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Abstract

Many countries around the world require some or all schools to develop and implement a
school improvement plan (SIP), which is a tool intended to guide the identification of school-
specific needs for improvement along with a series of priorities, goals, and actions to help
address those needs. Yet, the literature on this topic remains rather sparse. In this article,
we conducted a systematic review of the international literature on SIPs published from
2010 through 2025, identifying 62 relevant articles for analysis. We organized this review’s
findings around six areas related to SIP development and implementation: assessing current
conditions, determining needs, setting direction, organizing resources, taking action, and
evaluating progress. Findings suggest that while divergences exist between contexts with
respect to these six areas, there are considerable convergences in how educators and others
conceptualize and interact with SIPs. We close with recommendations for future research
that both strengthens and broadens the extant literature on SIPs.

Keywords: school improvement plans; school leadership; planning; change leadership;
educational policy

1. Introduction
The development and implementation of school improvement plans (SIPs) as a formal

way for school leaders to enact change for organizational improvement has become common
worldwide. While some planning efforts have long been part of the work of effective school
leaders (Edmonds, 1979; Reynolds & Teddlie, 2016), the formal use of SIPs appears to be a
relatively newer phenomenon. Such use is now embedded into various educational policies
and organizational practices around the world as a tool for prompting school leaders to be
intentional in leading school improvement efforts and hold leaders accountable for doing so
(Broadhead et al., 1998; McNamara et al., 2002; Mintrop et al., 2001).

Research suggests that SIPs can positively influence organizational practices and
student outcomes (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; Fernandez, 2011; Strunk et al., 2016), but SIP
development and implementation are often not of high enough quality to actually drive
improvement efforts that lead to sustained positive influence over time (Meyers & Van-
Gronigen, 2019; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020). Many studies have been conducted in
different contexts to assess and report on SIPs, but, to our knowledge, no recent systematic
review of research has been published (Beach & Lindahl, 2004). Thus, we conducted a sys-
tematic review of research on SIPs to better understand the convergences and divergences
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in SIP contents and processes within and across different contexts. Better understanding
the development, implementation, and monitoring of high-quality SIPs seems necessary to
determine whether and how school leaders can leverage SIPs to improve schools.

In the next section, we set the stage about why this review matters by situating it in
related areas of literature on SIPs. Specifically, we detail what SIPs are and include, how
policies and high-stakes accountability systems have contributed to their proliferation, and
what we currently know about if and how they might influence organizational and student
outcomes. We then provide an overview of our methods, including our organizing tool for
SIP processes to establish the parameters for what literature was reviewed, analyzed, and
reported. The bulk of this article focused on the presentation of findings then follows. We
close with a discussion of our findings by considering areas of convergence and divergence
and identifying points for consideration both for practice and research.

2. Setting the Stage
To set the stage for this systematic review, we briefly consider relevant literature with

respect to SIPs. We first provide an overview of what SIPs are and the ways in which they
are intended to be used by school leaders to guide school improvement efforts. We then
highlight how policies, especially in high-stakes accountability environments, shape and
constrain SIP development and implementation. Lastly, we note the results of studies that
have considered if and how SIPs are related to and/or influence organizational and student
outcomes, as well as why reliance on those studies to determine the value of SIPs may
be misleading.

2.1. An Overview of School Improvement Plans (SIPs)

SIPs are formal documents intended to guide school-level actions for improving
organizational and student performance and outcomes. To realize such improvement,
SIPs serve as a centralizing tool in which school vision, goals, priorities, actions, resource
allocations, and more can be aggregated and organized to strategize and articulate a
roadmap to intentionally advance a school from its current state to a more optimal state
(Aaron et al., 2024; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017). This movement requires a SIP to account
for goals and strategies within clear time periods so school leaders and others can determine
if a school is on track to successfully implement (and is successfully implementing) the
SIP (Stevenson & Weiner, 2020). SIPs are often conceptualized to have organizational
outcomes that require changes in operations that, if well executed, are hypothesized to
increase student outcomes like student learning and student achievement (Duke, 2015). At
its core, a SIP has roots in the rational-organizational paradigm, which centers on improving
organizational processes and operations to, in turn, improve outcomes of interest (Meyers
& VanGronigen, 2019).

The details of SIPs—like their design, required contents, and level of detail—can vary
greatly (Mintrop et al., 2001; VanGronigen et al., 2023). No one SIP template should be
considered best or correct, but it likely should be nuanced enough for school leaders to be
comprehensive, but contextually responsive, to adequately address pressing challenges in
their schools (Duke et al., 2013; VanGronigen et al., 2023). These challenges can sometimes
be complex and compete with one another, so a robust understanding of different details
of SIPs is necessary for school leaders to help identify the most important challenges,
determine appropriate responses to address them, monitor progress, and appropriately
adjust as the school year progresses (Duke, 2015).
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2.2. The Roles of Policy and High-Stakes Accountability Systems on SIPs

Although school improvement planning has been a common exercise for school leaders
for decades (Edmonds, 1979; Reynolds & Teddlie, 2016), the concept of a formalized SIP is
relatively newer. In many Western countries, SIPs have emerged alongside of, and perhaps
in response to, school accountability systems (Broadhead et al., 1998; McNamara et al., 2002;
Mintrop et al., 2001).

Accountability system- and policy-related expectations (e.g., narrow priorities, report-
ing mechanisms, etc.) can have paradoxical influences on how school leaders conceptualize,
develop, and implement SIPs. On one hand, these expectations explicitly communicate
what matters in terms of school performance, such as student achievement or graduation
rates (Aaron et al., 2024; Mintrop & MacLellan, 2002). Yet, as a result, SIPs can sometimes be
unrealistically comprehensive, overloaded with actions, and full of regulatory-responsive
minutiae rather than being “focused and strategic” (Mintrop et al., 2001, p. 200). Thus, on
the other hand, the very school improvement effort(s) that SIPs are supposed to be devel-
oped to support can instead reduce school leaders’ authentic engagement in the process
and prompt them to engage with SIPs more so out of compliance and obligation (Meyers
& VanGronigen, 2019). Complementary articles from a study approximately 25 years ago
demonstrated how SIP contents reflected policy expectations (Mintrop & MacLellan, 2002;
Mintrop et al., 2001), suggesting that school leaders perceived high-quality and successful
SIPs to be policy responsive, but not necessarily responsive to their schools’ unique con-
texts. Studies conducted since then indicate that little in this particular regard has changed
(Aaron et al., 2024; Strunk et al., 2016).

2.3. The Influence of SIPs on Organizational and Student Outcomes

The limited evidence of SIP influence on organizational and student outcomes is
mixed. Some evidence suggests that higher-quality SIPs correlate with better organizational
outcomes, such as school climate and instructional quality (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; Strunk
et al., 2016). Yet, the implementation of SIPs, even high-quality ones, sometimes diminishes
over time (Strunk et al., 2016).

Evidence also exists on the relationships between SIP quality and student outcomes,
particularly student achievement. Higher-quality SIPs have been found to positively as-
sociate with higher levels of student reading and mathematics achievement, even after
controlling for various student demographic and school organizational variables (Fernan-
dez, 2011; Huber & Conway, 2015). The strength of those relationships, however, can
diminish over time (Strunk et al., 2016). Yet, only a few studies have shown a relationship
(VanGronigen & Meyers, 2022). More sophisticated research designed to demonstrate
causation—that better SIPs result in increased student test scores—has not been as positive.
Indeed, there is little evidence that SIPs cause increases in student achievement (Huber
& Conway, 2015; Lockheed et al., 2010; Strunk et al., 2016), although Fernandez (2011)
did find that SIP quality was a predictor of student achievement. Fernandez did caution,
though, that the result could be misleading because better school leaders might be more
skilled at writing high-quality SIPs. If such is the case, SIP quality would instead be a proxy
for school leader quality.

Based on this evidence, any current assessment about the value of SIPs based on these
evaluations seems misguided. As this review later shows, the development, implemen-
tation, monitoring, and adjustment of SIPs are parts of a complex process (Duke, 2015).
Routinely, school leaders have not been adequately prepared to lead nearly any of those
parts of the process (Bickmore et al., 2021). Not surprisingly, overall SIP quality appears to
be low (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; Strunk et al., 2016; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020). Further,
educational systems are often designed to inhibit school leaders from addressing their
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organizations’ most important issues (Aaron et al., 2024; Strunk et al., 2016). Because of
these and other challenges, school leaders regularly engage in satisficing behaviors that
result in them submitting SIPs to authorities that are good enough to receive approvals but
not necessarily good enough to be optimal drivers of meaningful change and improvement
in their schools (Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019, 2021). In such cases, school leaders can
leverage SIPs as signals of an adherence to acceptable models of reform without necessar-
ily engaging in complex change efforts (Narayanan & McCluskey, 2025). Thus, a more
complete understanding of SIPs and the processes necessary to develop, implement, and
monitor high-quality SIPs seem imperative given how much human and political capital
go into their development.

3. Materials and Methods
From our understanding of the research literature, the formalization of SIPs as part

of the rise in school accountability systems began in some Western countries in the 1990s
and early 2000s (Mintrop & MacLellan, 2002; Mintrop et al., 2001). Much of the research
inclusive of SIPs in those first years focused on the ways in which SIPs were responsive to
policy initiatives (Mintrop & MacLellan, 2002; Mintrop et al., 2001). In addition, SIP-related
research in non-Western countries was sparse through the early 2000s. Thus, we decided
to retrieve any peer-reviewed journal article focused on SIPs and published from 2010
through 2025.

