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Abstract: Offering an efficient, egalitarian, and quality education is an agreed-upon goal in society
that aims to guarantee upwards social mobility. For this reason, the objectives of this article are to
determine how Andalusian primary schools with high and low efficiency rate their own performance,
and to study in depth the factors that favour or hinder academic performance in these schools. To
this end, 50 interviews were conducted with school management teams based on the ESCALA test
scores. Analysis of the informants’ discourse on educational performance shows that high-performing
schools are evaluated in terms of learning standards, while low-performing schools are compared
with other schools that are considered similar. It is concluded that low-performing schools perform
much more poorly than high-performing schools, failing to provide quality and equal education to
the whole school population and perpetuating social divides. Additionally, both types of schools
overlook intrinsic factors that have a negative impact on academic performance. It is necessary for
them to adopt a self-critical attitude that allows them to identify room for improvement and demand
necessary support.

Keywords: educational efficiency; educational performance; educational evaluation; academic
achievement; educational quality; speeches

1. Introduction

Education is one of the state issues that receives the most attention in any society.
Quality education that reaches everyone equally is a concern and an objective in any terri-
tory that seeks sustainable growth and development [1,2], as it is the basis for a thoughtful
society prepared for the challenges of a world in constant and dizzying evolution [3–5].
This is reflected in the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) developed by the United
Nations (UN) in its 2030 Agenda [6]. Goal number 4—quality education—proposes to
improve the quality of the education system in terms of equity [6]. Education, therefore, is
a fundamental right of human beings to improve their emotional and social situation.

For this reason, it is essential to delve into research that sheds light on the functioning
of schools from within them. It is necessary to listen to the voices of those in school
systems to understand their strengths and deficiencies [7–14]. Only in this way will it be
possible to form a complete picture of the situation in schools that will allow politicians and
educational managers to make the right decisions and implement the necessary proposals
for improvement [5,15].

In light of the above, this article has a twofold objective: (1) to determine how Andalu-
sian schools with high and low efficiency rate their own performance, and (2) to study in
depth the factors that favour or hinder the academic performance of Andalusian primary
schools with high and low efficiencies.
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1.1. Educational Assessment

One of the tools available to public institutions to learn about school performance and
assess school effectiveness, strengths, and weaknesses are large-scale diagnostic tests for
educational assessment [16,17]. These are administered centrally in schools at a given time
and year, and exist both at the international level, such as the renowned PISA (Programme
for International Student Assessment) report [17], and at the national or regional level. In
Spain, in the Autonomous Community of Andalusia, ESCALA tests (EScritura, CÁlculo y
Lectura en Andalucía [Writing, Calculating, and Reading in Andalusia]) were implemented
between 2011 and 2019 [18]. These were administered in the second year of primary
education (students aged 7–8 years) by the now defunct AGAEVE (Andalusian Agency for
Educational Assessment) until 2019, when its functions were assumed by the Directorate
General for Educational Planning and Evaluation [19]. Its main objective was to assess the
Andalusian educational system, promoting the value of school evaluation itself to achieve
constant improvements in the academic performance of students [19].

The administration of diagnostic tests for educational assessment has many advocates
and detractors [20,21]. On the one hand, there are studies that argue that large-scale assess-
ments are a fundamental tool in the study of school effectiveness [16], serving politicians
and decision-makers in updates to the curriculum and the promotion of improved teaching
practices [7,22]. For this reason, their results have a great impact on educational policies
and society, fostering debate on the quality and effectiveness of educational systems and
their schools [23]. In fact, there are countries such as Spain that establish among their
legislative objectives the improvement of results on these large-scale assessment tests [24].
On the other hand, there are studies that agree that the objective of these large-scale tests is
to promote curricular and educational improvements, but at the same time hold that their
real impact on schools is minimal or null. These studies claim that standardised tests are
based on results obtained in a very superficial manner that overlook important factors such
as the school and sociocultural context of the students [22,25]. In line with this perspec-
tive, certain studies [21,22] criticize the use of these tests as definitive evidence to justify
any decision-making related to educational reforms and plans in favour of the quality of
education. Regardless of the assessment of large-scale diagnostic tests, by always taking
into consideration their limitations, there is evidence that associates this research on school
effectiveness—based on standardised tests—with the improvement of educational systems,
especially studies focused on identifying the factors that influence school effectiveness and
academic achievement [26,27].

