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CHAPTER	
  1.	
  OUTLINE	
  OF	
  THE	
  PROJECT	
  AND	
  RESEARCH	
  DESIGN	
  
1.1	
  Introduction	
  
This report includes the results of the first year of data collection of the EU Life Long Learning-project
‘Impact of School Inspections on Teaching and Learning’. In this study we aim to compare the effects and
unintended consequences of school inspections in six European countries (the Netherlands, the UK,
Austria, the Czech Republic, Ireland, Sweden). The Inspectorates of Education in this study represent a
broad variety of types of school inspections, ranging from school Inspectorates using an evaluative low
stakes approach of inspecting schools on a regular basis without sanctions and rewards (for example
Ireland and currently Sweden) to school Inspectorates using directive and focused, medium/high stakes
early warning analysis and customized inspections. The following research questions will be addressed:
1. What are effects and negative consequences of school inspections in terms of changes in student
achievement and changes in teaching and learning?
2. What aspects of school inspections (standards and threshold, sanctions and rewards and, frequency of
visits) contribute to these effects and negative consequences?
The theoretical framework used to study these questions and guide our data collection builds from the
program theories in the six participating countries (see Ehren et al, submitted). These program theories
include a description of the mechanisms through which each Inspectorate aims to affect school
improvement. The assumptions describe the causal mechanisms of how school inspections are supposed
to lead to the improvement of schools, linking school inspections to their intended outcomes of improved
teaching and learning in each country. The assumptions and program theories in each country were
reconstructed using a documentary analysis and interviews with inspection officials. From these six
program theories we derived the intermediate processes and mechanisms and intended outcomes that are
common to all six countries to be included in our theoretical framework.
The first part of the framework includes a number of variables describing how school inspections, their
criteria and procedures in general, and the feedback given during inspection visits are expected to enable
schools and their stakeholders to align their views/beliefs and expectations of good education and good
schools to the standards in the inspection framework, particularly with respect to those standards the
school failed to meet during the latest inspection visit. Schools are expected to act on these views and
expectations and use the inspection feedback when conducting self-evaluations and when taking
improvement actions. Stakeholders should use the inspection standards, or rather the inspection
assessment of the school’s functioning against these standards (as publicly reported), to take actions that
will motivate the school to adapt their expectations and to improve. Self-evaluations by schools are
expected to build their capacity to improve that will lead to more effective teaching and learning
conditions. Likewise, improvement actions will (when successfully implemented) lead to more effective
schools and teaching conditions. These conditions are expected to result in high student achievement.
Figure 1 summarizes these mechanisms and presents the theoretical framework of our data collection.
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Figure 1. Intended effects of school inspections
Inspection
methods,
standards,
threshold,
feedback
Setting
expectations

Promoting/
improving
selfevaluations

High
improvement
capacity

Consequences

Good
education/
high student
achievement
Accepting
feedback

Taking
improvement
actions

Highly
effective
school and
teaching
conditions

Public
reporting
Actions of
stakeholders
The following section first outlines the research design used to study our theoretical framework. This
section describes the design of the longitudinal (three year) design, as well as the characteristics of this
first year of data collection (sample of schools, response rates, instruments and scales). Next, we will
describe the results of the first year of data collection (including technical details of sampling and missing
values) and discuss (provisional) highlights and next steps in the data collection.
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1.2	
  Research	
  design	
  