We conducted searches for “school improvement plan,” “school development plan,”
and “school strategic plan” in university search engines (e.g., EBSCOHost) as well as Google
Scholar. We also reviewed reference lists at the end of relevant articles. We continued to
search and review until reaching saturation. It is worth noting that these terms can mean
different things depending on context, as well as language. In response, we considered
only research articles published in English. We also prioritized articles on empirical
research that focused on plans designed for school improvement. Yet, we did not assess the
quality of the research studies reported in the articles, primarily to ensure representative
inclusion from countries where researchers might have—for example—fewer resources
or less access to research sites. We excluded articles that included SIPs as part of more
robust studies of school improvement efforts because, in all of the examples we reviewed,
little detail specific to SIP development or implementation was provided. In total, our
inclusion and exclusion criteria produced a dataset of 62 peer-reviewed journal articles. Of
them, five were dropped from consideration because they focused on aspects other than
SIP development or implementation (e.g., Fernandez’s (2011) evaluation of SIP quality
and student achievement outcomes). Thus, the final systematic review dataset included
57 peer-reviewed journal articles.

When analyzing the findings from these articles, we focused on what is known about
SIP development and processes. That is, we were less interested in learning about SIP
quality or influence because, as noted above, such a focus would prioritize results (i.e., did
test scores increase?) without understanding (i.e., for what reasons did test scores increase
or not?). Given the intuitive appeal of planning processes and improvement plans across
organizational improvement efforts generally (e.g., a focus on improving literacy instruction
to increase reading scores on national assessments), our priority was to understand and
report out what is known about the contents of SIPs as well as doing SIP-related work. The
findings from a study of SIP template content across U.S. states resulted in the designation
of six distinct (but related and relatively linear) areas of SIP-related development and
processes: assessing current conditions, determining needs, setting direction, organizing
resources, taking action, and evaluating progress (VanGronigen et al., 2023). These areas
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do not rise to the level of a conceptual framework but instead offer a practical way—or
organizing tool—to understand SIP development and implementation.

To help set context for the findings, we provide a brief overview of the 57 articles in
our dataset. Specifically, the study settings within the 57 articles spanned 15 countries (see
Table A1 in Appendix A). Studies in the U.S. were most represented with 22, followed
by Kenya and the Philippines with seven each. Multiple studies were also conducted in
Jamaica, Nigeria, Portugal, South Africa, Tanzania, and Turkey. It is also worth noting
that articles were published relatively evenly from 2010 through 2025. If the timeline is
considered in thirds, 19 were published from 2010 through 2015, 16 from 2016 through
2020, and 22 from 2021 through 2025. Although articles with studies set in the U.S. span
the entire timeline, there does appear to be groupings in publications by year and study
settings. For example, all seven studies set in Kenya were published from 2012 through
2015, and all seven studies set in the Philippines were published from 2020 through 2025.
Similar patterns are seen when research in multiple articles was conducted in the same
country. Table A1 also shows that across the six areas used to organize this research review,
we found evidence in the following number of studies per area: 31 in assessing current
conditions, 33 in determining needs, 41 in setting direction, 20 in organizing resources,
33 in taking action, and 21 in evaluating progress.

To determine if an area was identifiable in a study, we reviewed the findings from each
of the 57 articles in the same way a researcher would read and code transcribed interview
data, performing essentially a conventional content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) to
identify patterns and themes related to the six areas of our organizing tool. We coded
article findings based on area, although some findings were relevant to multiple areas and,
thus, were coded multiple times. Once all articles were coded, we reread our codes for
each area and, for some areas, created subareas to increase the nuance of our reporting.
We developed subareas because the same area could be understood as SIP development
or SIP process. For example, in some studies, assessing current conditions focused on
how current conditions were reported in SIPs as part of the SIP development. In other
studies, however, researchers reported on how current conditions influenced the process of
developing SIPs. For each area and subarea, we wrote the forthcoming findings section
by building content from the smallest coding units (e.g., words, phrases) to the largest
(e.g., paragraphs, sections) to maintain attention to nuance.

Before turning to results, we highlight some important methodological limitations.
First, although this review is of research on SIPs from around the world, readers should
recognize that international representativeness is uneven. Kenya, the Philippines, and
the U.S. comprise 36 of the 57 (63%) studies reviewed. In addition, English is an official
language of most countries studied for this review. Further, it is possible that, in some
contexts, SIPs exist in language or nomenclature we did not recognize. Second, as noted
above, we elected to include peer-reviewed empirical research without a critical lens on
the quality of the research, as the quality of the research can be uneven. Instead, we posit
that this review provides a substantial landscape of a burgeoning body of research on SIP
development and implementation.

4. Results
In this section, we report on each area in the order most aligned with SIP development

and processes. Although SIP-related work should likely be iterative and rely on feedback
loops to inform continuous improvement, it generally begins with an assessment of current
conditions that leads to a determination of a school’s needs. Once needs are determined, the
process moves to setting direction that subsequently requires organizing resources and taking
action. The typical last stage of the process focuses on evaluating progress as actions are taken.
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4.1. Area 1 of 6—Assessing Current Conditions

Caputo and Rastelli (2014) identified contextual details within SIPs in Italy as a distinct
category with high levels of lexical richness and variety. In a review of SIP templates
across U.S. states, VanGronigen et al. (2023) determined that nearly one quarter of template
prompts focused on current conditions. The conditions in which schools exist and operate
undoubtedly influence the content, quality, and implementation of their SIPs (Wanjala
& Rarieya, 2014). The research literature presents these current conditions in two ways:
(a) how conditions influence the development of SIPs, and (b) how conditions are discussed
within SIPs to explain context.

4.1.1. Conditions Influencing the Development of SIPs

Policy and governing entities regularly establish guidance and set expectations for SIP
development and contents. SIP-related templates created by governing entities commonly
inform and guide how school leaders develop SIPs (Dunaway et al., 2014; VanGronigen
et al., 2023). These entities also frequently supply schools with goals that are expected to be
incorporated into SIPs (Dunaway et al., 2012, 2014; Kyalo & Gichinga, 2014; Mutia, 2025;
Nicdao & Ancho, 2020; Njeru et al., 2013; Simon & Black, 2011). In countries with high-
stakes accountability systems, for example, student achievement—typically in the form of
student test scores—is pervasive (Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019). This relatively narrow
focus prompts school leaders to align SIP contents with improving student achievement,
sometimes at the expense of other important issues in their schools (Aaron et al., 2024;
Lockheed et al., 2010). Indeed, this kind of top-down approach can inform SIP contents
and be an imposition on school leaders (Wanjala & Rarieya, 2014). However, in countries
without high-stakes accountability systems, evidence suggests that some school leaders
are relatively uninformed of planning policies (Kiprop & Kanyiri, 2012). Further, in those
contexts, there can be limited oversight of SIP development, content, and resulting quality
(Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016).

Even in contexts where policy expectations are less focused on SIP development and
content, organizational history can influence who develops SIPs and what SIPs prioritize
(Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012; Balindong et al., 2024; Carvalho et al., 2023). Organizational
beliefs and values can inform SIP processes and influence how priorities are determined
(Dunaway et al., 2012). In some places, for instance, there is little local commitment to
developing SIPs, so SIPs remain undeveloped (Sang et al., 2015). In other places, traditional
role expectations matter, even if that results in unprepared school leaders overseeing SIP
development despite not having the requisite knowledge and skills to do so (Mbugua &
Rarieya, 2014).

Turning to educator motivation with respect to SIPs, many teachers indicate low levels
of motivation to advance SIP priorities and actions (Dunaway et al., 2014; Schlebusch &
Mokhatle, 2016). Numerous teachers believe that SIPs have little positive influence on
student learning (Dunaway et al., 2014). Thus, teachers have little incentive to overcome
some of the following challenges in order to focus on SIPs: having a limited understanding
of the SIP process, the distance they live from their school and a related lack of transporta-
tion to be able to attend SIP-related meetings outside the typical school day, larger time
commitments than many may be able or want to do, competing responsibilities with their
teaching, and inadequate pay generally and to participate in SIP-related work specifically
(Francis, 2024).

Although often more positive about SIPs than teachers, some school leaders concede
that SIPs are not inherently motivating (Dunaway et al., 2014; Lingam et al., 2014). The extent
to which and the ways in which school leaders are supported and prepared to lead SIP-
related work varies within and across contexts (Meyer et al., 2020; Njeru et al., 2013). Many
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school leaders have not been adequately prepared to understand how SIPs can be effectively
leveraged or how to develop, much less implement and monitor, high-quality SIPs (Francis,
2024; Kiprop & Kanyiri, 2012; Lingam et al., 2014; Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016).

If SIPs are intended to be collectively owned by school leaders, teachers, and others to
drive organizational change, the lack of inclusion of stakeholders other than school leaders
may undermine the work. The extent to which teachers and others—like parents and other
community stakeholders—are included as collaborators to develop SIPs varies considerably.
Teachers can be heavily involved in SIP processes (Yıkıcı & Altinay, 2017), but their level of
involvement can depend on national and local contexts, as well as historical approaches to
planning processes within schools (Carvalho et al., 2021, 2023; Demir et al., 2019; Dunaway
et al., 2012, 2014; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020). Yet, teacher involvement in SIP-related work has
been associated with higher-quality SIPs (Thompson, 2018). On the other hand, few studies
identify parents or other community stakeholders as contributors to SIP-related work. If
considered, parents or others remain relatively peripheral to SIPs (Bentayao et al., 2024;
Myende & Bhengu, 2015; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020) despite their potential abilities to enhance
SIP development (Wronowski et al., 2022).