1.2. School Effectiveness and Academic Achievement

One of the permanent objectives of society and its public administrations related
to education is the constant improvement of the quality of education, which is directly
linked to the efficiency of schools [2,28,29]. Some of the variables linked to greater school
effectiveness that have received the most attention in the scientific literature have been
attention to diversity; the systematization and adaptation of curricula to optimise avail-
able resources [30]; leadership of the management team through democratic and shared
management practices based on good communication with the rest of the school commu-
nity [30–33]; ongoing teacher training, leading to updated teaching practices [34,35]; and
the emotional involvement of the school community, ensuring that faculty, students, and
families feel a sense of belonging to the educational community [36–38].

The standardised way for administrations to assess school effectiveness, and thus the
quality of education and educational systems, is through students’ academic performance
as measured by large-scale assessment tests [20,39,40]. Academic achievement establishes
the level of attainment that a given student community (a school, a school grade, a class, a
student, etc.) achieves with respect to the objectives and content established in the curricu-
lum. The administration of a context questionnaire, annexed to large-scale assessment tests,
has allowed the advancement of studies on school effectiveness and academic achieve-
ment [13]. One result of this progressive work highlights the detection of schools with very
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high and very low efficacy based on four criteria [11,41]: high or low raw scores, growth
or decrease in raw scores, high residual scores, and growth or decrease in residual scores.
The residual scores are calculated by the difference between the obtained scores and the
expected scores [11].

Research on the factors that positively or negatively influence academic performance
is extensive [41–50]. These factors can be differentiated between those that are directly
related to the educational context and those that refer to extracurricular variables [13,51].
Among the former are aspects such as the methodology implemented [52], teacher training
and motivation [35,38,53], the management of the school and its management team [32],
or the classroom climate [53–58]. Among the latter, gender [59–61]; previous academic
performance; self-perception, psychological, and emotional factors [62,63]; mother tongue
or immigrant status [64–66]; extracurricular support [36,67]; or economic, social, and
cultural status (ESCS), measured by the ESCS index, stand out. The ESCS is undoubtedly
one of the most studied factors, given the scientific evidence supporting its influence on
academic performance [7,49,52,68–73].

Large-scale assessments provide insight into variables associated with educational per-
formance and the equity of education systems [7]. However, it is necessary to complement
these studies with qualitative research that makes it possible to detect educational processes
and practices [52]. A qualitative study on the discourse of management teams in selected
schools will provide first-hand knowledge of the reality experienced in these schools, and
an understanding of the factors that influence school effectiveness and academic perfor-
mance [14,52]. In this way, it will be possible to propose and implement improvements
in educational systems that favour equity in education and reduce the existing inequality
gap in schools [1,2,17,74]. This will allow administrations to offer quality education to all
students, thus fulfilling those institutional educational objectives that are still a pending
task in many educational systems [1,2,17,28,75].

2. Methods

To respond to the research objectives, a qualitative methodology has been developed
from a descriptive perspective [76]. Based on the perceptions of members of the educational
staff of primary schools in Andalusia, content analysis [77] was carried out to assess
educational performance and its explanatory factors. The schools were divided into CAEF
(Centros de muy alta eficacia/very highly effective schools) and CBEF (Centros de muy
baja eficacia/very ineffective schools) to compare the schools’ views on the phenomenon
under study.

To ensure the quality of the work being carried out, it was checked against the COREQ
checklist for qualitative research [78]. Study participants were informed of the study
objectives and the scope of the intervention. All participants were adults, their participation
was voluntary, and it included signing in advance an informed consent form accepting
the necessary conditions. The research followed the rules of the Ethics Committee for
Experimentation in the Social Sciences of the University of Seville.

