia (see appendix F). 

 

Now that I know that staff who has lived in Scandinavia for 7-9 years are statistically 

significant different when compared with staff who has lived in Scandinavia for 1-3 years 

(.020) on the variable School improvement standards and processes, I chose to follow up with 

a one –way ANOVA to test these variables further (see appendix F). 

Table 23. One-way ANOVA: School improvement standards and processes and years spent in 

Scandinavia. 

 

The ANOVA test (table 23) reveals that there is no statistical significance between or within 

the groups tested. However, since the MANOVA had indicated a significant difference, I ran a 

LSD post hoc test to identify any significant difference on the group I found when running the 

MANOVA test (see table 24). 

Lower Bound Upper Bound
4-6 years -,0708 ,11430 ,537 -,2975 ,1558
7-9 years -,2611* ,11080 ,020 -,4808 -,0414
More than 10 years -,1321 ,08944 ,143 -,3095 ,0452
1-3 years ,0708 ,11430 ,537 -,1558 ,2975
7-9 years -,1903 ,11575 ,103 -,4198 ,0392
More than 10 years -,0613 ,09549 ,522 -,2507 ,1280
1-3 years ,2611* ,11080 ,020 ,0414 ,4808
4-6 years ,1903 ,11575 ,103 -,0392 ,4198
More than 10 years ,1290 ,09127 ,161 -,0520 ,3099
1-3 years ,1321 ,08944 ,143 -,0452 ,3095
4-6 years ,0613 ,09549 ,522 -,1280 ,2507
7-9 years -,1290 ,09127 ,161 -,3099 ,0520

Based on observed means.
 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = ,113.
*. The mean difference is significant at the ,05 level.

S.I_standards_processes 1-3 years

4-6 years

7-9 years

More than 10 years

LSD

Dependent Variable
Mean Difference 

(I-J) Std. Error Sig.

95% Confidence Interval

Multiple Comparisons
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Table 24. One-way ANOVA LSD post hoc test: School improvement standards and processes 

and years spent in Scandinavia. 

 
 

The One-way ANOVA LSD post hoc test indicates that there is a significant difference: .015 

on variables 7-9 years and 1-3 years. 

 

 

Figure 6.  Mean plots for School improvement: processes and standards and number of years 

spent in Scandinavia. 

 

Figure 6 displays that the mean scores of staff that has spent 7-9 years in Scandinavia on the 

variable School improvement: standards and processes indicate to be much higher when 

compared to the other groups. The One-way ANOVA post hoc LSD tests (see table 24) 

confirmed what was previously found when running the MANOVA test that the difference is 
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statistically significant between 1-3 years and 7-9 years spent in Scandinavia. This signifies 

that when the respondents were asked on how they view processes and standards of school 

development, this group (7-9 years) responded higher on questions pertaining to the school 

improvement perspective compared to other groups. 
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Discussion and Conclusion of Methods and Results 

All Schools are engaged in development (Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984; Groth, 2010; Stewart, 

2012) an activity, which in addition is valid for Scandinavian international schools. 

International schools which are members of ECIS will use their accreditation process as one 

avenue for development, along with in-school driven development work derived from issues 

pertaining to each individual school. As mentioned earlier in this study, the development work 

can take many different forms, and for this specific study I have used the theoretical 

framework based on the two most prominent school development perspectives; school 

improvement and school effectiveness.  

The research intention of the study is to investigate if cultural backgrounds affect how 

staff from Scandinavian international schools view school development. Few studies have 

looked at the role cultural backgrounds play, but as Hallinger & Kantamara (2001) mention, 

its implications are important.  

When reviewing the results I have had to be cautious. The reliability of the study is 

somewhat jeopardized by the fairly low response rate (52%) and the fact that it is a non-

probability convenience sampling makes it difficult to generalize the findings to a larger 

population (Cohen et al., 2007). In addition, it is probable that other factors are influencing 

the results; hence the caution I have taken when drawing my conclusions. One possible factor 

is that two out of the seven schools alone represented 65% of the response rate. This may 

have influenced the results but since these two schools are the largest schools taking part in 

the study, representing 63% of the total sampled population, I consider it to be a logical 

outcome. One could argue that this has jeopardized the reliability, but since all schools are 

employed by a diverse population of staff representing various cultural backgrounds, 

therefore represents a counter argument. Another factor which may have influenced the results 

is the fact that more than 50% of the respondents have lived in Scandinavia for more than 10 

years. In addition, the results could have looked differently had the sampled population 

included more staff from Asia, Africa and South America.  Although, when taking these 

factors into consideration and when drawing conclusions about the findings, I am of the 

opinion that the resulting patterns generated provide an indication of how an international 

population working at Scandinavian international schools view school development. 

When reviewing the results and  running  multivariate analyses to find answers to my 

research questions, I found two statistically significant values; one for the school effectiveness 

today variable (index #3) where respondents who have had their higher education in more 
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than one country showed to have higher mean scores when compared to the English speaking 

countries and the Scandinavian countries. This means that respondents who have had their 

higher education in more than one country regarded their development work today, on 

questions pertaining to the school effectiveness perspective, as higher than respondents from 

the English speaking - and the Scandinavian countries. The reason for this, I can only 

speculate about, and it is plausible that by having your higher education in more than one 

country and having been exposed to more than one way of looking at education, your 

awareness regarding these processes are more present compared to respondents who have had 

their higher education in only one country. Some questions included in this index were; 

Development work originates from the board (8c), or its development work is driven from the 

leadership team (8b) and the development work is used to develop policies and procedures 

(8l). It may also be important to mention that within this index question 8c indicated a low 

value .207 on corrected item-Total Correlation. Since this is a low correlation, I have to regard 

the result with caution. 

The other statistically significant value I found was on the variable School 

improvement: standards and processes and years spent in Scandinavia. Here, I found that the 

mean scores were statistically different between staff that has spent 1-3 years in Scandinavia 

compared to staff who has spent 7-9 years. Staff who has spent 7-9 years in Scandinavia 

responded higher on questions pertaining to school improvement: standards and processes. 

Why this occurred can once again only be discussed but a possible reason could be that staff 

new to a school would like more top-driven directions which signify the school effectiveness 

perspective compared to staff who has been in Scandinavia for a longer time. As Hargreaves 

& Fullan (2012) confirm that school personnel new to their job need support from colleagues 

and their leaders in order stay in the job. I think after having been in a country or a work place 

for a longer time you know the ethos of both the country and the school you work for and 

therefore you might be more apt to be engaged in the development work at the school. Also, 

when you have been at a workplace for a longer time you have also been able to see what 

works and what does not work, which potentially is a catalyst to become engaged and take a 

more active role at the school. When looking at the entire analysis of years spent in 

Scandinavia and School improvement: standards and processes, it was interesting to find that 

even though it is not statistically significant, after respondents have been in Scandinavia for 

more than 10 years their views on school improvement seems to decrease (see figure 4). 

The reason for this is difficult to determine, which again leads me to speculation. Here 

the interesting point is that earlier results demonstrated that the respondents, regardless of 
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cultural background and years spent in Scandinavia, are in favor of the school improvement 

perspective which indicated to be statistically significant. In addition, the results demonstrated 

that more than 50% of the respondents have been in Scandinavia for more than 10 years. The 

implications, in my view, is that the respondents want their development work to be driven by 

values and behaviors found in the philosophy of the school improvement perspective and 

consequently the learning organization, but after 10 years their beliefs in this philosophy 

diminishes. This is of course only an assumption, but maybe one reason is,  as I discussed in 

my earlier response to Fenwick’s (n.d.) critique of a learning organization; that staff becomes 

disillusioned to be engaged in the development work when they see that their work does not 

lead to improving the learning and teaching in the classroom. Since I believe motivation to 

become engaged and involved in the development work comes from knowing that my 

contributions and dialogues with my peers lead to improving my daily work with the students 

in the classroom (Scherp, 2009). This idea is also supported by the results found; that 

regardless of cultural background, respondents believed visiting each other’s classrooms 

being one of the most important activities to improve teaching and learning, meaning that 

staff wants to learn from each other in order to become better teachers (Schmoker, 1999). This 

leads me to believe that staff of the sampled Scandinavian international schools perceived 

themselves at the “great to excellent” stage of school improvement described earlier in this 

study by McKinsey (2010). The reason I believe this is because they indicate that they would 

like their development work to be characterized by collaboration and learning through peers 

both characteristics found according to McKinsey (2010) at the “great to excellent” stage of 

school development. 

Although, I am surprised this study did not reveal more results that cultural 

backgrounds, either through where staff was born, educated or years spent in Scandinavia, 

affect their views on school development, I find the results very interesting and something I 

would like to discuss further. There could be many reasons why the results did not reveal 

significant values of culture affecting school development.  