4.1.2. Conditions Identified in SIPs as Critical Context

Despite research suggesting that current conditions and context are prevalently fea-
tured in SIP templates and contents (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; VanGronigen et al., 2023),
there is surprisingly little description of those current conditions and context in SIPs. Of
what is described, family background and other social contexts are frequently noted to
describe who the school enrolls and how associated factors might affect student outcomes
(Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; Dunaway et al., 2014; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020). The particu-
lars vary by context, but student race, immigration status, and poverty levels are commonly
detailed factors (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012; Caputo & Rastelli, 2014). Broader community
issues such as levels of neighborhood violence, unemployment, and poverty are also some-
times included (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014). In some contexts, external agencies that work
closely with schools (e.g., social services) or are important to adolescent development
outside of school (e.g., religious institutions) can be discussed at length, especially in the
context of partnerships (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014). Yet, for many schools, inadequate facili-
ties and/or substandard infrastructures loom over SIP development (Al-Zboon & Hasan,
2012; Bentayao et al., 2024).

4.2. Area 2 of 6—Determining Needs

Among other things, a SIP is an “important tool for finding areas for improvement”
(Balindong et al., 2024, p. 166). Indeed, once current conditions are assessed, the work turns
to determining a school’s needs based on those conditions. This section reports findings on
who determines needs, how needs are determined, and what needs are typically identified
in SIPs.

4.2.1. Who Determines School Needs Identified in SIPs?

Because school leaders oversee the building and the people most likely to have some
formal training on planning (Bickmore et al., 2021), they are most typically responsible for
determining needs (Demir et al., 2019). Compared to other stakeholders, school leaders
tend to have ready access to important information and data (Craus et al., 2023) like student
suspension rates, attendance rates, and mental health statuses (Demir et al., 2019). School
leaders are also primed to strategically invite teachers and other stakeholders into the
process of determining needs (Nicdao & Ancho, 2020), although some evidence suggests
that school leaders—rather than others—take on much of this SIP-related work in relative
isolation (Craus et al., 2023; Meyers et al., 2023).
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Expertise external to a school can inform SIP contents. Educational leaders that super-
vise, manage, or coach school leaders—such as school district assistant superintendents
in the U.S.—can help to ensure that SIP contents align with the priorities and, perhaps,
templates of governing entities (Aaron et al., 2024; Mbugua & Rarieya, 2014). Site-based
management committees or similar structures may also help school leaders determine
needs because they have experience in and/or knowledge of local and institutional histo-
ries (Ezeugbor & Onedigbo, 2019; Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020;
Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016). Less commonly, school leaders might invite experts, such
as third-party consultants, to analyze data or to lead a needs-sensing process with SIP
developers (Aaron et al., 2024; Demir et al., 2019).

When encouraged and incentivized to participate, teachers can leverage their institu-
tional knowledge to help determine needs (Craus et al., 2023). However, their inclusion
at this stage of SIP development is uneven, ranging from almost no involvement (Isern-
hagen, 2012; Lingam et al., 2014) to high involvement (Kyalo & Gichinga, 2014; Nicdao &
Ancho, 2020; Yıkıcı & Altinay, 2017). The perceived ability of teachers to make meaningful
contributions to determining their school’s needs, especially those perceptions held by
their school leaders, seems to be an important factor regarding their level of involvement
(Lingam et al., 2014; Yıkıcı & Altinay, 2017). Outside of those working in schools, research
suggests that parents can also be effective partners in determining needs in some situations
(Craus et al., 2023; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020).

4.2.2. How Are School Needs in SIPs Determined?

Governing entities often establish parameters that can heavily influence how a school’s
needs are locally determined (Chukwumah, 2015; Yıkıcı & Altinay, 2017). For example,
in the U.S., state education agencies develop SIP templates that regularly require the
following: student test score data, steps to advance educator professional learning, and
school-level goals aimed at improving students’ social-emotional learning (Marianno et al.,
2024; VanGronigen et al., 2023). Significant policy changes can also influence how needs
are determined for SIPs. For example, a new national curriculum in Jamaica resulted in
many SIPs prioritizing learning to implement that curriculum versus focusing more on
schools’ unique needs (Lockheed et al., 2010). External agencies or experts might also
make suggestions that school leaders adopt as school needs and that become SIP priorities
(Ezeugbor & Onedigbo, 2019; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017).

Research suggests that there is considerably more to learn about how school leaders can
be best developed and positioned to lead work determining school needs. Specifically, from
complementary studies, Meyers and VanGronigen (2019, 2021) found that school leaders
often engaged in satisficing behavior in which they did just enough needs determining
work to submit SIPs that were acceptable to governing entities that approved SIPs, such
as state education agencies. Satisficing behavior includes (a) focusing mostly on student
test scores to the detriment of developing a more comprehensive understanding of school
needs, (b) submitting the same basic SIP across different reporting cycles (i.e., the SIP
is never updated), and (c) identifying possible root causes of needs that are ultimately
unrelated to priorities described in SIPs. In fact, root cause analyses, which are part of the
needs determination area, were consistently scored between beginning and developing
levels of quality in various studies that assessed SIP quality (Meyers & VanGronigen, 2021;
VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020).

Across numerous studies, school needs are primarily determined by data analysis.
Data are important to determine needs and defend decisions (Gonzales et al., 2022). Student
test scores are frequently reviewed to demonstrate current conditions related to low aca-
demic performance (Aaron et al., 2024; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017) across the school or
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by select student subgroups (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; Carvalho et al., 2022; Simon & Black,
2011). Often using end-of-course test results (Dunaway et al., 2012), students’ mathematics
and literacy/language achievement are most commonly identified as high-needs content
areas followed by other areas like science (Bickmore et al., 2021; Caputo & Rastelli, 2014;
Simon & Black, 2011; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017, 2022). Reliance on student test score
data, however, can result in SIPs with a narrow focus that could hinder deeper, more
nuanced dives into school needs that are critical to address, such as student well-being
(Balindong et al., 2024; Mutia, 2025; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017).

School leaders sometimes prioritize other types of student data besides test scores
to determine school needs. Some SIPs include data on student behavior and discipline
(Bickmore et al., 2021; Carvalho et al., 2022; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017). Other SIPs
center on student participation and motivation to learn (Bickmore et al., 2021; Carvalho
et al., 2022). Still others identify issues related to student belonging and connections with
their schools (Bickmore et al., 2021; Carvalho et al., 2022).

In some schools, processes to determine needs focused on adult behaviors and other
adult-related factors can be especially meaningful instead of just a narrower focus on
student test scores (Huber & Conway, 2015). Most commonly, inadequate instructional
practices and pedagogy are identified as key needs to address (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014;
Carvalho et al., 2022; Coker, 2022; Khanam et al., 2023; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017).
Other common needs include a lack of teacher collaboration and motivation, as well as
teacher absenteeism (Carvalho et al., 2022). The lack of intentional inclusion of community
stakeholders (Khanam et al., 2023) along with the need to create or update curriculum
(Coker, 2022; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017), are also prevalent needs across the literature.
In some contexts, though, inadequate school facilities are identified as a school’s most
urgent need (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012).

4.3. Area 3 of 6—Setting Direction

Setting direction—meaning what a SIP should focus on—seems to be the area that has
garnered the most attention in terms of SIP templates and related guidance (e.g., resource
toolkits) as well as research (VanGronigen et al., 2023). This section considers who engages
in setting direction and what direction they emphasize.

4.3.1. Who Engages in Setting Direction?

School leaders are the primary drivers of setting direction. Their role or title often
designates them as being responsible for establishing a school’s purpose, which a SIP can
help facilitate (Aaron et al., 2024; Balindong et al., 2024; Wanjala & Rarieya, 2014). School
leaders are better positioned to determine and connect SIP content (e.g., vision to goals to
actions) (Craus et al., 2023). Yet, training for school leaders to learn how to set direction
through SIPs can be ineffectual (Dabesa & Cheramlak, 2021; Gonzales et al., 2022). Even
without adequate formal training, school leaders realize that SIPs can help to set their
school’s general direction (Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016).

Setting direction in and through SIPs is frequently understood as a collective or team
effort (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012) that requires coherence (Aaron et al., 2024). In one study,
school leaders described the setting direction process to be inclusive of all faculty and staff
and centered on values and beliefs (Dunaway et al., 2012). To formalize the process, governing
entity leaders and/or school leaders regularly establish a school building leadership team
that is responsible for SIP development (Dunaway et al., 2014; Gonzales et al., 2022; Mbugua
& Rarieya, 2014; Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016). More equitable representation on this team
and in SIP-related work more generally can establish a wider spirit of collaboration and a
sense of unity among faculty and staff (Khanam et al., 2023).
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Teachers consistently perceive themselves to be significant contributors to setting di-
rection in SIPs (Carvalho et al., 2021, 2023). Those teachers with more expertise and lead-
ership experience tend to be more involved in setting direction than their less-expert and
-experienced colleagues (Carvalho et al., 2021). Teachers’ involvement in setting direction
seems to increase their feeling of ownership in the SIP process, which holds promise for the
wider implementation of a SIP during a school year (Carvalho et al., 2021). Yet, in many
cases, teachers view SIPs more as a mandated task to complete, which can reduce teachers’
commitment to setting direction and subsequently to implementing the SIP (Bas & Korkmaz,
2017). In less motivating scenarios, teachers are assigned to SIP-related committees based
on teachers’ availability, motivation, and expertise, which may not align with their interest,
ability, or capacity (Dunaway et al., 2012; Ezeugbor & Onedigbo, 2019; Francis, 2024).

Other stakeholders are also sometimes involved in setting direction (Carvalho et al.,
2023; Myende & Bhengu, 2015). The call to include parents, for example, is often reported
as high (Craus et al., 2023), although parents’ actual inclusion in helping set direction seems
limited both in participation and responsibilities (Dunaway et al., 2012, 2014; Wronowski
et al., 2022). In certain contexts, policy may dictate that various stakeholders, including
community leaders, parents, and students, be included in setting direction (Nicdao &
Ancho, 2020; Yıkıcı & Altinay, 2017). There is some evidence, though, that involvement
does not guarantee understanding or actual investment in and influence over setting
direction (Myende & Bhengu, 2015; Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016; Strunk et al., 2016).
Regardless of whom is involved, the setting-direction area can be disjointed when key
stakeholders are excluded (Mbugua & Rarieya, 2014).