2.1. Participant Selection

Theoretical sampling [79] was used to select participants in select CAEFs and CBEFs.
For this purpose, the criteria of residual scores set out by García-Jiménez et al. [41] and
of growth or decrease of scores and residuals [8,80] were followed. These scores were
calculated from the hierarchical multilevel analysis of the ESCALA tests. These tests assess
the linguistic competence and mathematical reasoning of all pupils in the second year of
primary school (7–8-year-old students) in Andalusia. These tests are accompanied by a
context questionnaire which allows variables such as ISEC to be controlled. The results
of the tests carried out in the 2010–2011 to 2016–2017 school years were used, excluding
2015–2016, due to the fact that the context questionnaire was not administered. A total of
410,030 pupils and a maximum of 2138 schools participated in these tests. The schools that
participated in the 5 assessments were used for the study, totalling 1786. Following the
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above-mentioned criteria, a list of 100 schools was drawn up, of which 50 were CAEFs and
50 were CBEFs.

From these 100 selected schools, the objective was to reach a sample of 50 schools.
After contacting 74 of the 100 selected schools, 24 declined to participate in the study
due to the workload caused by COVID-19, yielding a final sample size of 50 schools to
participate in the study. An appointment was arranged between the research team and the
management team to conduct the interviews, guaranteeing the anonymity of the schools
and the confidentiality of the information shared through the interview. An agreement
was signed that allowed the audio of the interview to be recorded for later transcription, in
which anonymity would be guaranteed.

Each interviewee acts as a representative of a school. The gender and years of manage-
ment experience shown in Table 1 correspond to the individuals interviewed from different
management teams (principal, head of studies or secretary).

Table 1. Demographic data of participants.

Dimension Variables N

Gender
Male 26
Female 24

Type school CAEF 27
CBEF 23

Funding Public 43
Private 7

Years of management experience
0–4 23
5–8 8
9< 19

2.2. Data Collection

For the study, semistructured interviews were used as a data collection strategy.
This strategy is one of the most suitable means of conducting qualitative studies in the
socioeducational field [81]. The aim of these interviews was to get to know the point of
view of the management team on the daily work of the schools. The interview script was
developed based on one used in a similar project developed in the autonomous community
of the Basque Country [9,34,82]. Of the 8 dimensions used in that study, the present research
focuses on the dimension “general perception, context, and evolution of the school”, whose
categories and subcategories are presented in Table 2:

Table 2. Categorical system used in the analysis.

Dimension Categories Subcategories

General perception, context, and
evolution of the school

Academic Performance
(1) High performance/Positive assessment
(2) Underperformance/Negative assessment
(3) Average/Neutral evaluation

Explanatory factors for performance (1) Factors contributing to performance
(2) Factors hindering performance

The interviews were conducted over 13 months (from December 2019 to February
2021) by experienced researchers from the research team, and lasted between 60 and 90 min
in total. At the beginning of the fieldwork, interviews were conducted face-to-face. Due
to the disruption caused by COVID-19 and to follow health recommendations, the rest
of the interviews were conducted remotely, using only the audio recording as a record of
the information. During interviews, only the interviewee and interviewer were present.
Subsequently, the interviews were transcribed for analysis.
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2.3. Data Analysis

The content analysis of the transcription of the interviews allowed the information
in the interviewees’ discourse to be divided and catalogued to give it meaning [83]. The
paragraph was used as the unit of analysis since the oral nature of the information pre-
vented a precise definition of sentences. The following steps were followed to create
the categories [84,85]:

1. The system used categories present in the scientific literature on the topic of interest.
2. The analysis of the information led inductively to the inclusion of new categories and

the modification of existing categories.
3. The categories are complete when information saturation is reached. In other words,

all collected information was reflected in the developed system of categories
and subcategories.

A descriptive analysis used frequencies (F) to estimate the weight of each category,
and it included a description of the categories and subcategories. To facilitate the process,
the Atlas.Ti 8 computer program was used. The resulting value for all the categories was
0.81, which allows us to conclude that a good level of agreement was reached [86], and
therefore, the system of categories had more than acceptable reliability.

3. Results

This section presents the analysis of the weighted categories and their content analy-
sis. Table 3 shows the weight analysis (Frequency of interventions) of the categories for
academic performance and explanatory factors of performance.

Table 3. Analysis of the weight of the academic performance category.