One reason could be that all sampled schools are members of ECIS who through the 

accreditation process promote distinct standards and processes. These processes may have 

influenced staff’s views especially since more than 50% have been in Scandinavia for more 

than 10 years, meaning that more than 50% of the sampled population may have taken part in 

one or more self-studies instigated by ECIS, in order for schools to remain members of the 

organization. This process in itself may have been a contributing factor to the homogeneity of 

the respondents’ views (Cheng, 2000).  
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Another reason can be that when looking at where the respondents have had their higher 

education, I find that approximately 84% have completed their higher education in either an 

English speaking country or in Scandinavia. As discussed earlier, Scandinavia has been 

heavily influenced by the English speaking countries’ view on education and therefore it 

might not be surprising to see that the respondents view on education is quite similar (Oftedal 

-Telhaug et al., 2005). However, it is interesting that the results demonstrated that the 

respondents are in favor of the school improvement perspective which in the previous decades 

has not been signified by the English speaking countries or the Scandinavian countries. In the 

last decades these countries have been marked by New Public Management style initiatives 

with a focus on accountability, effectiveness, competition, and viewing school leaders as 

managers (Moos et. al 2004; Oftedal Telhaug et al., 2005). This argument follows Codrington 

& Chun’s (2004) discussion about international schools also becoming heavily influenced by 

ideologies founded within the business sector. 

My speculation on this observation is that there is a discrepancy between philosophies 

of education between governance of educational policies and the practitioners. It could be that 

school personnel (assistants, teachers, school leaders) from English speaking countries and 

Scandinavia believe persons choosing to become teachers see teaching as a moral act where 

we as teachers “have the potential to affect our students’ self-worth, of their futures, and of 

the ways in which they engage in our society” (Schoenfeld, 2009, p.29). Hargreaves & Fullan 

(2012) mentions similar factors which have brought teachers into the teaching profession and 

also kept them in the profession such as “the moment when a child is first able to read; the 

light bulb that goes on when a student finally learns something; or when a former student 

comes back and visits you and tells you the great impact you have had in their life; and maybe 

the passions for learning you have ignited in your student” (pp.36-37). In other words, a more 

holistic and encompassing view on education compared to the organizational model of NPM 

which represents the school effectiveness perspective. If affecting students’ self-worth and 

how they can contribute to society at large are factors contributing to motivating teachers to 

teach, I can see a discrepancy between governance of education since their philosophies on 

education are not necessarily correlating. 

A third reason could be related to the phenomenon of Adult Third Culture Kids 

(ATCKs).According to research ATCKs do not identify with any culture in particular but feel 

most at home in the third culture which has been created and shared by those persons 

involved (Hayden & Thompson 2008). Now in retrospect I would have liked to have had a 

background variable for the number of years respondents have worked at the particular school 
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or worked at any international school which could have given some indication to whether or 

not the results were tainted by this phenomenon. 

Conclusion 

Whether or not the results of the study were affected by the majority of respondents having 

lived in Scandinavia for more than 10 years, having had their higher education in an English 

speaking country/Scandinavia or the phenomenon of ATCKs still leaves the conclusion that 

school personnel of Scandinavian international schools are in favor of the school 

improvement perspective regardless of cultural background. This in itself is an interesting 

finding since Anglo-American and Scandinavian education have been heavily influenced by 

ideas found within the school effectiveness perspective (Codrington & Chun, 2004; 

Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Moos et al., 2004; Oftedal Telhaug et al., 2005;). 

The Scandinavian international schools which took part in this study indicated that they 

are in favor of the school improvement perspective grounded within the learning organization. 

These are encouraging findings since many Scandinavian international schools are private 

schools influenced by ideologies found in the business sector (Codrington & Po Chun, 2004). 

Since International schools are private and can only exist with a solid number of students 

paying high tuitions, they are walking a balance line between a sustainable business, paying 

teachers’ salaries and an educational institution with its main objective being student learning. 

The difficulty, as I see this, is that one of the reasons international schools have had an 

immense growth is according to Hayden and Thompson (2008),”the result of a certain 

dissatisfaction with the quality of the national education offer” (p.9). This to me puts great 

pressure on the international schools to make sure they provide a high quality education as 

almost 80% of the enrollment of students today comprise of local students (ISC Research, 

2004-2013) whom may be dissatisfied with their national education. The danger as I see this 

for international schools, is just the same as for national schools competing for student 

enrollment, is to adopt more  ideologies from the business sector i.e. NPM in order to make 

the school more economically viable. In order to stay economically viable and raise student 

enrollment, schools may choose to narrow the focus to easily measureable data in order to 

raise student achievement results and there by leaving out many areas of education which we 

as teachers are responsible for; a curriculum with the focus of the whole human being 

including skills such as collaboration, creativity, problem solving and independence (; Bates, 

2013; Hargreaves & Fullan, 2012; Robinson, 2013; Scherp, 2011).  
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If the market takes too much control, which according to this study neither assistants, 

teachers nor school leaders want regardless of cultural backgrounds, we are at risk of losing 

motivation of both teachers and students when their quest for learning is dwindled down to 

narrow measureable test results as a means of school success. 

Recommendations for further research 

As I was unable to find it statistically likely that cultural backgrounds affect school 

development of staff working at Scandinavian international schools, I think it would be 

interesting to investigate international schools in other areas of the world to see if they 

showed similar results. In addition, it would be interesting to conduct a comparative study of 

Scandinavian international schools and local Scandinavian schools to compare their views on 

school development. The phenomenon of ATCKs is another fascinating field that would be 

interesting to research especially in the international school setting. It would be interesting to 

examine if people working at international schools adapt quicker to their new school 

environment compared to individuals who are not products of ATCKs and how this affect 

school development processes at the school.
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Statistics 

 fr12 Where you work fr11h The developmental 

process. In order to raise 

the quality of learning 

and teaching, [”pilots” 

going to courses or 

participating in networks 

and later inform 

colleagues at home what 

they have taken part in.] 

fr11g The developmental 

process. In order to raise 

the quality of learning 

and teaching,[the 

principal/head of school 

putting demands on how 

colleagues should work 

and follows this up.] 

fr11f The developmental 

process. In order to raise 

the quality of learning 

and teaching, [visiting 

each other’s classrooms 

in order to learn from 

each other.] 

fr11e The developmental 

process. In order to 

raise the quality of 

learning and 

teaching,[rewarding 

those who change their 

ways of working in 

accordance with what 

other successful schools 

do.] 

N 
Valid 116 114 113 111 108

Missing 1 3 4 6 9

 

 
Statistics 

 fr11d The developmental 

process. In order to 

raise the quality of 

learning and teaching, I 

would like the 

development process to 

be characterized by... 

[doing our own studies 

to get information about 

how to learn from each 

other by for example 

interviewin 

fr11c The developmental 

process. In order to raise 

the quality of learning 

and teaching,[having 

professional learning 

days when outside 

speakers come and 

present what we should 

do in order to improve 

our school.] 

fr9n I wish our school 

development work 

would... […provide 

opportunities to share 

ideas and experiences.] 

fr9o I wish our school 

development work 

would... […often be 

initiated by colleagues’ 

needs and wishes.] 

fr9p I wish our school 

development work 

would... […make me 

reflect over myself as a 

pedagogue in relation to 

research and proven 

experiences.] 

N 
Valid 113 114 110 110 111

Missing 4 3 7 7 6

 
Statistics 

 fr10a What general 

standards for school 

development do you 

think is particularly 

important?  [That the 

development work is 

directed by a common 

vision and mission.] 

fr10b What general 

standards for school 

development do you 

think are particularly 

important? [That there 

are regular external 

measures/controls/evalu

ations of the school.] 

fr10c What general 

standards for school 

development do you 

think are particularly 

important? [That internal 

measures/controls/evalu

ations are completed by 

the school itself.] 

fr10d What general 

standards for school 

development do you 

think are particularly 

important? [That one 

should look to what 

other successful schools 

do and try to do the 

same.] 

fr10e What general 

standards for school 

development do you 

think are particularly 

important? [That there is 

clear structure on how 

the development work 

should proceed.] 

N 
Valid 107 111 109 110 109

Missing 10 6 8 7 8
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 fr10f What general 

standards for school 

development do you 

think are particularly 

important? [That people 

who are engaged in 

development work are 

rewarded.] 

fr9a I wish our school 

development work... 

[…is initiated from a 

small group of  co-

workers.] 

fr9b I wish our school 

development work 

would... [….be driven 

from the leadership 

team.] 

fr9c I wish our school 

development work 

would... […originate 

from the board or any 

other outside party 

(accreditation team, the 

board of Education etc.)] 

fr9d I wish our school 

development work 

would... [...give us new 

understandings on how 

to solve issues occuring 

in the classroom.] 

N 
Valid 108 111 112 113 112

Missing 9 6 5 4 5

 
Statistics 

 fr9e I wish our school 

development work 

would... [... often be 

meaningful.] 

fr9f I wish our school 

development work 

would... [… provide 

opportunities for us to 

learn together from our 

different experiences.] 

fr9g I wish our school 

development work 

would... […show clear 

and visible results.] 

fr9h I wish our school 

development work 

would... […present me 

with good examples on 

how I should interact 

with students and co-

workers.] 

fr9i I wish our school 

development work 

would... […deepen the 

understanding of the 

school’s mission and 

vision.] 