The project includes two different designs, taking into account the differences between scheduling of
schools for inspection visits in participating countries. All countries however use the same instruments for
data collection to be able to compare results and answer the research questions stated in the introduction
of this proposal. A meta-analysis will be used to compare the results.
Design 1: Regression discontinuity
The first design includes the Inspectorates of Education in England and the Netherlands that use a
threshold to assess schools to be failing or not. Failing schools receive a more intensive inspection
treatment compared to the schools that are not assessed to be failing. These thresholds may include
certain levels in test scores schools have to reach, or schools have to be assessed positive on a number of
indicators to reach the threshold of performing ‘satisfactory’ or with ‘no risk’. Schools performing below
a threshold generally receive a different inspection arrangement then schools performing above the
threshold. The arrangement may differ in terms of the number of follow up visits and sanctions and
rewards. In England for example, schools that don’t reach the first threshold of performance receive a
‘notice to improve’ that obligates them to write an action plan that is monitored in several ‘light touch
inspection visits’. Schools that fail to reach the second threshold level of performance go into special
measures where they also have to produce an action plan, where school inspectors use full inspections to
re-inspect the school several times within a short period of time and where schools eventually may be
closed down. The Netherlands use a similar model.
The schools scoring just above and below these different thresholds (receiving different inspection
treatments) are expected to be relatively similar in educational quality as the threshold is a rather arbitrary
boundary. A regression-discontinuity design will be used to test the hypothesis that the schools just below
the threshold (receiving the intensive inspection treatment) make more improvements in teaching and
learning and in student achievement. A fuzzy regression discontinuity design will be used to allow for
possible inaccuracies or flexibility in using the thresholds to assign schools to the different treatment
groups by the Inspectorate. A fuzzy regression discontinuity design allows for a smaller jump in the
probability of assignment of the treatment at the threshold.
The outcomes that will be analyzed are changes in student achievement and changes in teaching. Any
discontinuity of the conditional distribution of these outcomes as a function of being identified as failing
or not is interpreted as evidence of a causal effect of the treatment.
The following table summarizes the design of this project, assuming Inspectorates of Education using two
thresholds (and two different inspection arrangements).
Table 1. Regression discontinuity design

Group of schools
1a

Group of schools
1b

Group of schools

Year 0
X
(threshold
moment and no
treatment to
group a)
X
(threshold
moment and
assignment of
increased
treatment b to
group b)
X

Year 1
O
(data collection)

Year 2
O
(data collection)

Year 3
O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

X
(inspection
treatment b)

X
(inspection
treatment b)

X
(inspection
treatment b)

O

O

O
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1c

(threshold
moment and
assignment of
increased
treatment c to
group c)

(data collection)

(data collection)

(data collection)

X
(inspection
treatment c)

X
(inspection
treatment c)

X
(inspection
treatment c)

Design 2: Time series with switching replications
The second design involves Inspectorates of Education in Sweden, the Czech Republic, Ireland and
Austria (Styria) that inspect schools on an on-going basis, using a broad range of standards to assess
schools. These Inspectorates regularly schedule schools for inspection visits using relatively the same
interval and arrangement for every school. Schools are however inspected within different time periods to
enable Inspectorates to spread their work load over the year. As a result, different groups of schools
receive the inspection treatment at different points in times, enabling us to observe different patterns of
change across different cohorts of schools. This relates to a design of short interrupted time series with
switching replications as depicted in table 2. The use of a sample of schools (instead of an individual
case) allows the use of a few repeated measures to fit analytical models to our data, instead of the 100
data points that are generally advised in time series (Sivo and Willson, 1998). Individual series are
considered to be replications and the cross-time covariances are also more stable.
Table 2. Time series design1
Year 1
O
(data collection)

Year 2
O
(data collection)

Year 3
O
(data collection)

Group of
schools 2

O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

Group of
schools 3

X
(inspection
treatment)
O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

X
(inspection
treatment)
O
(data collection)

O
(data collection)

Group of
schools 1

Year 0
X
(inspection
treatment)

Group of
schools 4

X
(inspection
treatment)
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Data collection prior to a school inspection visit is only possible if the Inspectorate plans the inspection visits a few
years in advance (or is willing to do so for the purpose of this study). The design in table 3 assumes a four-year
inspection cycle. Data collection prior to an inspection visit may include a larger number of baseline years when
countries have additional historical data available, such as national standardized student achievement data, collected
in consistent measures.
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The combination of data from the four groups of schools creates an opportunity to observe change
patterns in schools during a full inspection cycle. We will explore if schools have different patterns of
change before or after school inspections, whether these patterns are linear or non-linear, whether there is
a consistent pattern of change or not, whether different types of schools in different types of inspection
systems experience different patterns of change and which outcomes change at which moment in time.
The schools in this study will be randomly selected (using for example the random sample that some
Inspectorates use for their annual report) to prevent endogeneity bias. Endogeneity bias may occur when
Inspectorates use informal criteria to select low performing schools for inspection visits, causing bias in
our outcome measures. The pattern of change in outcomes following an inspection treatment in the first
group of schools will be cross-validated by the change patterns in the second and third group of schools.
The pattern of change in outcomes prior to an inspection treatment (resulting from schools preparing for
the upcoming inspection visits) in the third group of schools will be cross validated with the fourth group
of schools. A consistent pattern of change in the two comparative cohorts of schools provides a strong
conclusion and insight into how school inspections lead to change in schools.
1.2.1	
  Target	
  sample	
  of	
  schools	
  