Category F Subcategory Total CAEF CBEF

Academic performance 37.9%
(1) High performance/Positive assessment 54.1% 63.6% 36.4%
(2) Underperformance/Negative assessment 19.7% 16.7% 83.3%
(3) Average/Neutral rating 26.2% 50% 50%

The high-performance subcategory had the highest weight (54.1%). CAEFs have a
greater weight in this subcategory than CBEFs. However, it is noteworthy that more CBEFs
rated their performance as high (F = 19.7%) than low (F = 83.3%). The benchmarks used to
assess high or positive performance were different for CAEFs and CBEFs. CAEFs assessed
their performance by reference to assessment standards, external standardised tests such as
ESCALA, or educational inspection:

Emmm The educational performance I think it is mmm medium-high I think it is a bit
above the average of Andalusian schools. [School 24]

I always refer to the data we have from the AGAEVE and the sociocultural index. If we
are above the Andalusian average, then we are not doing so badly. [School 10]

There are also CAEFs that assessed their performance on the basis of the final rating
system, measured by quantitative grades:

Eh, if I put it in numerical ratings as we usually do, more-or-less to be able to put a scale
of value, I would put more or less the average of my school would be between 7 and 8 or
so, which could be at a general level, at a global level. [School 50]

In contrast, with the CBEFs, the influence of the context is used as a reference for
assessing performance without referring, for example, to the aforementioned ESCALA tests.
In other words, the assessment of high performance in the CBEFs is made in comparison
with schools that they consider to be of the same level or equally problematic, not with
the Andalusian schools as a whole or the reference standards pursued in the legislation
in force:
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But the fact is that we are not a normal school, so within the schools that are located in
marginal areas, we work very well. It’s an ugly thing to say, but that’s how it is and the
performance of our students is very good and they work well and the progress we have
made since we started with the learning community so far has been great. [School 19]

The subcategory with the lowest weight was low performance. In this case, the
majority of the weight is provided by CBEFs (83.3%). For the subcategory of low academic
performance, the CAEFs do not specify a reference standard. However, in the CBEFs, the
school is again identified with schools within the same cohort as a matter of distorted
logic; although in this case, to assess performance, they are compared with what would
be desirable:

The academic performance of our school is very low, we are in a disadvantaged area of . . .
So surely our data is going to bring down all the possible statistics you might have from
other types of schools, right? Bear in mind that 90% of our school is of Romani ethnicity
and therefore the academic performance is low. [School 18]

Finally, the subcategory in the middle, which brings together teachers’ assessments of
school performance that are neither positive nor negative, had a weight of 26.2%. In this
case, the same number of CAEFs and CBEFs are used. Both CAEF and CBEF usually refer
to schools with the same characteristics, either by socioeconomic index, compensatory, or
rural (CPR):

Well, average, average . . . , it depends on the years. Bear in mind that we are CPR and so
there are years when the performance is very, very favourable and other years when it is
more reduced. [School 36]

In regard to the category of explanatory factors of performance (see Table 4), the subcat-
egory of factors contributing to performance had a weight of 40%, with a greater presence
in CAEFs (70%). On the other hand, the subcategory factors hindering performance had
a higher weight. In this case, its presence was higher in CBEFs (78.3%). Although the
evaluations of performance tend to be positive when we delve deeper into the day-to-day
work of the schools, the difficulties or potential of the CAEFs and CBEFs that condition
their educational performance are mentioned.

Table 4. Analysis of the weight of the explanatory factors of performance.

Category F Subcategory Total CAEF CBEF

Explanatory factors of performance 62.1%
(1) Factors contributing to performance 40% 70% 30%
(2) Factors hindering performance 60% 21.7% 78.3%

To facilitate the interpretation of the results, a double-entry table has been con-
structed. In the columns, we differentiate between the factors that contribute to and
hinder performance by CAEF and CBEF, and in the rows, extrinsic causes (i.e., contex-
tual factors) —attributed to factors outside the school—and intrinsic causes (i.e., school
factors)—attributed to internal factors and teaching activity—are shown (see Table 5). This
extrinsic-intrinsic differentiation, supported by the scientific literature and common in stud-
ies on school effectiveness [9,10,13], helps to understand the factors in which the teaching
team has the capacity to act to implement improvements, as opposed to those that are
beyond its reach.