4.3.2. What Is Included in Setting Direction?

School vision and mission seem to be the drivers to set direction in SIPs (Aaron et al.,
2024; Chukwumah, 2015; Gonzales et al., 2022; Kyalo & Gichinga, 2014). School leaders view
their school’s vision and mission as essential (Balkar & Kalman, 2018), representative of core
values (Craus et al., 2023), and necessary for helping plan for the future (Khanam et al., 2023).
Vision and mission represent ideal states upon which everyone can, in theory, agree (Balkar
& Kalman, 2018; Myende & Bhengu, 2015). Vision statements in SIPs, in particular, also
seem typically clear (Agi, 2017) and stable from year to year (VanGronigen & Meyers, 2017),
but they are not always compelling (Aaron et al., 2024; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020). In
some instances, school leaders can struggle to describe their school’s vision, which hampers
its meaningful incorporation into a SIP (Aaron et al., 2024). Moreover, teachers sometimes
understand the vision differently than school leaders (Khanam et al., 2023). Too frequently,
though, many vision statements are narrow restatements about the importance of increasing
student test scores—and not much else (Aaron et al., 2024; Simon & Black, 2011).

School vision and mission statements are often intended to be translated into strategic
priorities and/or goals that also become parts of SIPs (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012). Some
evidence indicates that SIP priorities and goals focused on student needs can be positively
correlated with improved student outcomes (Huber & Conway, 2015). Thus, SIP research
includes a noticeable focus on a SIP’s priorities and goals (Aaron et al., 2024), which have
been found to cluster on increasing student achievement, improving student learning, and
training teachers (Caputo & Rastelli, 2014). Some studies assert that SIP priorities and goals
should be clearly stated and limited to just a few to maintain focus (Meyers et al., 2023;
Mutia, 2025; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020). Otherwise, SIPs can become incoherent or
lose their potential potency as a tool for planning and implementing improvement efforts
(Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019).

Governing entities regularly influence SIP goals (Dunaway et al., 2014; Marianno et al.,
2024), potentially constraining goal selection when curriculum or other educational aspects
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are—by policy—supposed to be uniform across schools (Kyalo & Gichinga, 2014; Nicdao
& Ancho, 2020). Such a centralized approach, though, can suggest that school leaders are
unprepared to effectively choose priorities and goals on their own, so governing entities
need to do the work for these leaders (Marianno et al., 2024; Njeru et al., 2013). Whether
priorities and goals set by governing entities can consistently influence organizational
practice, however, remains an open question because school leaders and teachers do
not always see alignment between various levels, such as the state and their school or
their district and their school (Carvalho et al., 2022). Collective voice and commitment
from various stakeholders seem important to garner buy in, encourage collaboration, and
advance from SIP development to SIP implementation (Balkar & Kalman, 2018). Teams
doing SIP-related work are important at this stage so that they can begin translating
priorities and goals into actions and determining logistics like budgeting and time necessary
to implement those actions to achieve those priorities and goals (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012).

Somewhat surprisingly, few studies suggested that the work of setting direction clearly
mapped onto the work to determine needs (Meyers & Hitt, 2018; Mutia, 2025; Yıkıcı &
Altinay, 2017). For example, in Bickmore and colleagues’ (Bickmore et al., 2021) study of
U.S. principal preparation training, aspiring principals consistently positioned goals and
actions as responses to what they found in their needs sensing work. It is conceivable to
formalize a process that requires connecting goals to identified needs (Nicdao & Ancho,
2020), although such explicitness appears to be uncommon. On the whole, however, it
is possible that many of the directions set in SIPs do not directly connect to the results
of root cause analyses, meaning that schools implement actions that do not help address
important needs (Meyers & VanGronigen, 2021). In some cases, leaders and teachers might
resist setting a new direction because they do not want to change much about what they
currently do (Kiprop & Kanyiri, 2012).

4.4. Area 4 of 6—Organizing Resources

Of the six SIP areas, VanGronigen et al. (2023) found that organizing resources was
least featured in SIP templates. Our review of the literature further supports this finding.
The thin body of research on organizing resources and SIPs highlights four significant
aspects: time, support, facilities, and finances.

Time is reported in two ways. The first way is about the time necessary for developing
an implementable SIP (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012). The second way is about how time is
planned within the SIP. A history of poor time management within schools can complicate
SIP implementation planning (Kiprop & Kanyiri, 2012). Insufficient staffing can require
faculty and staff to take on too many responsibilities, reducing their available time to develop
and implement aspects of the SIP, such as needs sensing (Coker, 2022). Differences in a
SIP’s time horizon—meaning how much of a school year the SIP is supposed to address
(e.g., 90 days, one school year, five school years)—also require school leaders to be adaptive
(Mbugua & Rarieya, 2014). Despite the importance of time in SIPs, at least one study shows
that it is often neglected and surprisingly often unconsidered (Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019).

With regard to support, some SIPs identify strategic partners to ensure the implemen-
tation of the actions intended to meet SIP goals (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012). Depending on
circumstances, strategic partners might include district leaders like principal supervisors
or other managerial personnel above the school level who can support school leaders in
implementing the SIP (Aaron et al., 2024; Meyers et al., 2023). Such support is especially nec-
essary in contexts where school leaders lack authority to advance improvement initiatives
(Balkar & Kalman, 2018) or lack adequate preparation to develop and enact SIPs (Carvalho
et al., 2023). Moreover, protection from political interference can be critical to advancing SIP
development and implementation in some circumstances (Chemwei et al., 2014). Programs
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and special funding can sometimes be leveraged to access books, materials, and other
resources that require school leaders to include such programs in SIPs to make full use
of any assets (Lockheed et al., 2010). Too frequently, however, funding is delayed and/or
incomplete (Aaron et al., 2024; Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016), which can result in a lack
of even the most basic learning materials (Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016). Yet, inadequate
human resources (e.g., too few teachers) might be the most substantial impediment to SIP
implementation (Chemwei et al., 2014).

Many schools identified for needing improvement lack sufficient facilities (Balkar &
Kalman, 2018). In one study, researchers determined that approximately 70% of schools
had inadequate facilities, including classrooms and libraries (Kiprop & Kanyiri, 2012).
Another study also identified insufficient laboratories and current technology (Caputo &
Rastelli, 2014). School sanitation can also be a significant challenge (Kiprop & Kanyiri,
2012). Some schools need renovations (Balindong et al., 2024), which can divert resources
from improvement initiatives. Sang and colleagues (Sang et al., 2015) pointed out that
some SIPs in Kenya prioritized “infrastructure development” (p. 6) because facilities were
needed first before SIPs could focus on student learning. Thus, for some schools around
the world, “the budget and physical facilities determine the goals of planning” (Yıkıcı &
Altinay, 2017, p. 36).

Financing can introduce many complexities in SIP-related work. Even just understand-
ing how and then having the discipline to execute a budget can be challenging for some
school leaders (Balkar & Kalman, 2018). Moreover, budgeting is a school leader responsi-
bility not typically shared with others, such as assistant principals (Francis, 2024). Many
schools required to develop SIPs lack necessary funds (Kiprop & Kanyiri, 2012; Schlebusch
& Mokhatle, 2016), so determining what actions can be planned and actually implemented
necessitates linking SIP goals and priorities with financial resources (Balindong et al.,
2024; Chemwei et al., 2014; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020). Inconsistencies and delays in funding
can make accurately developing SIPs a challenge because it is difficult to predict what
improvement initiatives can actually be afforded (Wanjala & Rarieya, 2014). In extreme
situations, “these plans stay in the air without cash resource[s]” (Balkar & Kalman, 2018,
p. 49) because there are only enough funds to keep the school operational. In developed
countries, injections of funding can be a major benefit for short-term improvement but
require long-term strategizing because such injections are typically available for only a
short period of time (Isernhagen, 2012). Similarly, finances, budgeting, and timelines are in-
terconnected, meaning some SIP actions may be delayed until funding is secured (Mbugua
& Rarieya, 2014). Still, some evidence suggests few school leaders authentically engage
with financial implications in their SIPs, regularly making vague references to resource
allocations in SIPs or never mentioning resources at all (Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019).

4.5. Area 5 of 6—Taking Action

SIP templates almost always feature a way to list actions (Aaron et al., 2024; VanGroni-
gen et al., 2023), but template designs can limit the number and depth of actions included
(VanGronigen et al., 2023). In this section, we consider taking action in two ways: planning
actions and then implementing those planned actions.

4.5.1. Planning Actions

There is general agreement in schools to determine actions in SIPs to guide improve-
ment initiatives (Aaron et al., 2024; Meyers et al., 2023; Meyers & Hitt, 2018; Strunk et al.,
2016). For actions to be meaningful, though, they should reflect nuanced, aligned work that
is tailored to a school’s current conditions and needs (Balindong et al., 2024). Moreover,
explicit actions are more likely to be implemented (Carvalho et al., 2022).
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However, research suggests that actions regularly lack nuance and are too generic
and unspecific to be practically useful (Coker, 2022). Many actions seem unmoored from
school vision and mission and SIP priorities and goals (Mbugua & Rarieya, 2014). Actions
designed to advance new initiatives (Lockheed et al., 2010) and/or multiple improvement
strategies (Bickmore et al., 2021) can be laced with challenges. Thus, there is a hard-to-
define balance regarding the number of actions to include: too few do not provide enough
direction while too many can overwhelm those charged with implementing SIPs (Balindong
et al., 2024; Bickmore et al., 2021; Coker, 2022).