Each country has defined a target sample of schools in primary and secondary education that fits the
overall research design described in the previous section. The target sample in each country is
summarized below and described in more detail in the sampling plan (see appendix 1).
The Netherlands
In the Netherlands, sampling included both principals and teachers. A two stage sampling design was
used to select 408 primary schools in each of the three inspection treatment categories, and in each school
three teachers from grades 3, 5 and 8. These teachers face different stakes to implement changes in
response to school inspections, as particularly students’ test scores in grade 8 are part of the inspection
measures. Schools in the weak and very weak inspection treatment categories were over sampled to
ensure sufficient response rates. Schools that have not been assigned to an inspection treatment or were
not included in the early warning analysis due to failures in the information provided to the Inspectorate
(595 schools in total) were excluded from the sample.
A two stage sampling design was also used to sample school and teachers in secondary education. Only
the 548 HAVO and VWO departments of secondary schools were included in our study. HAVO and
VWO departments that were not included in the early warning analysis of the Inspectorate or had not
been assigned to an inspection arrangement, were considered out of scope2. The target population of
secondary schools was therefore set to 454 schools (including both a HAVO and VWO department). The
target sample included almost all HAVO and VWO departments in three different inspection treatments
to reach sufficient response rates. Due to the limited number of schools in the ‘very weak inspection
treatment’, all schools in this category were included in the sample. Within these schools, teachers from
the lower grades and from the final grade who teach Dutch language or Geography were included in the
sample. These teachers face different stakes as particularly students’ test scores in the final grade are part
of the inspection measures.
England
In England, primary and secondary schools were selected that received a main Section 5 inspection in the
academic year 2009/2010. These inspections are the same for both primary and secondary schools, using
the same guidelines and judgment criteria. Only schools judged to be “satisfactory” were included in our
sample. Around 40% of satisfactory schools receive a further “Section 8” monitoring inspection. A
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Selection date: may 2011
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regression discontinuity research design will be used in England for this study. This requires schools to be
selected that lie just above and just below a particular threshold (in this case the threshold of being
selected for a monitoring inspection). Half our sample (in both primary and secondary) will lie just below
the threshold for monitoring inspections and will receive both a main “section 5” inspection and a
“section 8” monitoring inspection, whilst the half that lies just above the threshold for monitoring
inspections will only receive a “Section 5” inspection. Power calculations indicated that we needed to
select the 75 schools just above and the 75 schools just below the threshold for the regression
discontinuity design (i.e. the threshold for monitoring inspections) for both primary and secondary
schools. We decided to over sample and select 105 schools above and below the threshold in order to take
into account non-response from schools and the possibility of schools closing during the study. Logistic
regression models were developed to give good estimates as to how close each school was to the
threshold for monitoring inspections as the actual figures were not available from the Inspectorate.
In order to increase the number of schools that completed the inspection survey we decided to invite an
additional sample of schools to be part of the survey. As a target population, we decided to invite all
secondary schools that received their main Section 5 inspection in 2009/10 (across all inspection grades)
to complete the survey and a random sample of 1422 primary schools that received their main Section 5
inspection in 2009/10 (again, across all inspection grades) to complete the survey.
Sweden
Sweden has drawn a random sample of primary and secondary schools. The target sample included a
random selection of 1167 primary schools, and 987 secondary schools from the population of 3468
primary schools and 1529 secondary schools. All types of inspection visits have been included in the data
collection, and information from the principals, the Swedish Schools Inspectorate registers, and
inspection reports is used to determine what type(s) of inspection took place in the academic year
2010/2011.
Ireland
All schools were included in the target sample: 3200 primary schools and 729 secondary schools.
Austria/Styria
The target sample includes all 504 primary and 193 general secondary and polytechnic schools and “neue
Mittelschulen” (however, no academic secondary schools) in the Austrian State of Styria. This selection
decision is justified by the fact that a new type of school inspection was introduced in 2005/06 for these
schools in the state of Styria. Academic secondary schools are inspected according to a different format,
thus, they were not included in the study.
There are similar inspection formats in some other Austrian states (e.g. in Carinthia), while another group
of states works according to alternative principles. Because of this variation and because of the
willingness to collaborate of the Styrian authorities it was decided to concentrate on a single state.
Czech Republic
Primary and lower secondary schools were sampled separately, even though they are sometimes part of
one school building representing the age range of age 6/7 up to age 15/16. The TIMMS sampling frame
was used, including strata for region and school size. Sampling didn’t include different educational tracks,
although higher educational tracks were excluded from the target sample. Some primary schools are very
small schools that have combined grades
The target sample included 150 schools in primary and 170 in secondary education, who offer grades 4
and 8. Schools that combine both grades are also in the sample (70% ). 125 schools responded to the
survey; 56 P.S. and 69 S.S. Mostly grade 1-9 schools, but principals who are responsible for both primary
and secondary levels respond to survey for both primary and secondary levels of education.
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Table 3. Summary of sampling of schools in each country
Country
Netherlands