Regarding the extrinsic factors that contribute to achievement, both CBEF and CAEF
refer to having a positive socioeconomic context, which values education and inculcates
these values in the students:

( . . . ) First of all, as is normal, it is the environment we are in, the involvement of the
family. Well, I always say that our school is an environment of working families. In
which we are used to having hard and tough work schedules where children are taught
that they have to work. ( . . . ). [School 50]
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Table 5. Factors favouring or hindering performance, mentioned in the discourse of management teams.

Factors Contributing to Performance Factors Hindering Performance

CAEF CBEF CAEF CBEF

Extrinsic
factors
(contextual
factors)

- Positive economic and sociocultural context.

- Disadvantaged economic and
sociocultural context.

- Little family involvement in the education
and care of pupils.

- Ethnic diversity with language barriers.

- Low classroom ratios.
- Conflictual

social climate.

- School absenteeism.
- Irregular enrolment

of pupils (throughout
the school year).

- Difficulties caused by
COVID-19.

Intrinsic
factors
(school
factors)

- Implementation of active and
cooperative methodologies.

- Collaboration and good communication with families.
- High motivation and involvement of teachers

and students.

(-)1 Good relations with
families.
(-)1 Good teacher training.
(-)1 Work by learning
community.- Positive and friendly

atmosphere among
teachers and pupils.

- Attention to diversity.
- Concern for motivating

students.

(-)1 Factors that are rated positively but do not have an impact on performance due to extrinsic causes.

Additionally, in the case of CAEFs, they point out that having a smaller ratio allows for
closer and more familiar attention. However, both CAEF and CBEF identify more intrinsic
factors, i.e., factors specific to the school, which are also similar. They highlight the use of
active or cooperative methodologies, good relations between teachers and families, and the
positive atmosphere of coexistence:

Yes, performance was good. We made a change in the school’s methodology, to work
. . . cooperative work, in a cooperative way, by groups, so that students who had more
difficulty would also get involved, and the truth is that there was a fairly positive evolution
in the courses . . . quite positive ( . . . ). [School 29]

That we maintain . . . first, the attention to diversity that we have in the school, which is
very oriented to the different educational and cognitive levels of the pupils, and second,
that the entities that collaborate with us in the school work inside the classroom, so we
have support inside the classroom, which improves performance. [School 4]

The extrinsic factors that hinder performance are similar for both CAEFs and CBEFs.
They refer to the conflictive social climate in which the school is located, the language
barriers they face due to ethnic diversity, the low level of family involvement in education,
and even in the care and hygiene of pupils:

Mainly the family does not respond in the same way as in the school where the families
are structured and where the resources of the families are resources . . . . they are not the
resources we normally have, we are talking about families that live on unemployment or
in the majority of cases in the underground economy, therefore, the resource is not the
same, the school is not conceived of as an institution for learning, but as an institution or
a means to survive, because there they eat, there they are looked after and fundamentally
they do not see it as a teaching-learning school. [School 7]

Well, the factors that justify the performance are that the context in which we are teaching
is a context with a socioeconomic and cultural index of −1.02, we are below the average
for practically all of Andalusia. The Andalusian evaluation agency that used to send us
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reports and we have this index, we are far below the social and family context, which does
not help. Families are not very aware of the importance of their children’s education, and
it is not their priority. [School 34]

To a lesser extent, schools identify causes specific to educational practice as factors
hindering performance. In the case of the CAEFs, none of the schools identified factors
of their own that conditioned performance. In the case of the CBEFs, although this is not
reflected in the results, the work they carry out with families, in teacher training, and
in the use of methodologies such as learning communities stands out. Therefore, the
context itself limits the improvement of performance and results, despite the efforts of the
educational community:

Of course, that’s why the curricular level is low. Even if they could have a good curricular
base and have skills and so on, it is limited because they are not accompanied by their
social or family environment, or often by resources. They are not the same as other pupils
who go to school in another area. So, this limits them, and their level is almost always
below average. [School 14]