School leaders are typically viewed as responsible for planning actions. They can
leverage actions in SIPs to inspire change by connecting together such actions to needs,
vision, mission, and stakeholder perspectives (Khanam et al., 2023; Meyer et al., 2020).
Unfortunately, when school leaders include others in the process of planning actions, the
process can feel fragmented, as actions are commonly planned in isolation rather than with
a committee or team (e.g., a principal focusing solely on budget, an assistant principal
focusing solely on discipline, etc.) (Mbugua & Rarieya, 2014).

Teacher involvement is necessary to help navigate many of the tensions identified
above. Teachers can add insight into aspects like how actions connect to one another or
how many actions are reasonable (Balindong et al., 2024; Carvalho et al., 2022; Wronowski
et al., 2022). Teachers believe themselves to have more insight and responsibility than other
stakeholders to identify (and implement) actions that can result in positive change (Car-
valho et al., 2021, 2023). But for reasons identified in previous sections, their participation
in developing actions for SIPs can be limited (Carvalho et al., 2023; Francis, 2024). It is
worth noting that—in some places—research suggests that establishing teams and involv-
ing communities in planning actions are parts of the SIP development process, although
associated details are sparse (Francis, 2024; Lesilwa & Nihuka, 2024). Also, participants
might not even realize if or how they are contributing to the planning of actions (Myende
& Bhengu, 2015).

4.5.2. Implementing Planned Actions

Rates of SIP implementation are open for interpretation. Binary or simplistic ap-
proaches to assess whether SIPs have been implemented might inflate results (Sang et al.,
2015). Reviewing SIPs over time, Meyers et al. (2023) found that SIP actions were updated
in ways to suggest initial actions had been implemented, but school leaders could offer
little explanation about how they knew actions had been implemented. In that vein, Daca
and Pacadaljen (2020) found in their study that about 70% of Filipino schools implemented
SIP actions at least at a moderate level. These and other studies (e.g., Strunk et al., 2016)
suggest that actions identified in SIPs typically are marked as implemented. Some school
leaders astutely raised the question: Should action implementation progress be determined
by quantity (i.e., the number of actions implemented) or quality (i.e., how well actions were
implemented) (Meyers et al., 2023)? Regardless, it seems that better implementation sec-
tions of SIPs are related to the “greater ease of implementation” (Strunk et al., 2016, p. 292),
meaning that SIPs with easy-to-implement actions are more likely to be implemented.

When school leaders see the development of SIPs as a compliance activity, lower
levels of implementation follow (Aaron et al., 2024; Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016). Too
often, action for the sake of action is elevated over the value of actions (Coker, 2022).
Moreover, sometimes actions seem to be nothing more than “a continuation of the status
quo repackaged” (Coker, 2022, p. 85), leaving SIP implementation “highly practiced”
(Decena & Galarosa, 2024, p. 70). Higher levels of SIP implementation appear to rely on
actions that are part of a broader systematic plan (Khanam et al., 2023) and that relate to
and/or build upon one another in logical ways (VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020).
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SIP implementation often necessitates the clear, widespread communication of SIP
actions and their value to garner faculty, staff, parent, and other stakeholder commitment
(Balindong et al., 2024; Carvalho et al., 2021; Khanam et al., 2023; Wanjala & Rarieya, 2014).
There is a semblance of streamlining implementation because everyone has a sense of
being collectively responsible (Craus et al., 2023). When school leaders build collective
commitment with faculty and staff, school leaders believe that actions are implemented
more effectively (Gonzales et al., 2022; Khanam et al., 2023). School leaders can also
leverage collaborative working conditions necessary to implement a SIP (Khanam et al.,
2023; Wanjala & Rarieya, 2014). However, in many situations, school leaders and teachers
report weak levels of collaboration and, subsequently, lower levels of SIP implementation
(Dabesa & Cheramlak, 2021).

Teachers regularly view themselves as the central actors to implement SIPs (Carvalho
et al., 2021). Many SIP actions require teachers to make changes in their classroom prac-
tices (Demir et al., 2019; Khanam et al., 2023). The more embedded teachers are in SIP
development, the more willing they seem to be to implement actions in SIPs (Carvalho
et al., 2023; Lesilwa & Nihuka, 2024). In a similar vein, there is some positive correlational
evidence between more frequent communication about SIP content and SIP implementation
levels (Kyalo & Gichinga, 2014). The sheer number of substantial actions that teachers are
supposed to implement, especially related to instructional improvement, can be daunting
(Coker, 2022). Assistance for teachers to implement instructional changes seems too often
to be peripheral or missing from SIPs (Demir et al., 2019; Dunaway et al., 2014).

Centralizing elements (e.g., strong policies, operational manuals and guides, etc.)
potentially increase the likelihood of implementing actions (Kyalo & Gichinga, 2014; Lock-
heed et al., 2010). For example, Mutia (2025) illustrates how schools in their study generally
had high levels of SIP implementation, at least for those actions in SIPs that were directly
responsive to a national-level policy mandate. Top-down approaches can sometimes result
in policy or program implementation more so than SIP-driven actions (Simon & Black,
2011). Short-cycle SIPs designed for one semester or less might result in increased levels of
implementation because the actions for one short-cycle SIP drive decisions for subsequent
short-cycle SIPs (Aaron et al., 2024). In this sense, a SIP can be seen as a “living document”
(Aaron et al., 2024, p. 1529) that is used and refined throughout a school year.

4.6. Area 6 of 6—Evaluating Progress

School leaders regularly indicate that SIPs must have some kind of targets to provide
direction to achieve goals (Aaron et al., 2024). However, templates or other guiding docu-
ments might place less emphasis on evaluating SIP implementation progress (VanGronigen
et al., 2023) because they do not always distinguish between evaluating progress towards
outcomes and outcomes themselves (Decena & Galarosa, 2024). In this section, we report
on monitoring processes and monitoring outcomes—to the extent that current literature
permits us to do—as distinct elements of SIP-related work.

4.6.1. Monitoring Processes

When the monitoring of SIP actions is thoughtfully planned, various stakeholders are
included—and programs, projects, and initiatives can be revised during SIP implemen-
tation to improve effectiveness (Aaron et al., 2024; Decena & Galarosa, 2024). Successful
monitoring, though, requires a commitment to collecting and using appropriate data (De-
cena & Galarosa, 2024; Demir et al., 2019; Meyer et al., 2020; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020). In a
series of studies in Portugal, for example, researchers reported that SIP monitoring referred
to objectives, indicators, and instruments as ways to establish—in advance—a robust way
for school leaders to measure if a SIP was being implemented successfully (Carvalho et al.,
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2022, 2023). Moreover, within-school year and between-school year adjustments to SIPs
demonstrate a commitment to organizational improvement, as data from one SIP are being
used to develop other SIPs (Decena & Galarosa, 2024).

Progress towards meeting SIP goals should be monitored (and thus measured) regu-
larly, but also discussed and adjusted based on results of such monitoring and measuring
(Nicdao & Ancho, 2020). In one study, successful SIP implementation depended on goals
that were measured, discussed monthly or quarterly, and adjusted during the school year
(Dunaway et al., 2012). In another study, progress monitoring in successful schools oc-
curred at least bi-weekly and was “the main vehicle for holding different members of the
school accountable and for having conversations about what to do in response to the data”
(Meyer et al., 2020, p. 373). Ongoing communication to various stakeholders about how
and why SIPs are being updated is a critical piece of the monitoring process (Aaron et al.,
2024; Nicdao & Ancho, 2020). Thus, progress monitoring is, at its core, a proactive activity
(Decena & Galarosa, 2024).

State programs or initiatives can guide how school leaders should monitor SIP imple-
mentation (Lockheed et al., 2010; Simon & Black, 2011). Supervisors, coaches, and/or others
must sometimes assist school leaders with how to monitor the progress of different actions
(Aaron et al., 2024; Van Der Voort & Wood, 2014). Frequent check-ins by governing entities
on SIP implementation monitoring processes can be helpful if authentic feedback and
coaching are provided by or on behalf of those entities (Dunaway et al., 2014). Sometimes,
committees are charged with measuring actions’ implementation to examine if changes are
needed within and between school years (Al-Zboon & Hasan, 2012).

External oversight and assistance can be important because school leaders often do not
sufficiently understand how to monitor SIP implementation (Aaron et al., 2024; Craus et al.,
2023). They sometimes monitor SIP implementation through periodic, even infrequent,
classroom observations (Aaron et al., 2024). Although classroom observations can be
important components of SIP implementation, some evidence suggests that school leaders
conduct classroom observations more because they recognize that they are supposed to
do so as instructional leaders and not necessarily because such observations align to SIP
goals and actions (Craus et al., 2023). This approach can result in school leaders making
determinations about SIP implementation based on “gut feeling” (Meyers et al., 2023, p. 854)
rather than systematic, rigorous evidence. It is possible that such misalignment can occur
due to the pressures school leaders feel in their roles, such as being viewed as instructional
leaders responsible for driving teacher improvement but having weak content and/or
pedagogical knowledge. Even the most prepared school leaders report having limited time
to effectively progress monitor SIPs (Carvalho et al., 2022). In these scenarios, adjustments
to SIPs are infrequent and fail to resemble the ‘living documents’ that school leaders and
others should regularly update to reflect ongoing learning as SIPs are implemented (Aaron
et al., 2024; Meyers et al., 2023). In more dire situations, SIP progress monitoring is not
undertaken at all, which results in SIPs that typically go unimplemented or unmonitored
(Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016).