N 
Valid 111 112 110 112 111

Missing 6 5 7 5 6

 
 
 

Statistics 

 fr9j I wish our school 

development work 

would... […be used to 

create a common 

direction of the school.] 

fr9k I wish our school 

development work 

would... […challenge our 

ways of thinking about 

how we can contribute to 

students’ development.] 

fr9l I wish our school 

development work 

would... [...be used to 

develop policies and 

procedures.] 

fr9m I wish our school 

development work 

would... [… be followed 

up.] 

fr11a The developmental 

process. In order to 

raise the quality of 

learning and teaching, 

[working together in 

groups for longer 

periods of time.] 

N 
Valid 112 111 111 111 112

Missing 5 6 6 6 5

 
 

Statistics 

 fr11b The developmental 

process. In order to 

raise the quality of 

learning and teaching, 

[using the data we have 

at our school as a 

foundation for our own 

learning.] 

fr8a General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [... is 

initiated from a small 

group of co-workers.] 

fr8b General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [...is 

driven by the leadership 

team.] 

fr8c General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...originates from  the 

board or any other 

outside party 

(accreditation team, 

board of education etc.)] 

fr8d General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...gives us new 

understandings on how 

to sovle issues occuring 

in the classroom.] 

N 
Valid 113 111 113 115 114

Missing 4 6 4 2 3

 

 

Statistics 

 fr8e General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [...is 

often meaningful.] 

fr8f General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...provides opportunities 

for us to learn together 

from our different 

experiences.] 

fr8g General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...shows clear and 

visible results.] 

fr8h General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is 

today[...presents me 

with good examples on 

how I should interact 

with students and co-

workers.] 

fr8i General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...deepens the 

understanding of the 

school's mission and 

vision.] 

N 
Valid 115 114 111 112 114

Missing 2 3 6 5 3
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Statistics 

 fr8j General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [...is 

used to create a 

common direction of the 

school.] 

fr8k General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...challenges our ways 

of thinking about how we 

can contribute to 

students' development.] 

fr8l General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [...is 

used to develop policies 

and procedures.] 

fr8m General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...provides opportunities 

to share ideas and 

experiences.] 

fr8n General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [...is 

often initiated by 

colleagues' needs and 

wishes.] 

N 
Valid 113 114 115 114 114

Missing 4 3 2 3 3

 

 
Statistics 

 fr8o General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today 

[...makes me reflect over 

myself as a pedagogue in 

relation to research and 

proven experiences.] 

fr8p General 

characteristics of your 

school's development 

work as it is today [...is 

followed up.] 

fr7 I have lived in 

Scandinavia for: 

fr6 My higher education 

was completed 

fr5 gender 

N 
Valid 114 115 117 113 117

Missing 3 2 0 4 0

 

 
Statistics 

 fr4 I was born in: fr3 I have worked in a school 

setting for: 

fr2 In my position I work as: fr1 I mainly work in one of the 

following areas 

N 
Valid 114 117 117 117

Missing 3 0 0 0

 

 
Frequency Table 
 

  fr12 Where you work 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Oslo International School 49 41,9 42,2 42,2 

Stockholm International School 27 23,1 23,3 65,5 

British International Primary School of 

Stockholm 
8 6,8 6,9 72,4 

International School of Bergen 12 10,3 10,3 82,8 

Bjørn International School 9 7,7 7,8 90,5 

Skagerak International School 9 7,7 7,8 98,3 

British International School of Stavanger 2 1,7 1,7 100,0 

Total 116 99,1 100,0  

Missing System 1 ,9   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11h The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching, [”pilots” going to courses or 
participating in networks and later inform colleagues at home what they have taken part in.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 12 10,3 10,5 10,5 

agree 75 64,1 65,8 76,3 

strongly agree 27 23,1 23,7 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr11g The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching,[the principal/head of school putting 
demands on how colleagues should work and follows this up.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 13 11,1 11,5 11,5 

disagree 35 29,9 31,0 42,5 

agree 52 44,4 46,0 88,5 

strongly agree 13 11,1 11,5 100,0 

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11f The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching, [visiting each other’s classrooms in 
order to learn from each other.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 10 8,5 9,0 9,0 

agree 50 42,7 45,0 54,1 

strongly agree 51 43,6 45,9 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11e The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching,[rewarding those who change their ways of 
working in accordance with what other successful schools do.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 4 3,4 3,7 3,7 

disagree 49 41,9 45,4 49,1 

agree 44 37,6 40,7 89,8 

strongly agree 11 9,4 10,2 100,0 

Total 108 92,3 100,0  

Missing System 9 7,7   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11d The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching, I would like the development process to 
be characterized by... [doing our own studies to get information about how to learn from each other by for example interviewin 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 10 8,5 8,8 8,8 

agree 78 66,7 69,0 77,9 

strongly agree 25 21,4 22,1 100,0 

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11c The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching,[having professional learning days when 
outside speakers come and present what we should do in order to improve our school.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 3 2,6 2,6 2,6 

disagree 14 12,0 12,3 14,9 

agree 56 47,9 49,1 64,0 

strongly agree 41 35,0 36,0 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr9n I wish our school development work would... […provide opportunities to share ideas and experiences.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

agree 42 35,9 38,2 40,9 

strongly agree 65 55,6 59,1 100,0 

Total 110 94,0 100,0  

Missing System 7 6,0   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9o I wish our school development work would... […often be initiated by colleagues’ needs and wishes.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 9 7,7 8,2 8,2 

agree 54 46,2 49,1 57,3 

strongly agree 47 40,2 42,7 100,0 

Total 110 94,0 100,0  

Missing System 7 6,0   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

 

fr9p I wish our school development work would... […make me reflect over myself as a pedagogue in relation to research and 
proven experiences.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 6 5,1 5,4 5,4 

agree 43 36,8 38,7 44,1 

strongly agree 62 53,0 55,9 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr10a What general standards for school development do you think is particularly important?  [That the development work is 
directed by a common vision and mission.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

agree 50 42,7 46,7 46,7 

strongly agree 57 48,7 53,3 100,0 

Total 107 91,5 100,0  

Missing System 10 8,5   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr10b What general standards for school development do you think are particularly important? [That there are regular external 
measures/controls/evaluations of the school.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

disagree 22 18,8 19,8 22,5 

agree 66 56,4 59,5 82,0 

strongly agree 20 17,1 18,0 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr10c What general standards for school development do you think are particularly important? [That internal 
measures/controls/evaluations are completed by the school itself.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 12 10,3 11,0 11,0 

agree 60 51,3 55,0 66,1 

strongly agree 37 31,6 33,9 100,0 

Total 109 93,2 100,0  

Missing System 8 6,8   

Total 117 100,0   

 

fr10d What general standards for school development do you think are particularly important? [That one should look to what other 
successful schools do and try to do the same.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

disagree 24 20,5 21,8 22,7 

agree 65 55,6 59,1 81,8 

strongly agree 20 17,1 18,2 100,0 

Total 110 94,0 100,0  

Missing System 7 6,0   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr10e What general standards for school development do you think are particularly important? [That there is clear structure on 
how the development work should proceed.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,8 2,8 

agree 57 48,7 52,3 55,0 

strongly agree 49 41,9 45,0 100,0 

Total 109 93,2 100,0  

Missing System 8 6,8   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr10f What general standards for school development do you think are particularly important? [That people who are engaged in 
development work are rewarded.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

disagree 19 16,2 17,6 18,5 

agree 63 53,8 58,3 76,9 

strongly agree 25 21,4 23,1 100,0 

Total 108 92,3 100,0  

Missing System 9 7,7   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9a I wish our school development work... […is initiated from a small group of  co-workers.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 8 6,8 7,2 7,2 

disagree 37 31,6 33,3 40,5 

agree 44 37,6 39,6 80,2 

strongly agree 22 18,8 19,8 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 



 

9 
 

 

fr9b I wish our school development work would... [….be driven from the leadership team.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

disagree 27 23,1 24,1 25,0 

agree 67 57,3 59,8 84,8 

strongly agree 17 14,5 15,2 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9c I wish our school development work would... […originate from the board or any other outside party (accreditation team, the 
board of Education etc.)] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 12 10,3 10,6 10,6 

disagree 59 50,4 52,2 62,8 

agree 39 33,3 34,5 97,3 

strongly agree 3 2,6 2,7 100,0 

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9d I wish our school development work would... [...give us new understandings on how to solve issues occuring in the classroom.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 1 ,9 ,9 ,9 

disagree 4 3,4 3,6 4,5 

agree 57 48,7 50,9 55,4 

strongly agree 50 42,7 44,6 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9e I wish our school development work would... [... often be meaningful.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 2 1,7 1,8 1,8 

agree 32 27,4 28,8 30,6 

strongly agree 77 65,8 69,4 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9f I wish our school development work would... [… provide opportunities for us to learn together from our different 
experiences.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

agree 32 27,4 28,6 31,3 

strongly agree 77 65,8 68,8 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr9g I wish our school development work would... […show clear and visible results.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 4 3,4 3,6 3,6 

agree 38 32,5 34,5 38,2 

strongly agree 68 58,1 61,8 100,0 

Total 110 94,0 100,0  

Missing System 7 6,0   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9h I wish our school development work would... […present me with good examples on how I should interact with students and 
co-workers.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 6 5,1 5,4 5,4 

agree 43 36,8 38,4 43,8 

strongly agree 63 53,8 56,3 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   