Well, the performance of our school, apart from the fact that the training of the teaching
staff is excellent and that we work in an innovative way and in learning communities,
the performance does not exactly reflect the results that are obtained because we have
secondary schools here, we take in children from other schools with a high rate of school
failure and absenteeism, which makes it difficult to have continuity. ( . . . ). [School 13]

4. Discussion

The results have made it possible to meet the objectives proposed in this study. In the
first objective, the aim was to determine how high- and low-efficiency schools in Andalusia
assess their own performance. The results allow us to acquire in-depth knowledge of the
standards used as a reference by both types of schools and the different perspectives that
CAEFs and CBEFs adopt to carry out this assessment. While CAEFs assess their perfor-
mance by taking external standardised assessment tests such as the ESCALA as a reference
or establish comparisons with all Andalusian schools, CBEFs make their assessment by
taking only schools with similar sociocultural and economic realities and contexts as a
reference. Using the problems and difficulties of the economic, social, and cultural context
as a defence can lead to complacency and imply a lack of honesty on the part of the school
staff, leading them to ignore the educational shortcomings of the school itself. Although
the ESCS is one of the factors with a strong impact on academic performance [7,71,87,88],
justifying poor performance by this factor and ignoring the rest of the variables related
to the educational context (other than extracurricular factors beyond their control) may
imply the avoidance of responsibilities as an educational centre. The reflections, as well
as the individual and collective self-criticism, of the teaching staff, the management team,
and the educational community in general should be a constant that identifies the factors
that are within the reach of this community to improve and that have a positive impact on
student performance.

Similarly, in regard to the first objective, this study also allows us to affirm that CBEFs
have insufficient academic performance and have a much lower performance than CAEFs.
This implies a perversion of the system, which does not offer quality education equally
among the student population. A system that does not guarantee equal quality educational
opportunities among its citizens, especially among the most disadvantaged, is a system
that aggravates social inequalities, failing to comply with the SDGs contained in the 2030
Agenda of the United Nations.

To reduce this gap and democratize the education system, it may be necessary to offer
support to those schools with the greatest difficulties in achieving satisfactory academic
performance; however, it is essential to offer the right kind of support. Understanding
what type of aid could improve their performance and make their opportunities for quality
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educational development equitable implies a recognition of the factors that positively or
negatively influence academic performance in high- and low-efficiency schools.

This is directly linked to the second objective proposed in this work, which has also
been resolved. It was proposed to delve into the factors that favour or hinder academic
performance in Andalusian primary schools of high and low efficacy. It should be noted that
in the discourse of high-efficiency schools, the factors that contribute to school performance
have a greater weight (70%), while in those of low efficiency, the weight is inverted, with
the factors that hinder school performance having the greatest presence (78.3%). It may
be significant that while CAEFs are more aware of what helps them to achieve good
performance, CBEFs are more focused on what prevents them from improving. Perhaps it
would be positive for the latter to shift their focus and pay more attention to those factors
that could improve their performance. It is important to be aware of—and very clear
about—the factors that enhance performance so that they can focus on implementing them
and/or requesting appropriate support.

The factors mentioned by the interviewees could be classified into two categories: ex-
trinsic factors—outside the school—and intrinsic factors—related to the educational reality
within the school and to teaching practices. For the former, both types of schools alluded to
very similar factors, in line with scientific evidence. Among them, as factors that hinder
performance, both CAEF and CBEF refer to the conflictive social climate in the school envi-
ronment [89], language barriers in the cases of migrant children and families [36,64,65,73],
and mainly the low sociocultural and economic index of the family environment [71,90,91].
With respect to extrinsic factors that favour academic achievement, the most relevant factor
for the management teams of both types of schools continues to be the economic and
sociocultural index of the family environment. The schools believe that a family with better
resources and a higher sociocultural level that also values education naturally instils certain
values and work routines in the students that promote their performance. In addition, the
CAEFs mention the low ratios in the classrooms and the family environment of the school,
which allow closer and more personalized attention to the students, as a factor favouring
academic performance [38,53].