Sometimes, challenges beyond school leaders’ responsibilities impede progress moni-
toring. Unclear or delayed timelines for SIP development and approval can be additional
complications. Usually, these complications stem from governing entities that either do
not make reporting expectations clear (Schlebusch & Mokhatle, 2016) or whose review and
approval processes delay SIP implementation (Aaron et al., 2024). These issues can make
establishing necessary routines to monitor SIPs difficult, especially in under-resourced
schools. Thus, some adjustments within and between a school year occur not as a strategic
response to what has happened or been learned through SIP-related work, but instead in
response to teacher turnover, unexpected changes, or unanticipated organizational barriers
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(Strunk et al., 2016). On some occasions, content in SIPs is developed with the belief that
a school has the capacity to implement necessary changes, but educators only later real-
ize that adjustments are necessary because other steps must be taken first (e.g., provide
teachers with professional learning for a new program before teachers implement that new
program) (Aaron et al., 2024; Strunk et al., 2016).

4.6.2. Monitoring Outcomes

Across international contexts, school leaders routinely substitute big-picture goals—
primarily increasing student achievement and/or student test scores—for progress moni-
toring. In other words, there is consistently a disconnect between what SIPs are designed
to do (e.g., guide and inform ongoing organizational changes) and what school leaders
and others expect SIPs to do (e.g., increase test scores). When the focus of SIP monitoring
centers on summative student test scores, the details within SIPs seem less meaningful
because those summative scores only come at the end of a school year (Agi, 2017; Bickmore
et al., 2021). Relatedly, some schools emphasize benchmark assessments and/or interim
assessments as ways to determine if students are making progress on test-based metrics
that suggest summative test scores will increase at the end of the school year (Bickmore
et al., 2021; Demir et al., 2019). Doing so similarly seems to miss the mark in terms of
SIP goals and actions being practically useful because little to nothing is in place to deter-
mine if the school, as an organization, is changing during the school year as SIP actions
are implemented.

Focusing SIPs on test scores can be problematic for multiple reasons. Among them,
adjustments to SIP development and implementation cannot be made in real time because
many summative testing efforts do not occur until the end of a school year, which is after
considerable SIP implementation (Aaron et al., 2024; Meyers & VanGronigen, 2019). Fur-
thermore, regardless of how student test scores change, if at all, there is little to no way to
determine if the SIP development and/or implementation resulted in those changes (Mey-
ers et al., 2023; Strunk et al., 2016). Thus, focusing SIP development almost entirely around
student test scores appears to be unhelpful in advancing organizational improvement
(Meyers et al., 2023).

Attempting to balance student test scores as priorities with organizational change as
actions can be rewarding, but achieving such a balance is not easy (Strunk et al., 2016).
Namely, any adjustment to a SIP can be justified as in service of student learning and, in
the end, test scores. Instead, more nuanced approaches can prioritize student subgroups
(i.e., groups of students with something in common like special education status) so that
adjustments to goals or actions can be tailored to those subgroups over time (Meyer
et al., 2020; Simon & Black, 2011). In cases where intermediate outcomes (e.g., improving
student attendance or increasing teacher instructional capacity) were identified in SIPs
with a scaffolded series of actions, participants frequently indicated that professional and
organizational adjustments to SIPs over time can be more directly aligned with realizing
those outcomes (Carvalho et al., 2023).

5. Discussion
In this review, we have reported on findings from a growing body of international

research literature on SIPs since 2010. The six areas—and their order of presentation—that
we used to organize this review seem appropriate because the content in most studies,
both in researcher presentation and participant data, held similarly linear notions of SIP
development and implementation. Further, for a body of international research, the concep-
tualization, development, and implementation of SIPs seem relatively consistent. School
leaders generally believe that SIPs are an important organizing tool that can be leveraged
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to determine needs, establish or reinforce vision and mission, and prepare for and im-
plement actions. They also consistently recognize that ongoing progress monitoring is
important, whether to evaluate if their improvement initiatives have resulted in influence,
gather information to iterate on their SIP and/or related actions—or both. However, as we
noted in this review, many issues seem to impede the development and implementation of
high-quality SIPs.

Across international contexts in this review—and regardless if the system promoted a
“high stakes” framework or not—the influence of governing entities and policies appears
to be consistently at odds with the development of high-quality SIPs. Although templates
and other forms of guidance can signal to school leaders what is important (VanGronigen
et al., 2023), our review suggests that governing entities regularly rely on their templates,
policies, and expectations to constrict innovation and creativity at local levels in service of
streamlining SIP review processes. In such cases, SIPs are no longer an authentic tool for
improvement, but documents to show evidence of compliance with policies and mandates
(Narayanan & McCluskey, 2025). Moreover, there is little evidence that governing entities
in these studies understand local contexts or have the expertise themselves to engage
deeply in SIP development and monitoring. In nearly every area we reviewed, governing
entities seem to provide school leaders with more roadblocks than assistance. This finding
should not be interpreted as a dismissal of the role governing entities do and can play
regarding SIPs. Instead, we wonder if the role of and perspectives within governing entities
should shift to being more engaged with and supportive of school leaders and other local
stakeholders who are trying to be responsive to their on-the-ground realities—and use SIPs
as an authentic tool to do so.

Such a shift seems especially important given how often school leaders and other
stakeholders seem unprepared to lead SIP-related work. Although some more developed
countries have school leader preparation programs that teach about SIPs and planning
processes (Bickmore et al., 2021), SIP quality and implementation typically remain low
(Fernandez, 2011; VanGronigen & Meyers, 2020). Then, it should not be surprising that, in
developing countries that are less resourced, SIP-related training and professional learning
opportunities for school leaders might be even more insufficient (Mutia, 2025). For SIPs to
practically matter, more consideration for the preparation of school leaders seems necessary.
School leaders are responsible for enlisting key stakeholders to collectively understand and
address many issues, needing to answer questions like: What are our most pressing issues?
How do we know that? What should we do about them? How do we organize resources
to be responsive? Do we know we are on track to be successful? And if we are not on
track, how should we adjust? In short, there are considerable challenges aligning people,
purposes, and processes with respect to SIP development and implementation—and school
leaders need to be aptly prepared to do this work.

Reviewed research also suggests that stakeholders across roles and levels within
educational systems might not fully recognize how complex SIP-related work can be. In
numerous studies, oversight committee members, school leaders, and teachers indicate
knowing and understanding SIP content and development, believe SIPs have influence
on student achievement and other outcomes, and express confidence in their abilities to
navigate change. Yet, often, SIP quality remains low, implementation remains inconsistent,
and mindsets remain fixed (Aaron et al., 2024; Caputo & Rastelli, 2014; Strunk et al., 2016).
The perceptions of educators responsible for SIP-related work regularly do not match the
outputs of that work.

Despite a burgeoning body of literature on SIPs from 2010 through 2025, there is a
considerable amount of research that needs doing across international contexts. Murkiness
persists in the nature of the SIP: Is it intended to be a tool for compliance, innovation,
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strategizing, or something else? Just within the U.S., where more studies of SIPs have
occurred, findings have been inconsistent due, in part, to context (e.g., SIPs developed
in response to state sanctions or SIPs locally developed in response to frustration with
organizational performance). Moreover, we know little about the variation in how local
stakeholders determine SIP-related success. In some contexts, simply developing a SIP is
the criterion for success whereas, elsewhere, SIP implementation or increases in student
test scores are the success markers. It could also be the case that priorities and success
determinations are context-specific based on human resources, organizational resources,
and prior levels of organizational and student outcomes. With these points in mind, this
review suggests that less research has been conducted in the areas of organizing resources
and evaluating progress. This issue seems to especially be the case for how those areas
could, and likely should, be embedded in both SIP development and implementation.
Further, few studies from any context around the world have tried to track SIP-related
efforts across the six areas. Thus, we conclude that a combination of intensive research into
SIPs in some areas (e.g., evaluating progress) and robust research that comprehensively
tracks SIP development and implementation across all areas are important next steps.

Similarly, for educational leadership practice, this review indicates that much more
could be intentionally advanced to increase school leaders’ skills to develop and implement
high-quality SIPs. There is little evidence that school leaders are being adequately prepared
to engage in SIP-related work, including strategically building coalitions with various
stakeholders, leveraging data to identify organizational challenges, creating a scaffolded
series of actions in response to those challenges, intentionally organizing resources to
advance actions, or engaging in progress monitoring strategies that allow for real-time
adjustments during SIP implementation. Research consistently shows that school leaders
across international contexts believe that SIPs are important to guide improvement strate-
gies. Yet, meaningful SIP-related professional learning opportunities for school leaders, in
preparation programs or through in-service programming, appear to be few and limited. If
SIPs are to be more than symbolic (Narayanan & McCluskey, 2025), school leaders would
benefit from professional learning opportunities within and across the six areas in both SIP
development (i.e., a high-quality, written document) and implementation (i.e., management,
oversight, and adjustment).

The intricacy of developing, implementing, monitoring, and evaluating SIPs compels
more research to inform policy and practice in local contexts around the world. The SIP must
be viewed ‘on the ground’ as a tool to help envision bold changes that can be strategically
pursued. Until a better understanding and articulation of SIPs are communicated to various
stakeholders, the concept of a SIP continues to be at risk of being viewed as a compliance
exercise that is just one more thing school leaders must complete (Aaron et al., 2024).
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Appendix A
In this appendix, we provide some additional information by study reviewed, includ-

ing the international setting in which the study was conducted. We also indicate which of
the six areas of our organizing tool (VanGronigen et al., 2023) the study addresses.
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Table A1. Articles Reviewed: International Setting and Area(s) Addressed in the Research.