 

fr9i I wish our school development work would... […deepen the understanding of the school’s mission and vision.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 4 3,4 3,6 3,6 

agree 56 47,9 50,5 54,1 

strongly agree 51 43,6 45,9 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9j I wish our school development work would... […be used to create a common direction of the school.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

agree 48 41,0 42,9 45,5 

strongly agree 61 52,1 54,5 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9k I wish our school development work would... […challenge our ways of thinking about how we can contribute to students’ 
development.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

agree 36 30,8 32,4 35,1 

strongly agree 72 61,5 64,9 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr9l I wish our school development work would... [...be used to develop policies and procedures.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 10 8,5 9,0 9,0 

agree 61 52,1 55,0 64,0 

strongly agree 40 34,2 36,0 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr9m I wish our school development work would... [… be followed up.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

agree 40 34,2 36,0 38,7 

strongly agree 68 58,1 61,3 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11a The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching, [working together in groups for longer 
periods of time.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 16 13,7 14,3 14,3 

agree 70 59,8 62,5 76,8 

strongly agree 26 22,2 23,2 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr11b The developmental process. In order to raise the quality of learning and teaching, [using the data we have at our school as 
a foundation for our own learning.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

agree 79 67,5 69,9 72,6 

strongly agree 31 26,5 27,4 100,0 

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8a General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [... is initiated from a small group of co-workers.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 6 5,1 5,4 5,4 

disagree 41 35,0 36,9 42,3 

agree 52 44,4 46,8 89,2 

strongly agree 12 10,3 10,8 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8b General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...is driven by the leadership team.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1 2 1,7 1,8 1,8

2 19 16,2 16,8 18,6

3 72 61,5 63,7 82,3

4 20 17,1 17,7 100,0

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr8c General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...originates from  the board or any other outside party 
(accreditation team, board of education etc.)] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 6 5,1 5,2 5,2 

disagree 48 41,0 41,7 47,0 

agree 55 47,0 47,8 94,8 

strongly agree 6 5,1 5,2 100,0 

Total 115 98,3 100,0  

Missing System 2 1,7   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8d General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...gives us new understandings on how to sovle 
issues occuring in the classroom.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 8 6,8 7,0 7,0 

disagree 41 35,0 36,0 43,0 

agree 61 52,1 53,5 96,5 

strongly agree 4 3,4 3,5 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8e General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...is often meaningful.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 6 5,1 5,2 5,2 

disagree 20 17,1 17,4 22,6 

agree 77 65,8 67,0 89,6 

strongly agree 12 10,3 10,4 100,0 

Total 115 98,3 100,0  

Missing System 2 1,7   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8f General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...provides opportunities for us to learn together from 
our different experiences.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 7 6,0 6,1 6,1 

disagree 25 21,4 21,9 28,1 

agree 70 59,8 61,4 89,5 

strongly agree 12 10,3 10,5 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8g General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...shows clear and visible results.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 6 5,1 5,4 5,4 

disagree 39 33,3 35,1 40,5 

agree 58 49,6 52,3 92,8 

strongly agree 8 6,8 7,2 100,0 

Total 111 94,9 100,0  

Missing System 6 5,1   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr8h General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today[...presents me with good examples on how I should 
interact with students and co-workers.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 7 6,0 6,3 6,3 

disagree 46 39,3 41,1 47,3 

agree 55 47,0 49,1 96,4 

strongly agree 4 3,4 3,6 100,0 

Total 112 95,7 100,0  

Missing System 5 4,3   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8i General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...deepens the understanding of the school's mission 
and vision.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 2 1,7 1,8 1,8 

disagree 38 32,5 33,3 35,1 

agree 64 54,7 56,1 91,2 

strongly agree 10 8,5 8,8 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8j General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...is used to create a common direction of the school.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 3 2,6 2,7 2,7 

disagree 24 20,5 21,2 23,9 

agree 66 56,4 58,4 82,3 

strongly agree 20 17,1 17,7 100,0 

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8k General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...challenges our ways of thinking about how we can 
contribute to students' development.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 3 2,6 2,6 2,6 

disagree 36 30,8 31,6 34,2 

agree 62 53,0 54,4 88,6 

strongly agree 13 11,1 11,4 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8l General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...is used to develop policies and procedures.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

disagree 23 19,7 20,0 20,0 

agree 74 63,2 64,3 84,3 

strongly agree 18 15,4 15,7 100,0 

Total 115 98,3 100,0  

Missing System 2 1,7   

Total 117 100,0   
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fr8m General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...provides opportunities to share ideas and 
experiences.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 4 3,4 3,5 3,5 

disagree 33 28,2 28,9 32,5 

agree 61 52,1 53,5 86,0 

strongly agree 16 13,7 14,0 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8n General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...is often initiated by colleagues' needs and wishes.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 6 5,1 5,3 5,3 

disagree 37 31,6 32,5 37,7 

agree 63 53,8 55,3 93,0 

strongly agree 8 6,8 7,0 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8o General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...makes me reflect over myself as a pedagogue in 
relation to research and proven experiences.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 6 5,1 5,3 5,3 

disagree 28 23,9 24,6 29,8 

agree 68 58,1 59,6 89,5 

strongly agree 12 10,3 10,5 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr8p General characteristics of your school's development work as it is today [...is followed up.] 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

strongly disagree 9 7,7 7,8 7,8 

disagree 44 37,6 38,3 46,1 

agree 56 47,9 48,7 94,8 

strongly agree 6 5,1 5,2 100,0 

Total 115 98,3 100,0  

Missing System 2 1,7   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

1-3 years 20 17,1 17,1 17,1 

4-6 years 19 16,2 16,2 33,3 

7-9 years 19 16,2 16,2 49,6 

More than 10 years 59 50,4 50,4 100,0 

Total 117 100,0 100,0  
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fr6 My higher education was completed 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
75 64,1 66,4 66,4 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 26 22,2 23,0 89,4 

France, Belgium, Germany 5 4,3 4,4 93,8 

More than one country 7 6,0 6,2 100,0 

Total 113 96,6 100,0  

Missing System 4 3,4   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr5 gender 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

female 87 74,4 74,4 74,4

male 28 23,9 23,9 98,3

4 2 1,7 1,7 100,0

Total 117 100,0 100,0  

 

 

fr4 I was born in: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

United Kingdom 45 38,5 39,5 39,5 

USA 22 18,8 19,3 58,8 

Norway 9 7,7 7,9 66,7 

Sweden 7 6,0 6,1 72,8 

Denmark 6 5,1 5,3 78,1 

France 4 3,4 3,5 81,6 

Canada 7 6,0 6,1 87,7 

Finland 2 1,7 1,8 89,5 

Australia 2 1,7 1,8 91,2 

Germany 1 ,9 ,9 92,1 

Netherlands 1 ,9 ,9 93,0 

Belgium 1 ,9 ,9 93,9 

Spain 1 ,9 ,9 94,7 

Zimbabwe 1 ,9 ,9 95,6 

Paraguay 1 ,9 ,9 96,5 

New Zealand 2 1,7 1,8 98,2 

India 1 ,9 ,9 99,1 

Sri Lanka 1 ,9 ,9 100,0 

Total 114 97,4 100,0  

Missing System 3 2,6   

Total 117 100,0   

 

 

fr3 I have worked in a school setting for: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

0-5 years 38 32,5 32,5 32,5 

6-10 years 23 19,7 19,7 52,1 

More than 10 years 56 47,9 47,9 100,0 

Total 117 100,0 100,0  
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fr2 In my position I work as: 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Assistant 12 10,3 10,3 10,3 

Teacher 86 73,5 73,5 83,8 

Principal/Head of School 19 16,2 16,2 100,0 

Total 117 100,0 100,0  

 

 

fr1 I mainly work in one of the following areas 

 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

Valid 

Preschool 10 8,5 8,5 8,5 

Lower Elementary School 29 24,8 24,8 33,3 

Higher Elementary School 22 18,8 18,8 52,1 

Lower Secondary 30 25,6 25,6 77,8 

Higher Secondary 26 22,2 22,2 100,0 

Total 117 100,0 100,0  
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Appendix C 
 

Reliability 
 

[DataSet1] C:\Users\Eier\Documents\Karlstad 2011-2013\Uppsats Våren 2013\Enkäten\Cultural background and school developement.sav 

 
Scale: ALL VARIABLES 
 

Case Processing Summary 

 N % 

Cases 

Valid 109 93,2

Excludeda 8 6,8

Total 117 100,0

 

a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 

 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 

,735 8 

 

Item-Total Statistics 

 Scale Mean if Item 

Deleted 

Scale Variance if Item 

Deleted 

Corrected Item-Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's Alpha if Item 