Regarding intrinsic factors, it should be noted that both CAEFs and CBEFs mention
positive aspects of their educational work that improve academic performance; however,
they make no mention of intrinsic factors that hinder it. In the case of CAEFs, no men-
tion is made of this type of factor, while CBEFs mention positive aspects of their work,
explaining that, despite their efforts, these are not reflected in improved performance
due to limitations and difficulties resulting from negative extrinsic factors. Among the
intrinsic factors that improve performance, both types of schools refer to similar factors.
These include the implementation of active and/or cooperative methodologies, good
relations with families, and a good climate of coexistence, which is consistent with the
scientific literature [35,36,56,58,92].

This demonstrates a good intuition or understanding about the intrinsic factors that
positively influence performance and for which there is scientific evidence. However, the
discourse of the management teams lacks an awareness of the importance of identifying
which intrinsic factors also hinder academic performance, with a view to seeking solutions
and proposals for improvement.

Two issues should be mentioned in this regard. First, there are studies that show that
the implementation of active methodologies, attention to diversity, or the promotion of a
good classroom climate [35,36,56,58,92] favour academic performance, compensating for
the limitations caused by a disadvantaged sociocultural and economic context. Second, the
fact that neither CAEF nor CBEF identify nor recognize intrinsic shortcomings that limit or
hinder quality education has an impact on the conclusions drawn about the first objective
of the study. This lack of reflection and self-criticism implies a refusal of responsibility by
the schools themselves for the educational performance of their students. Perhaps this
is due to excessive pressure exerted on the teaching staff and their management teams
by educational systems and society in general, which holds teachers totally or mostly
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responsible for poor or not good enough performance. This could lead the teaching staff to
take a defensive stance and to ignore—wilfully or unconsciously—the shortcomings of their
daily work. However, it is necessary to make this effort, both individually and collectively,
to identify where there is room for improvement and to highlight these shortcomings.
Only through critical introspection will teachers become aware of the aspects that they can
improve, and thus, demand from the systems and their administrations the resources or
tools of any kind that will allow them to work towards improvements in the academic
performance of their students.

This study has certain limitations, and its results must be considered in context. The
data collected correspond to primary schools in Andalusia, so they cannot be generalized
to any other educational reality. Future research could replicate the present study in
other geographical areas and compare the results. Similarly, mixed and/or quantitative
model studies (some of which have already been published or are about to be published)
could be implemented to provide a complementary perspective to these results obtained
through qualitative techniques. Likewise, triangulating the information drawn from school
management’s discourse with zone inspectors’ perspectives would provide an external
view of the reality of the selected schools.

5. Conclusions

The present study allows us to identify differences in the assessment that high- and
low-efficacy Andalusian primary schools make of their own academic performance and
similarities in the recognition of intrinsic and extrinsic factors with a positive or negative
influence on such performance. While high-efficacy schools evaluate their performance in
global and quantitative terms, that is, comparing the results obtained in external evaluation
tests such as ESCALA with all other schools, low-efficacy schools evaluate their perfor-
mance according to their contextual situation, comparing themselves only with schools
immersed in disadvantaged socioeconomic and cultural realities similar to their own. With
respect to the factors influencing academic performance, both types of schools identify
similar variables, both extrinsic and intrinsic. Among them, it is worth highlighting the
importance given to the socioeconomic and cultural factors of the students’ family environ-
ment as an extrinsic factor, and the fact that no intrinsic factors with a negative influence
on their performance were mentioned.

Two fundamental conclusions can be drawn from this. First, low-performing schools
have a much lower performance than high-performing schools, which results in the failure
of educational systems to meet their objective of offering quality and equal education to
the entire school population, and consequently, in the perpetuation or even increase of the
social gap that leads to more unequal and less democratic societies. Second, both types of
schools evade their responsibility by ignoring the intrinsic factors (related to the educational
reality and their teaching practices) that have a negative impact on academic performance.

In short, it is necessary for teaching teams to adopt a self-critical attitude that allows
them to identify and recognize their internal margin for improvement, their shortcomings,
and opportunities to act as faculty and as an institution to demand necessary help. At the
same time, only when administrations pay attention to these concerns, listen to schools,
and meet their demands will it be possible to create educational systems that offer a quality
and egalitarian education that generates fairer, more democratic, and sustainable societies.
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