Study
Authors

International
Setting

Assessing
Current

Conditions

Determining
Needs

Setting
Direction

Organizing
Resources

Taking
Action

Evaluating
Progress

Aaron et al. (2024) USA X X X X X X

Agi (2017) Nigeria X X

Al-Zboon and Hasan (2012) Jordan X X X X X

Balindong et al. (2024) Philippines X X X X X

Balkar and Kalman (2018) Turkey X X

Bas and Korkmaz (2017) Turkey X

Bentayao et al. (2024) Philippines X

Bickmore et al. (2021) USA X X X X

Caputo and Rastelli (2014) Italy X X X X

Carvalho et al. (2021) Portugal X X X

Carvalho et al. (2022) Portugal X X X X

Carvalho et al. (2023) Portugal X X X X X

Chemwei et al. (2014) Kenya X

Chukwumah (2015) Nigeria X X

Coker (2022) USA X X X

Craus et al. (2023) Philippines X X X X

Dabesa and Cheramlak (2021) Ethiopia X X

Daca and Pacadaljen (2020) Philippines X

Decena and Galarosa (2024) Philippines X X

Demir et al. (2019) USA X X X X

Dunaway et al. (2012) USA X X X X

Dunaway et al. (2014) USA X X X X

Ezeugbor and Onedigbo (2019) Nigeria X X

Francis (2024) Tanzania X X X

Gonzales et al. (2022) USA X X X

Huber and Conway (2015) USA X X

Isernhagen (2012) USA X X

Khanam et al. (2023) Pakistan X X X

Kiprop and Kanyiri (2012) Kenya X X X

Kyalo and Gichinga (2014) Kenya X X X X

Lesilwa and Nihuka (2024) Tanzania X

Lingam et al. (2014) Fiji X X

Lockheed et al. (2010) Jamaica X X X X

Marianno et al. (2024) USA X X

Mbugua and Rarieya (2014) Kenya X X X X X

Meyer et al. (2020) USA X X X X

Meyers et al. (2023) USA X X X X

Meyers and Hitt (2018) USA X X

Meyers and VanGronigen (2019) USA X X X X X

Meyers and VanGronigen (2021) USA X X

Mutia (2025) Philippines X X X X

Myende and Bhengu (2015) South Africa X X X

Nicdao and Ancho (2020) Philippines X X X X X

Njeru et al. (2013) Kenya X X
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Table A1. Cont.

Study
Authors

International
Setting

Assessing
Current

Conditions

Determining
Needs

Setting
Direction

Organizing
Resources

Taking
Action

Evaluating
Progress

Sang et al. (2015) Kenya X X X

Schlebusch and Mokhatle (2016) South Africa X X X X X X

Simon and Black (2011) USA X X X X X

Strunk et al. (2016) USA X X X

Thompson (2018) Jamaica X

Van Der Voort and Wood (2014) South Africa X

VanGronigen and Meyers (2017) USA X X

VanGronigen and Meyers (2020) USA X X X X

VanGronigen and Meyers (2022) USA X

VanGronigen et al. (2023) USA X X X X X X

Wanjala and Rarieya (2014) Kenya X X X X

Wronowski et al. (2022) USA X X X

Yıkıcı and Altinay (2017) Northern Cyprus X X X X

Totals 15 countries 31 33 41 20 33 21

References
Aaron, T. S., Meyers, C. V., Hitt, D. H., & VanGronigen, B. A. (2024). Principals’ perspectives on the shift to short-cycle improvement

planning. Educational Management Administration and Leadership, 52(6), 1519–1537. [CrossRef]
Agi, U. K. (2017). School development planning: A strategic tool for secondary school improvement in Rivers State, Nigeria. Journal of

the International Society for Teacher Education, 21(1), 88–99.
Al-Zboon, M. S., & Hasan, M. S. (2012). Strategic school planning in Jordan. Education, 132(4), 825.
Balindong, N. A., Naga, M. S. M., Guimba, W. D., & Daguisonan, L. B. (2024). The experiences of the school principals on the

implementation of the school improvement plan (SIP) in Lanao Del Sur, Philippines. Education Quarterly Reviews, 7(1), 163–180.
[CrossRef]

Balkar, B., & Kalman, M. (2018). Examining school administrators’ beliefs and understandings about strategic planning: An exploratory
typological perspective. Educational Policy Analysis and Strategic Research, 13(2), 25–50. [CrossRef]

Bas, M., & Korkmaz, E. (2017). Problems in implementing school development plans and suggested solutions. Mustafa Kemal University
Journal of the Faculty of Education, 1(1), 43–56.

Beach, R. H., & Lindahl, R. (2004). A critical review of strategic planning: Panacea for public education? Journal of School Leadership,
14(2), 211–234. [CrossRef]

Bentayao, G. J. L., Quibod, C. P. G., & Bauyot, M. M. (2024). Exploring parental participation in the school improvement plan.
International Journal of Research Publications, 150(1), 593–602. [CrossRef]

Bickmore, D. L., Roberts, M. M., & Gonzales, M. M. (2021). How aspiring principals applied course-based learning to develop school
improvement plans. Journal of Educational Administration, 59(2), 199–214. [CrossRef]

Broadhead, P., Hodgson, J., Cuckle, P., & Dunford, J. (1998). School development planning: Moving from the amorphous to the
dimensional and making it your own. Research Papers in Education, 13(1), 3–18. [CrossRef]

Caputo, A., & Rastelli, V. (2014). School improvement plans and student achievement: Preliminary evidence from the quality and merit
project in Italy. Improving Schools, 17(1), 72–98. [CrossRef]

Carvalho, M., Cabral, I., Verdasca, J., & Alves, J. (2021). What about us? Teachers’ participation in schools’ strategic action plans.
Participatory Educational Research (PER), 8(3), 156–175. [CrossRef]

Carvalho, M., Cabral, I., Verdasca, J., & Alves, J. (2022). Strategic action plans for school improvement: An exploratory study about
quality indicators for school improvement plan evaluation. Journal of Social Studies Education Research, 13(1), 143–163.

Carvalho, M., Cabral, I., Verdasca, J., & Alves, J. (2023). Teachers’ perspectives on planning for school improvement: Processes, critical
factors, and perceived outcomes. Revista Portuguesa de Educação, 36(2), e23029. [CrossRef]

Chemwei, B., Leboo, C., & Koech, S. J. (2014). Factors that impede the implementation of strategic plans in secondary schools in
Baringo district, Kenya. International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 4(5), 114–120.

Chukwumah, F. O. (2015). Developing quality strategic plan in secondary schools for successful school improvement. Journal of
Education and Practice, 6(21), 136–145.

https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432221137462
https://doi.org/10.31014/aior.1993.07.01.808
https://doi.org/10.29329/epasr.2018.143.2
https://doi.org/10.1177/105268460401400205
https://doi.org/10.47119/ijrp1001501620246725
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-06-2020-0139
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267152980130102
https://doi.org/10.1177/1365480213515800
https://doi.org/10.17275/per.21.59.8.3
https://doi.org/10.21814/rpe.25152


Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 1708 21 of 22

Coker, D. C. (2022). Playing charades: Failures, fads, and follies of school improvement plans. Education Leadership Review, 23(1),
75–104.

Craus, A. A., Geroso, P. J. M. S., & Maguate, G. S. (2023). Assessment of school improvement plan 2013–2015: Basis for the technical
assistance plan. International Journal of Scientific Research and Management, 11(10), 2952–3035. [CrossRef]

Dabesa, F., & Cheramlak, S. F. (2021). Practices, opportunities, and challenges of SIP in primary schools of Ilu Gelan Woreda, West Shoa
Zone, Oromia Regional State. Middle Eastern Journal of Research in Education and Social Sciences, 2(2), 58–84. [CrossRef]

Daca, M. A. D., & Pacadaljen, L. M. (2020). Implementation of school improvement plan in Samar and Catbalogan city divisions.
Psychology and Education, 57(9), 5969–5984.

Decena, G. A., & Galarosa, W. F. (2024). School heads’ level of management practices in the implementation of school improvement
plan in public elementary schools in the division of Quezon: Basis for crafting SIP management framework. Ignatian International
Journal for Multidisciplinary Research, 2(6), 65–94. [CrossRef]

Demir, F., Kim, S. M., Current, N., & Jahnke, I. (2019). Strategic improvement planning in schools: A sociotechnical approach for
understanding current practices and design recommendations. Management in Education, 33(4), 166–180. [CrossRef]

Duke, D. L. (2015). Leadership for low-performing schools: A step-by-step guide to the school turnaround process. Rowman & Littlefield.
Duke, D. L., Carr, M., & Sterrett, W. (2013). The school improvement planning handbook: Getting focused for turnaround and transition.

Rowman & Littlefield Education.
Dunaway, D. M., Bird, J., Wang, C., & Hancock, D. (2014). Superintendents’ perceptions of the school improvement planning process in

the southeastern USA. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 42(4), 460–473. [CrossRef]
Dunaway, D. M., Kim, D., & Szad, E. R. (2012). Perceptions of the purpose and value of the school improvement plan process. The

Educational Forum, 76, 158–173. [CrossRef]
Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor. Educational Leadership, 37, 15–27.
Ezeugbor, C. O., & Onedigbo, S. U. (2019). Principals’ involvement of school-based management committee in school development

planning in public secondary schools. International Advanced Journal of Teaching & Learning, 5(1), 14–25.
Fernandez, K. E. (2011). Evaluating school improvement plans and their affect on academic performance. Educational Policy, 25(2),

338–367. [CrossRef]
Francis, N. (2024). Factors limiting school committee engagement in primary school development plans. Asian Research Journal of Arts

& Social Sciences, 22(12), 413–424. [CrossRef]
Gonzales, M. M., Bickmore, D. L., & Roberts, M. B. (2022). Implementing school improvement plans: Perceptions and implications of

aspiring principals for educational leadership programs. Journal of Research on Leadership Education, 17(2), 160–180. [CrossRef]
Hsieh, H., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative Health Research, 15(9), 1277–1288.