Deleted 

S.I_today 21,6998 2,794 ,410 ,719 

S.I_wish 20,8594 3,040 ,395 ,715 

School_development_today 21,7070 2,890 ,569 ,679 

School_development_wish 21,0647 3,071 ,536 ,690 

S.I_standards_processes 21,1269 3,349 ,321 ,726 

S.E_standards_processes 21,4899 3,324 ,229 ,746 

S.E_today 21,6730 3,012 ,513 ,691 

S.E_wish 21,2837 3,104 ,554 ,689 
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Appendix D 
 

General Linear Model 
 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

fr6 My higher education was completed 

1 

United Kingdom, USA, 

Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

73

2 
Norway, Sweden, 

Denmark, Finland 
21

3 
France, Belgium, 

Germany 
5

4 More than one country 6

 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 fr6 My higher education was completed Mean Std. Deviation N 

S.I_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
2,7007 ,55693 73 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 2,7905 ,41702 21 

France, Belgium, Germany 2,6400 1,04307 5 

More than one country 2,9000 ,57619 6 

Total 2,7271 ,55622 105 

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
3,5589 ,48985 73 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 3,5214 ,35867 21 

France, Belgium, Germany 3,3600 ,49800 5 

More than one country 3,6667 ,35024 6 

Total 3,5481 ,45720 105 

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
3,2744 ,34469 73 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 3,2540 ,36124 21 

France, Belgium, Germany 3,2067 ,36086 5 

More than one country 3,5000 ,21082 6 

Total 3,2800 ,34308 105 

S.E_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
2,9275 ,41647 73 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 2,8878 ,33546 21 

France, Belgium, Germany 2,7810 ,44620 5 

More than one country 2,8810 ,64786 6 

Total 2,9099 ,41319 105 

S.E_today 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
2,7420 ,40715 73 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 fr6 My higher education was completed Mean Std. Deviation N 

S.E_today Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 2,6286 ,34710 21 

France, Belgium, Germany 2,7667 ,32489 5 

More than one country 3,1389 ,19484 6 

Total 2,7432 ,39438 105 

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
3,1434 ,36925 73 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 3,0794 ,23345 21 

France, Belgium, Germany 3,0000 ,11785 5 

More than one country 3,1667 ,23570 6 

Total 3,1251 ,33104 105 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of 
Covariance Matricesa 
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Box's M 29,450 

F 1,239 

df1 21 

df2 5063,406 

Sig. ,206 

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.a 

a. Design: Intercept + fr6 
 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace ,985 1079,305b 6,000 96,000 ,000 

Wilks' Lambda ,015 1079,305b 6,000 96,000 ,000 

Hotelling's Trace 67,457 1079,305b 6,000 96,000 ,000 

Roy's Largest Root 67,457 1079,305b 6,000 96,000 ,000 

fr6 

Pillai's Trace ,164 ,945 18,000 294,000 ,524 

Wilks' Lambda ,841 ,954 18,000 272,014 ,514 

Hotelling's Trace ,183 ,963 18,000 284,000 ,503 

Roy's Largest Root ,144 2,354c 6,000 98,000 ,036 

 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Partial Eta Squared 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace ,985

Wilks' Lambda ,985

Hotelling's Trace ,985

Roy's Largest Root ,985

fr6 

Pillai's Trace ,055

Wilks' Lambda ,056

Hotelling's Trace ,058

Roy's Largest Root ,126

 

a. Design: Intercept + fr6 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 

 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

 F df1 df2 Sig. 

S.I_today 2,726 3 101 ,048

S.I_wish 1,430 3 101 ,238

S.I_standards_processes ,691 3 101 ,560

S.E_standards_processes 1,697 3 101 ,172

S.E_today 1,379 3 101 ,253

S.E_wish 2,415 3 101 ,071

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.a 

a. Design: Intercept + fr6 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Corrected Model 

S.I_today ,353a 3 ,118 ,373

S.I_wish ,285b 3 ,095 ,447

S.I_standards_processes ,334c 3 ,111 ,944

S.E_standards_processes ,121d 3 ,040 ,231

S.E_today 1,218e 3 ,406 2,742

S.E_wish ,157f 3 ,052 ,470

Intercept 

S.I_today 284,325 1 284,325 902,404

S.I_wish 464,988 1 464,988 2188,952

S.I_standards_processes 409,283 1 409,283 3471,549

S.E_standards_processes 307,778 1 307,778 1762,809

S.E_today 297,093 1 297,093 2006,155

S.E_wish 358,652 1 358,652 3222,661

fr6 

S.I_today ,353 3 ,118 ,373

S.I_wish ,285 3 ,095 ,447

S.I_standards_processes ,334 3 ,111 ,944

S.E_standards_processes ,121 3 ,040 ,231

S.E_today 1,218 3 ,406 2,742

S.E_wish ,157 3 ,052 ,470

Error 

S.I_today 31,823 101 ,315  

S.I_wish 21,455 101 ,212  

S.I_standards_processes 11,908 101 ,118  

S.E_standards_processes 17,634 101 ,175  

S.E_today 14,957 101 ,148  

S.E_wish 11,240 101 ,111  

Total 

S.I_today 813,093 105   

S.I_wish 1343,583 105   

S.I_standards_processes 1141,873 105   

S.E_standards_processes 906,836 105   
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 

S.I_today ,773a ,011

S.I_wish ,720b ,013

S.I_standards_processes ,423c ,027

S.E_standards_processes ,875d ,007

S.E_today ,047e ,075

S.E_wish ,704f ,014

Intercept 

S.I_today ,000 ,899

S.I_wish ,000 ,956

S.I_standards_processes ,000 ,972

S.E_standards_processes ,000 ,946

S.E_today ,000 ,952

S.E_wish ,000 ,970

fr6 

S.I_today ,773 ,011

S.I_wish ,720 ,013

S.I_standards_processes ,423 ,027

S.E_standards_processes ,875 ,007

S.E_today ,047 ,075

S.E_wish ,704 ,014

Error 

S.I_today   

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_today   

S.E_wish   

Total 

S.I_today   

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

   

   

S.E_standards_processes   

 

 

 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Total S.E_today 806,301a 105   

S.E_wish 1036,840b 105   

Corrected Total 

S.I_today 32,175c 104   

S.I_wish 21,740d 104   

S.I_standards_processes 12,241e 104   

S.E_standards_processes 17,755f 104   

S.E_today 16,175 104   

S.E_wish 11,397 104   

 

 

 

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

Total S.E_today   

S.E_wish   

Corrected Total 

S.I_today   

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_today   

S.E_wish   

 

a. R Squared = ,011 (Adjusted R Squared = -,018) 

b. R Squared = ,013 (Adjusted R Squared = -,016) 

c. R Squared = ,027 (Adjusted R Squared = -,002) 
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d. R Squared = ,007 (Adjusted R Squared = -,023) 

e. R Squared = ,075 (Adjusted R Squared = ,048) 

f. R Squared = ,014 (Adjusted R Squared = -,016) 
 

Estimated Marginal Means 
Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

S.I_today 2,758 ,092 2,576 2,940 

S.I_wish 3,527 ,075 3,377 3,676 

S.I_standards_processes 3,309 ,056 3,197 3,420 

S.E_standards_processes 2,869 ,068 2,734 3,005 

S.E_today 2,819 ,063 2,694 2,944 

S.E_wish 3,097 ,055 2,989 3,206 

 

Post Hoc Tests 
 
fr6 My higher education was completed 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Mean Difference (I-J) 

S.I_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0898

France, Belgium, Germany ,0607

More than one country -,1993

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,0898

France, Belgium, Germany ,1505

More than one country -,1095

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0607

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,1505

More than one country -,2600

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,1993

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1095

France, Belgium, Germany ,2600

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,0375

France, Belgium, Germany ,1989

More than one country -,1078

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0375

France, Belgium, Germany ,1614

More than one country -,1452

France, Belgium, Germany 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,1989

 

 

 



 

23 
 

 

 

 

 
Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Std. Error 

S.I_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,13900

France, Belgium, Germany ,25948

More than one country ,23839

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,13900

France, Belgium, Germany ,27932

More than one country ,25984

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,25948

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,27932

More than one country ,33989

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,23839

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,25984

France, Belgium, Germany ,33989

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,11413

France, Belgium, Germany ,21306

More than one country ,19574

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,11413

France, Belgium, Germany ,22935

More than one country ,21335

France, Belgium, Germany 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,21306
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Sig. 

S.I_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,520

France, Belgium, Germany ,816

More than one country ,405

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,520

France, Belgium, Germany ,591

More than one country ,674

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,816

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,591

More than one country ,446

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,405

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,674

France, Belgium, Germany ,446

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,743

France, Belgium, Germany ,353

More than one country ,583

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,743

France, Belgium, Germany ,483

More than one country ,498

France, Belgium, Germany 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,353



 

25 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 

S.I_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,3655

France, Belgium, Germany -,4541

More than one country -,6722

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,1859

France, Belgium, Germany -,4036

More than one country -,6250

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,5754

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,7046

More than one country -,9343

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,2736

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,4059

France, Belgium, Germany -,4143

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,1889

France, Belgium, Germany -,2238

More than one country -,4961

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,2639

France, Belgium, Germany -,2935

More than one country -,5685

France, Belgium, Germany 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,6216
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper Bound 

S.I_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1859

France, Belgium, Germany ,5754

More than one country ,2736

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,3655

France, Belgium, Germany ,7046

More than one country ,4059

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,4541

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,4036

More than one country ,4143

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,6722

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,6250

France, Belgium, Germany ,9343

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2639

France, Belgium, Germany ,6216

More than one country ,2805

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,1889

France, Belgium, Germany ,6164

More than one country ,2780

France, Belgium, Germany 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,2238

 

 
Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Mean Difference (I-J) 

S.I_wish France, Belgium, Germany Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,1614

More than one country -,3067

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,1078

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1452

France, Belgium, Germany ,3067

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,0205

France, Belgium, Germany ,0678

More than one country -,2256

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0205

France, Belgium, Germany ,0473

More than one country -,2460

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0678

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0473

More than one country -,2933

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,2256

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2460

France, Belgium, Germany ,2933

S.E_standards_processes 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,0397

France, Belgium, Germany ,1465
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Std. Error 

S.I_wish France, Belgium, Germany Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,22935

More than one country ,27909

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,19574

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,21335

France, Belgium, Germany ,27909

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,08502

France, Belgium, Germany ,15873

More than one country ,14582

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,08502

France, Belgium, Germany ,17086

More than one country ,15895

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,15873

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,17086

More than one country ,20792

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,14582

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,15895

France, Belgium, Germany ,20792

S.E_standards_processes 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,10347

France, Belgium, Germany ,19316

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Sig. 

S.I_wish France, Belgium, Germany Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,483

More than one country ,274

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,583

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,498

France, Belgium, Germany ,274

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,810

France, Belgium, Germany ,670

More than one country ,125

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,810

France, Belgium, Germany ,782

More than one country ,125

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,670

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,782

More than one country ,161

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,125

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,125

France, Belgium, Germany ,161

S.E_standards_processes 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,702

France, Belgium, Germany ,450
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 

S.I_wish France, Belgium, Germany Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,6164

More than one country -,8603

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,2805

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,2780

France, Belgium, Germany -,2470

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,1482

France, Belgium, Germany -,2471

More than one country -,5148

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,1891

France, Belgium, Germany -,2916

More than one country -,5613

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,3826

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,3862

More than one country -,7058

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0637

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0693

France, Belgium, Germany -,1191

S.E_standards_processes 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,1655

France, Belgium, Germany -,2367

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper Bound 

S.I_wish France, Belgium, Germany Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2935

More than one country ,2470

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,4961

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,5685

France, Belgium, Germany ,8603

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1891

France, Belgium, Germany ,3826

More than one country ,0637

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,1482

France, Belgium, Germany ,3862

More than one country ,0693

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,2471

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2916

More than one country ,1191

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,5148

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,5613

France, Belgium, Germany ,7058

S.E_standards_processes 
United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2450

France, Belgium, Germany ,5297
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Mean Difference (I-J) 

S.E_standards_processes United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
More than one country ,0465

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0397

France, Belgium, Germany ,1068

More than one country ,0068

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,1465

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,1068

More than one country -,1000

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0465

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0068

France, Belgium, Germany ,1000

S.E_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1134

France, Belgium, Germany -,0247

More than one country -,3969

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,1134

France, Belgium, Germany -,1381

More than one country -,5103

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,0247

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1381

More than one country -,3722

 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Std. Error 

S.E_standards_processes United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
More than one country ,17746

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,10347

France, Belgium, Germany ,20793

More than one country ,19343

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,19316

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,20793

More than one country ,25302

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,17746

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,19343

France, Belgium, Germany ,25302

S.E_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,09529

France, Belgium, Germany ,17790

More than one country ,16343

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,09529

France, Belgium, Germany ,19149

More than one country ,17814

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,17790

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,19149

More than one country ,23302
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Sig. 

S.E_standards_processes United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
More than one country ,794

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,702

France, Belgium, Germany ,609

More than one country ,972

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,450

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,609

More than one country ,694

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,794

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,972

France, Belgium, Germany ,694

S.E_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,237

France, Belgium, Germany ,890

More than one country ,017

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,237

France, Belgium, Germany ,472

More than one country ,005

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,890

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,472

More than one country ,113

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 

S.E_standards_processes United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
More than one country -,3055

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,2450

France, Belgium, Germany -,3057

More than one country -,3769

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,5297

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,5193

More than one country -,6019

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,3985

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,3905

France, Belgium, Germany -,4019

S.E_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0756

France, Belgium, Germany -,3776

More than one country -,7211

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,3025

France, Belgium, Germany -,5180

More than one country -,8637

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,3282

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,2418

More than one country -,8345
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper Bound 

S.E_standards_processes United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
More than one country ,3985

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,1655

France, Belgium, Germany ,5193

More than one country ,3905

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,2367

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,3057

More than one country ,4019

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,3055

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,3769

France, Belgium, Germany ,6019

S.E_today 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,3025

France, Belgium, Germany ,3282

More than one country -,0727

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,0756

France, Belgium, Germany ,2418

More than one country -,1569

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,3776

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,5180

More than one country ,0900

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Mean Difference (I-J) 

S.E_today 

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,3969

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,5103

France, Belgium, Germany ,3722

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,0640

France, Belgium, Germany ,1434

More than one country -,0233

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,0640

France, Belgium, Germany ,0794

More than one country -,0873

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,1434

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0794

More than one country -,1667

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,0233

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,0873

France, Belgium, Germany ,1667
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Std. Error 

S.E_today 

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,16343

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,17814

France, Belgium, Germany ,23302

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,08261

France, Belgium, Germany ,15422

More than one country ,14168

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,08261

France, Belgium, Germany ,16601

More than one country ,15443

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,15422

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,16601

More than one country ,20201

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,14168

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,15443

France, Belgium, Germany ,20201

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed Sig. 

S.E_today 

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,017

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,005

France, Belgium, Germany ,113

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,440

France, Belgium, Germany ,355

More than one country ,870

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,440

France, Belgium, Germany ,634

More than one country ,573

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,355

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,634

More than one country ,411

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New Zealand, 

Australia 
,870

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,573

France, Belgium, Germany ,411
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 

S.E_today 

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,0727

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,1569

France, Belgium, Germany -,0900

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,0999

France, Belgium, Germany -,1625

More than one country -,3043

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,2279

France, Belgium, Germany -,2499

More than one country -,3936

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,4493

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,4087

More than one country -,5674

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
-,2578

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland -,2190

France, Belgium, Germany -,2341

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr6 My higher education was completed (J) fr6 My higher education was completed 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper Bound 

S.E_today 

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,7211

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,8637

France, Belgium, Germany ,8345

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2279

France, Belgium, Germany ,4493

More than one country ,2578

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,0999

France, Belgium, Germany ,4087

More than one country ,2190

France, Belgium, Germany 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,1625

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,2499

More than one country ,2341

More than one country 

United Kingdom, USA, Canada, New 

Zealand, Australia 
,3043

Norway, Sweden, Denmark, Finland ,3936

France, Belgium, Germany ,5674

 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = ,111. 

*. The mean difference is significant at the ,05 level. 
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Appendix E 
General Linear Model 
 

[DataSet1] C:\Users\Eier\Documents\Karlstad 2011-2013\Uppsats Våren 2013\Enkäten\Cultural background and school developement. clusters.sav 

 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

fr4 I was born in: 

1 United Kingdom 43

2 USA 22

3 Norway 9

4 Sweden 5

5 Denmark 6

6 France 3

7 Canada 7

8 Finland 2

9 Australia 1

10 Germany 1

11 Netherlands 1

12 Belgium 1

13 Spain 1

14 Zimbabwe 1

15 Paraguay 1

16 New Zealand 2

17 India 1

18 Sri Lanka 1
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Descriptive Statistics 

 fr4 I was born in: Mean Std. Deviation N 

S.I_wish 

United Kingdom 3,5767 ,46845 43 

USA 3,4909 ,43524 22 

Norway 3,7111 ,36209 9 

Sweden 3,4800 ,41473 5 

Denmark 3,7000 ,37417 6 

France 3,5333 ,64291 3 

Canada 3,3357 ,30918 7 

Finland 3,5000 ,70711 2 

Australia 4,0000 . 1 

Germany 2,0000 . 1 

Netherlands 3,2000 . 1 

Belgium 4,0000 . 1 

Spain 4,0000 . 1 

Zimbabwe 4,0000 . 1 

Paraguay 3,2000 . 1 

New Zealand 3,7000 ,14142 2 

India 3,6000 . 1 

Sri Lanka 4,0000 . 1 

Total 3,5551 ,45431 108 

S.I_standards_processes 

United Kingdom 3,2535 ,33516 43 

USA 3,3591 ,38255 22 

Norway 3,2407 ,34471 9 

Sweden 3,3667 ,43141 5 

Denmark 3,4444 ,45542 6 

France 3,2778 ,34694 3 

Canada 3,1429 ,14996 7 

Finland 3,1667 ,23570 2 

Australia 3,6000 . 1 

Germany 3,5000 . 1 

Netherlands 3,3333 . 1 

Belgium 3,0000 . 1 

Spain 3,5000 . 1 

Zimbabwe 3,3333 . 1 

Paraguay 3,0000 . 1 

New Zealand 3,5000 ,47140 2 

India 2,6667 . 1 
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Descriptive Statistics 