[CrossRef]
Huber, D. J., & Conway, J. M. (2015). The effect of school improvement planning on student achievement. Planning & Changing, 46(1/2),

56–70.
Isernhagen, J. C. (2012). A portrait of administrator, teacher, and parent perceptions of title I school improvement plans. Journal of

At-Risk Issues, 17(1), 1–7.
Khanam, A., Hussain, S. N., & Iram, S. (2023). Perceptions of head teachers about whole school development plan in the province of

Punjab. Review of Education, Administration & Law, 6(2), 181–189. [CrossRef]
Kiprop, C. J., & Kanyiri, J. (2012). Challenges in the adoption of strategic planning in public secondary schools in Kenya: A case of

Kirinyaga central district. International Journal of Advanced Research in Education & Technology, 1(6), 31–34.
Kyalo, A. M., & Gichinga, L. (2014). Factors influencing the implementation of school development plans in public primary schools in

Mombasa County, Kenya. International Journal of Management Research and Business Strategy, 3(4), 78–95.
Lesilwa, G. L., & Nihuka, K. A. (2024). Influence of school development plan implementation on students’ academic performance in

Dodoma city secondary schools, Tanzania. Journal of Research Innovation and Implications in Education, 8(4), 79–92. [CrossRef]
Lingam, G. I., Lingam, N., & Raghuwaiya, K. (2014). Effectiveness of school strategic planning: The case of Fijian schools. International

Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences, 8(7), 2119–2125.
Lockheed, M., Harris, A., & Jayasundera, T. (2010). School improvement plans and student learning in Jamaica. International Journal of

Educational Development, 30(1), 54–66. [CrossRef]
Marianno, L., VanGronigen, B. A., & Meyers, C. V. (2024). School improvement for all?: Critically examining school improvement plan

templates for equity. Leadership & Policy in Schools, 23(3), 730–749. [CrossRef]
Mbugua, F., & Rarieya, J. F. A. (2014). Collaborative strategic planning: Myth or reality? Educational Management Administration &

Leadership, 42(1), 99–111. [CrossRef]
McNamara, G., O’Hara, J., & Aingléis, B. N. (2002). Whole-school evaluation and development planning: An analysis of recent

initiatives in Ireland. Educational Management & Administration, 30(2), 201–211. [CrossRef]
Meyer, F., Bendikson, L., & Le Fevre, D. M. (2020). Leading school improvement through goal-setting: Evidence from New Zealand

schools. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 51(2), 365–383. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.18535/ijsrm/v11i10.el05
https://doi.org/10.47631/mejress.v2i2.162
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.11424445
https://doi.org/10.1177/0892020619847681
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143213502186
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131725.2011.652490
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904809351693
https://doi.org/10.9734/arjass/2024/v22i12623
https://doi.org/10.1177/1942775120964821
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://doi.org/10.47067/real.v6i2.324
https://doi.org/10.59765/pywgf38547
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijedudev.2009.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2023.2232005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143213499258
https://doi.org/10.1177/02611X02030002510
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143220979711


Educ. Sci. 2025, 15, 1708 22 of 22

Meyers, C. V., Aaron, T., Hitt, D. H., & VanGronigen, B. A. (2023). Promises and pitfalls: Principals using short-cycle school improvement
plans to optimize organizational change. International Journal of Educational Management, 37(4), 846–862. [CrossRef]

Meyers, C. V., & Hitt, D. H. (2018). Planning for school turnaround: An analysis of the quality of principal-developed quick wins.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 29(3), 362–382. [CrossRef]

Meyers, C. V., & VanGronigen, B. A. (2019). A lack of authentic school improvement plan development: Evidence of principal satisficing
behavior. Journal of Educational Administration, 57(3), 261–278. [CrossRef]

Meyers, C. V., & VanGronigen, B. A. (2021). Planning for what? An analysis of root cause quality and content in school improvement
plans. Journal of Educational Administration, 59(4), 437–453. [CrossRef]

Mintrop, H., & MacLellan, A. M. (2002). School improvement plans in elementary and middle schools on probation. The Elementary
School Journal, 102(4), 275–300. [CrossRef]

Mintrop, H., MacLellan, A. M., & Quintero, M. F. (2001). School improvement plans in schools on probation: A comparative content
analysis across three accountability systems. Educational Administration Quarterly, 37(2), 197–218. [CrossRef]

Mutia, F. (2025). School heads’ level of performance in school improvement planning journey: Basis for enhanced leadership and
management program. Journal of Interdisciplinary Perspectives, 3(2), 325–331. [CrossRef]

Myende, P. E., & Bhengu, T. (2015). Involvement of heads of departments in strategic planning in schools in the Pinetown district.
African Education Review, 12(4), 632–646. [CrossRef]

Narayanan, M., & McCluskey, M. S. (2025). Signifying improvement: Reform symbols as discursive practice in school improvement
plans. Educational Administration Quarterly, 61(5), 781–808. [CrossRef]

Nicdao, M. F., & Ancho, I. V. (2020). Practices of the stakeholders’ involvement in the formulation of school improvement plan.
Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, 20(1), 219–246. [CrossRef]

Njeru, N. E., Stephen, M. M., & Wambui, M. A. (2013). Analysis of factors influencing formulation of strategic plans in Embu North
district, Embu County, Kenya. Global Business and Economics Research Journal, 2(5), 116–129.

Reynolds, D., & Teddlie, C. (2016). The international handbook of school effectiveness research. Routledge.
Sang, F. K., Kindiki, J. N., Sang, J. K., Rotich, G. J., & Kipruto, K. (2015). Availability and the level of implementation of strategic plans

in secondary schools in Nandi County, Kenya. SAGE Open, 5(2), 2158244015577417. [CrossRef]
Schlebusch, G., & Mokhatle, M. (2016). Strategic planning as a management tool for school principals in rural schools in the Motheo

District. International Journal of Educational Sciences, 13(3), 342–348. [CrossRef]
Simon, M., & Black, W. R. (2011). Differentiated accountability policy and school improvement plans: A look at professional

development and inclusive practices for exceptional students. International Journal of Special Education, 26(2), 160–184.
Stevenson, I., & Weiner, J. M. (2020). The strategy playbook for educational leaders: Principles and processes. Routledge.
Strunk, K. O., Marsh, J. A., Bush-Mecenas, S. C., & Duque, M. R. (2016). The best laid plans: An examination of school plan quality and

implementation in a school improvement initiative. Educational Administration Quarterly, 52(2), 259–309. [CrossRef]
Thompson, C. S. (2018). School administrators’ and stakeholders’ attitudes toward, and perspectives on, school improvement planning.

Educational Planning, 25(4), 7–26.
Van Der Voort, G., & Wood, L. (2014). Assisting school management teams to construct their school improvement plans: An action

learning approach. South African Journal of Education, 34(3), 1–7. [CrossRef]
VanGronigen, B. A., & Meyers, C. V. (2017). Topics and trends in short-cycle planning: Are principals leading school turnaround efforts

identifying the right priorities? Planning and Changing, 48(1/2), 26–42.
VanGronigen, B. A., & Meyers, C. V. (2020). Short-cycle school improvement planning as a potential organizational change lever: An

analysis. Teachers College Record, 122(5), 1–40. [CrossRef]
VanGronigen, B. A., & Meyers, C. V. (2022). Exploring the association between short-cycle school improvement planning and student

achievement in underperforming schools. Journal of School Leadership, 32(4), 339–361. [CrossRef]
VanGronigen, B. A., Meyers, C. V., Adjei, R. A., Marianno, L., & Charris, L. (2023). The design and characteristics of school improvement

plan templates. AERA Open, 9(1), 1–19. [CrossRef]
Wanjala, C. N., & Rarieya, J. F. A. (2014). Strategic planning in schools in Kenya: Possibilities and challenges. International Studies in

Educational Administration, 42(1), 17–30.
Wronowski, M., VanGronigen, B. A., Henry, W., & Olive, J. L. (2022). Critical community focus in school improvement plans: The absent

imperative. School Community Journal, 32(2), 139–176.
Yıkıcı, B., & Altinay, F. (2017). The importance of strategic planning and humanpower in school development. Quality & Quantity,

52(Suppl. 1), 509–520. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-07-2022-0256
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2018.1428202
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-09-2018-0154
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-07-2020-0156
https://doi.org/10.1086/499704
https://doi.org/10.1177/00131610121969299
https://doi.org/10.69569/jip.2024.0612
https://doi.org/10.1080/18146627.2015.1112152
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X251319215
https://doi.org/10.14456/hasss.2020.9
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015577417
https://doi.org/10.1080/09751122.2016.11890470
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161X15616864
https://doi.org/10.15700/201409161046
https://doi.org/10.1177/016146812012200501
https://doi.org/10.1177/10526846211018207
https://doi.org/10.1177/23328584231168378
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0631-3

	Introduction 
	Setting the Stage 
	An Overview of School Improvement Plans (SIPs) 
	The Roles of Policy and High-Stakes Accountability Systems on SIPs 
	The Influence of SIPs on Organizational and Student Outcomes 

	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Area 1 of 6—Assessing Current Conditions 
	Conditions Influencing the Development of SIPs 
	Conditions Identified in SIPs as Critical Context 

	Area 2 of 6—Determining Needs 
	Who Determines School Needs Identified in SIPs? 
	How Are School Needs in SIPs Determined? 

	Area 3 of 6—Setting Direction 
	Who Engages in Setting Direction? 
	What Is Included in Setting Direction? 

	Area 4 of 6—Organizing Resources 
	Area 5 of 6—Taking Action 
	Planning Actions 
	Implementing Planned Actions 

	Area 6 of 6—Evaluating Progress 
	Monitoring Processes 
	Monitoring Outcomes 


	Discussion 
	Appendix A
	References