 fr4 I was born in: Mean Std. Deviation N 

S.I_standards_processes Sri Lanka 3,5000 . 1 

Total 3,2877 ,34305 108 

S.E_standards_processes 

United Kingdom 2,9030 ,40347 43 

USA 3,0987 ,32116 22 

Norway 3,0635 ,50057 9 

Sweden 2,9714 ,48865 5 

Denmark 2,7857 ,45848 6 

France 2,9048 ,70470 3 

Canada 3,0204 ,30224 7 

Finland 2,2857 ,80812 2 

Australia 2,5000 . 1 

Germany 2,7143 . 1 

Netherlands 3,7143 . 1 

Belgium 2,5714 . 1 

Spain 2,4286 . 1 

Zimbabwe 3,0000 . 1 

Paraguay 2,0000 . 1 

New Zealand 2,7857 ,30305 2 

India 2,7500 . 1 

Sri Lanka 2,8571 . 1 

Total 2,9322 ,42488 108 

S.E_wish 

United Kingdom 3,1628 ,35540 43 

USA 3,1273 ,33057 22 

Norway 3,1296 ,23241 9 

Sweden 3,0333 ,51908 5 

Denmark 3,1667 ,14907 6 

France 3,1111 ,09623 3 

Canada 3,0238 ,29547 7 

Finland 2,9167 ,35355 2 

Australia 3,3333 . 1 

Germany 2,0000 . 1 

Netherlands 3,3333 . 1 

Belgium 3,5000 . 1 

Spain 3,3333 . 1 

Zimbabwe 3,3333 . 1 

Paraguay 2,8333 . 1 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 fr4 I was born in: Mean Std. Deviation N 

S.E_wish New Zealand 3,1667 ,00000 2 

India 3,3333 . 1 

Sri Lanka 3,5000 . 1 

Total 3,1324 ,33499 108 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of 
Covariance Matricesa 

Box's M 86,923 

F 1,278 

df1 50 

df2 1429,579 

Sig. ,094 

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the 

observed covariance matrices of 

the dependent variables are equal 

across groups.a 

a. Design: Intercept + fr4 
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Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace ,979 1009,621b 4,000 87,000 ,000 

Wilks' Lambda ,021 1009,621b 4,000 87,000 ,000 

Hotelling's Trace 46,419 1009,621b 4,000 87,000 ,000 

Roy's Largest Root 46,419 1009,621b 4,000 87,000 ,000 

fr4 

Pillai's Trace ,653 1,034 68,000 360,000 ,413 

Wilks' Lambda ,479 1,042 68,000 343,731 ,398 

Hotelling's Trace ,834 1,048 68,000 342,000 ,385 

Roy's Largest Root ,371 1,962c 17,000 90,000 ,022 

 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Partial Eta Squared 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace ,979

Wilks' Lambda ,979

Hotelling's Trace ,979

Roy's Largest Root ,979

fr4 

Pillai's Trace ,163

Wilks' Lambda ,168

Hotelling's Trace ,172

Roy's Largest Root ,270

 

a. Design: Intercept + fr4 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 
 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

 F df1 df2 Sig. 

S.I_wish 1,638 17 90 ,071

S.I_standards_processes 1,566 17 90 ,090

S.E_standards_processes 1,481 17 90 ,120

S.E_wish 1,282 17 90 ,223

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.a 

a. Design: Intercept + fr4 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Corrected Model 

S.I_wish 4,533a 17 ,267 1,367

S.I_standards_processes 1,416b 17 ,083 ,671

S.E_standards_processes 4,016c 17 ,236 1,390

S.E_wish 2,120d 17 ,125 1,135

Intercept 

S.I_wish 371,921 1 371,921 1907,062

S.I_standards_processes 317,788 1 317,788 2558,950

S.E_standards_processes 230,034 1 230,034 1353,133

S.E_wish 287,949 1 287,949 2620,898

fr4 

S.I_wish 4,533 17 ,267 1,367

S.I_standards_processes 1,416 17 ,083 ,671

S.E_standards_processes 4,016 17 ,236 1,390

S.E_wish 2,120 17 ,125 1,135

Error 

S.I_wish 17,552 90 ,195  

S.I_standards_processes 11,177 90 ,124  

S.E_standards_processes 15,300 90 ,170  

S.E_wish 9,888 90 ,110  

Total 

S.I_wish 1387,063 108   

S.I_standards_processes 1179,929 108   

S.E_standards_processes 947,898 108   

S.E_wish 1071,701 108   

Corrected Total 

S.I_wish 22,085 107   

S.I_standards_processes 12,592 107   

S.E_standards_processes 19,316 107   

S.E_wish 12,008 107   

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 

S.I_wish ,172a ,205

S.I_standards_processes ,824b ,112

S.E_standards_processes ,161c ,208

S.E_wish ,335d ,177

Intercept 

S.I_wish ,000 ,955

S.I_standards_processes ,000 ,966

S.E_standards_processes ,000 ,938

S.E_wish ,000 ,967

fr4 

S.I_wish ,172 ,205

S.I_standards_processes ,824 ,112

S.E_standards_processes ,161 ,208

S.E_wish ,335 ,177

Error 

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_wish   

Total 

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_wish   

Corrected Total 

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_wish   

 

a. R Squared = ,205 (Adjusted R Squared = ,055) 

b. R Squared = ,112 (Adjusted R Squared = -,055) 

c. R Squared = ,208 (Adjusted R Squared = ,058) 

d. R Squared = ,177 (Adjusted R Squared = ,021) 
 

 



 

39 
 

Estimated Marginal Means 
 

Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

S.I_wish 3,557 ,081 3,395 3,719 

S.I_standards_processes 3,288 ,065 3,159 3,417 

S.E_standards_processes 2,797 ,076 2,646 2,949 

S.E_wish 3,130 ,061 3,008 3,251 
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Appendix F 
 

General Linear Model 
 

[DataSet1] C:\Users\Eier\Documents\Karlstad 2011-2013\Uppsats Våren 2013\Enkäten\Cultural background and school developement. clusters.sav 

 

Between-Subjects Factors 

 Value Label N 

fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 

1 1-3 years 19

2 4-6 years 16

3 7-9 years 18

4 More than 10 years 56

 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Mean Std. Deviation N 

S.I_wish 

1-3 years 3,5895 ,45934 19 

4-6 years 3,5000 ,54650 16 

7-9 years 3,5778 ,54401 18 

More than 10 years 3,5527 ,39765 56 

Total 3,5555 ,45222 109 

S.I_standards_processes 

1-3 years 3,1667 ,37268 19 

4-6 years 3,2375 ,22006 16 

7-9 years 3,4278 ,44343 18 

More than 10 years 3,2988 ,31179 56 

Total 3,2881 ,34149 109 

S.E_standards_processes 

1-3 years 2,8102 ,38650 19 

4-6 years 2,8624 ,37794 16 

7-9 years 3,0587 ,47874 18 

More than 10 years 2,9389 ,43817 56 

Total 2,9250 ,42961 109 

S.E_wish 

1-3 years 3,1474 ,29550 19 

4-6 years 3,0625 ,37454 16 

7-9 years 3,1852 ,46403 18 

More than 10 years 3,1280 ,28778 56 

Total 3,1312 ,33368 109 

 

 

Box's Test of Equality of 
Covariance Matricesa 

Box's M 60,678 

F 1,834 

df1 30 

df2 10610,012 

Sig. ,004 

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the 

observed covariance matrices of the 

dependent variables are equal across 

groups.a 

a. Design: Intercept + fr7 
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Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace ,992 3149,305b 4,000 102,000 ,000 

Wilks' Lambda ,008 3149,305b 4,000 102,000 ,000 

Hotelling's Trace 123,502 3149,305b 4,000 102,000 ,000 

Roy's Largest Root 123,502 3149,305b 4,000 102,000 ,000 

fr7 

Pillai's Trace ,078 ,690 12,000 312,000 ,761 

Wilks' Lambda ,923 ,691 12,000 270,158 ,760 

Hotelling's Trace ,083 ,693 12,000 302,000 ,758 

Roy's Largest Root ,073 1,908c 4,000 104,000 ,115 

 

Multivariate Testsa 

Effect Partial Eta Squared 

Intercept 

Pillai's Trace ,992

Wilks' Lambda ,992

Hotelling's Trace ,992

Roy's Largest Root ,992

fr7 

Pillai's Trace ,026

Wilks' Lambda ,026

Hotelling's Trace ,027

Roy's Largest Root ,068

 

a. Design: Intercept + fr7 

b. Exact statistic 

c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level. 
 

 

Levene's Test of Equality of Error Variancesa 

 F df1 df2 Sig. 

S.I_wish ,707 3 105 ,550

S.I_standards_processes 2,779 3 105 ,045

S.E_standards_processes ,310 3 105 ,818

S.E_wish 1,824 3 105 ,147

 

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.a 

a. Design: Intercept + fr7 
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Type III Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Corrected Model 

S.I_wish ,081a 3 ,027 ,128

S.I_standards_processes ,679b 3 ,226 1,994

S.E_standards_processes ,646c 3 ,215 1,172

S.E_wish ,134d 3 ,045 ,393

Intercept 

S.I_wish 1072,461 1 1072,461 5117,145

S.I_standards_processes 914,463 1 914,463 8058,120

S.E_standards_processes 722,329 1 722,329 3932,388

S.E_wish 831,774 1 831,774 7344,410

fr7 

S.I_wish ,081 3 ,027 ,128

S.I_standards_processes ,679 3 ,226 1,994

S.E_standards_processes ,646 3 ,215 1,172

S.E_wish ,134 3 ,045 ,393

Error 

S.I_wish 22,006 105 ,210  

S.I_standards_processes 11,916 105 ,113  

S.E_standards_processes 19,287 105 ,184  

S.E_wish 11,892 105 ,113  

Total 

S.I_wish 1400,023 109   

S.I_standards_processes 1191,040 109   

S.E_standards_processes 952,489 109   

S.E_wish 1080,701 109   

Corrected Total 

S.I_wish 22,087 108   

S.I_standards_processes 12,594 108   

S.E_standards_processes 19,933 108   

S.E_wish 12,025 108   

 

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Source Dependent Variable Sig. Partial Eta Squared 

Corrected Model 

S.I_wish ,943a ,004

S.I_standards_processes ,119b ,054

S.E_standards_processes ,324c ,032

S.E_wish ,758d ,011

Intercept 

S.I_wish ,000 ,980

S.I_standards_processes ,000 ,987

S.E_standards_processes ,000 ,974

S.E_wish ,000 ,986

fr7 

S.I_wish ,943 ,004

S.I_standards_processes ,119 ,054

S.E_standards_processes ,324 ,032

S.E_wish ,758 ,011

Error 

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_wish   

Total 

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_wish   

Corrected Total 

S.I_wish   

S.I_standards_processes   

S.E_standards_processes   

S.E_wish   

 

a. R Squared = ,004 (Adjusted R Squared = -,025) 

b. R Squared = ,054 (Adjusted R Squared = ,027) 

c. R Squared = ,032 (Adjusted R Squared = ,005) 

d. R Squared = ,011 (Adjusted R Squared = -,017) 
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Estimated Marginal Means 
 

Grand Mean 

Dependent Variable Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

S.I_wish 3,555 ,050 3,456 3,654 

S.I_standards_processes 3,283 ,037 3,210 3,355 

S.E_standards_processes 2,918 ,047 2,825 3,010 

S.E_wish 3,131 ,037 3,058 3,203 

 

 

 
Post Hoc Tests 
 
fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 
 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Mean Difference (I-J) 

S.I_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,0895

7-9 years ,0117

More than 10 years ,0368

4-6 years 

1-3 years -,0895

7-9 years -,0778

More than 10 years -,0527

7-9 years 

1-3 years -,0117

4-6 years ,0778

More than 10 years ,0251

More than 10 years 

1-3 years -,0368

4-6 years ,0527

7-9 years -,0251

S.I_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years -,0708

7-9 years -,2611*

More than 10 years -,1321

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,0708

7-9 years -,1903

More than 10 years -,0613

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,2611*

4-6 years ,1903

More than 10 years ,1290

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,1321

4-6 years ,0613

7-9 years -,1290

S.E_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years -,0522

7-9 years -,2486

More than 10 years -,1287

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,0522

7-9 years -,1964

More than 10 years -,0765

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,2486

4-6 years ,1964

More than 10 years ,1199
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Std. Error 

S.I_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,15534

7-9 years ,15058

More than 10 years ,12154

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,15534

7-9 years ,15730

More than 10 years ,12977

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,15058

4-6 years ,15730

More than 10 years ,12404

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,12154

4-6 years ,12977

7-9 years ,12404

S.I_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,11430

7-9 years ,11080*

More than 10 years ,08944

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,11430

7-9 years ,11575

More than 10 years ,09549

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,11080*

4-6 years ,11575

More than 10 years ,09127

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,08944

4-6 years ,09549

7-9 years ,09127

S.E_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,14542

7-9 years ,14097

More than 10 years ,11379

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,14542

7-9 years ,14726

More than 10 years ,12149

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,14097

4-6 years ,14726

More than 10 years ,11612
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Sig. 

S.I_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,566

7-9 years ,938

More than 10 years ,763

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,566

7-9 years ,622

More than 10 years ,686

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,938

4-6 years ,622

More than 10 years ,840

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,763

4-6 years ,686

7-9 years ,840

S.I_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,537

7-9 years ,020*

More than 10 years ,143

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,537

7-9 years ,103

More than 10 years ,522

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,020*

4-6 years ,103

More than 10 years ,161

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,143

4-6 years ,522

7-9 years ,161

S.E_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,720

7-9 years ,081

More than 10 years ,261

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,720

7-9 years ,185

More than 10 years ,530

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,081

4-6 years ,185

More than 10 years ,304



 

46 
 

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 

S.I_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years -,2185

7-9 years -,2869

More than 10 years -,2042

4-6 years 

1-3 years -,3975

7-9 years -,3897

More than 10 years -,3100

7-9 years 

1-3 years -,3103

4-6 years -,2341

More than 10 years -,2208

More than 10 years 

1-3 years -,2778

4-6 years -,2046

7-9 years -,2710

S.I_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years -,2975

7-9 years -,4808*

More than 10 years -,3095

4-6 years 

1-3 years -,1558

7-9 years -,4198

More than 10 years -,2507

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,0414*

4-6 years -,0392

More than 10 years -,0520

More than 10 years 

1-3 years -,0452

4-6 years -,1280

7-9 years -,3099

S.E_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years -,3406

7-9 years -,5281

More than 10 years -,3543

4-6 years 

1-3 years -,2361

7-9 years -,4884

More than 10 years -,3174

7-9 years 

1-3 years -,0309

4-6 years -,0956

More than 10 years -,1104
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper Bound 

S.I_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,3975

7-9 years ,3103

More than 10 years ,2778

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,2185

7-9 years ,2341

More than 10 years ,2046

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,2869

4-6 years ,3897

More than 10 years ,2710

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,2042

4-6 years ,3100

7-9 years ,2208

S.I_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,1558

7-9 years -,0414*

More than 10 years ,0452

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,2975

7-9 years ,0392

More than 10 years ,1280

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,4808*

4-6 years ,4198

More than 10 years ,3099

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,3095

4-6 years ,2507

7-9 years ,0520

S.E_standards_processes 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,2361

7-9 years ,0309

More than 10 years ,0969

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,3406

7-9 years ,0956

More than 10 years ,1644

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,5281

4-6 years ,4884

More than 10 years ,3501
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Mean Difference (I-J) 

S.E_standards_processes 

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,1287

4-6 years ,0765

7-9 years -,1199

S.E_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,0849

7-9 years -,0378

More than 10 years ,0194

4-6 years 

1-3 years -,0849

7-9 years -,1227

More than 10 years -,0655

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,0378

4-6 years ,1227

More than 10 years ,0572

More than 10 years 

1-3 years -,0194

4-6 years ,0655*

7-9 years -,0572

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Std. Error 

S.E_standards_processes 

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,11379

4-6 years ,12149

7-9 years ,11612

S.E_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,11419

7-9 years ,11069

More than 10 years ,08935

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,11419

7-9 years ,11563

More than 10 years ,09540

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,11069

4-6 years ,11563

More than 10 years ,09118

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,08935

4-6 years ,09540*

7-9 years ,09118

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: Sig. 

S.E_standards_processes 

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,261

4-6 years ,530

7-9 years ,304

S.E_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,459

7-9 years ,733

More than 10 years ,829

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,459

7-9 years ,291

More than 10 years ,494

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,733

4-6 years ,291

More than 10 years ,532

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,829

4-6 years ,494*

7-9 years ,532
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Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower Bound 

S.E_standards_processes 

More than 10 years 

1-3 years -,0969

4-6 years -,1644

7-9 years -,3501

S.E_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years -,1415

7-9 years -,2573

More than 10 years -,1578

4-6 years 

1-3 years -,3113

7-9 years -,3520

More than 10 years -,2546

7-9 years 

1-3 years -,1817

4-6 years -,1066

More than 10 years -,1236

More than 10 years 

1-3 years -,1966

4-6 years -,1237*

7-9 years -,2380

 

Multiple Comparisons 

LSD 

Dependent Variable (I) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: (J) fr7 I have lived in Scandinavia for: 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Upper Bound 

S.E_standards_processes 

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,3543

4-6 years ,3174

7-9 years ,1104

S.E_wish 

1-3 years 

4-6 years ,3113

7-9 years ,1817

More than 10 years ,1966

4-6 years 

1-3 years ,1415

7-9 years ,1066

More than 10 years ,1237

7-9 years 

1-3 years ,2573

4-6 years ,3520

More than 10 years ,2380

More than 10 years 

1-3 years ,1578

4-6 years ,2546*

7-9 years ,1236

 

Based on observed means. 

 The error term is Mean Square(Error) = ,113. 

*. The mean difference is significant at the ,05 level. 

 