England

Sweden
Ireland
Austria (Styria)
Czech Republic

Targeted sample
Three threshold groups (no risk, risk, high risk) which each consist of 100 schools (50
schools in primary education, 50 schools in secondary education), adding up to a
selection of 300 schools in total.
Targeted sample (taking into account drop out of schools): 408 primary schools, 359
secondary schools
Three threshold groups (no risk, risk, high risk) which each consist of 100 schools (50
schools in primary education, 50 schools in secondary education), adding up to a
selection of 300 schools in total.
Targeted sample (taking into account drop out of schools): 211 primary and 211
secondary schools that were closest to the threshold for monitoring inspections (the
“treatment” in the England study). Logistic regression models were developed to give
good estimates as to how close each school was to the threshold for monitoring
inspections as the actual figures were not available from the Inspectorate.
The target sample included a random selection of 1167 primary schools, and 987
secondary schools from the population of 3468 primary schools and 1529 secondary
schools.
All schools were included in the target sample: 3200 primary schools and 729
secondary schools.
All schools were included in the target sample: 503 primary schools and 194 secondary
schools.
TIMMS design used to sample of schools: 150 primary schools and 170 secondary
schools

1.2.2	
  Data	
  collection	
  
The six countries in the study use the same online questionnaire to principals in primary and secondary
schools. Some countries collect additional data on some of the variables.
Questionnaire to principals
The questionnaire will be administered in the same schools for three years. The results provide insight
into how schools change and how the occurrence of an inspection activity affects these changes. The
online questionnaire to school principals included questions on the three sets of variables that are
described in our theoretical framework (see introduction): background characteristics of schools, outcome
variables, intermediate processes and inspection measures. The questionnaire can be found in appendix 2.
Background characteristics of schools
The questionnaire starts with a number of questions on background characteristics of schools and
principles that are expected to be relevant for responses of schools to school inspections, such as the
location of the school in a rural or urban area, the composition of the student population, the experience of
the principal and his/her tasks, and resources in the school. Schools in more rural areas may have a higher
stake in receiving a positive inspection assessment as the community in which they operate will be more
alert and responsive to the inspection assessment. The composition of the student population will affect
the achievement level of students in the school and perhaps also the type and extensiveness of
improvements that need to be implemented to perform well on the indicators in the inspection rubric.
More experienced principals are expected to be better prepared for the inspection visit (as they know what
to expect) and perhaps also better able to build capacity in, and improve the school. We also ask questions
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about the extent to which principals are responsible for pedagogical tasks in the school as this will affect
the type of improvements they can implement as a result from school inspections. Questions about the
(financial and human) resources in the school are linked to specific inspection outcomes and are placed
under the heading ‘inspection measures’.
Items on the background characteristics of schools were inspired by items from the TALIS and PEARLS
surveys. The items were adapted to fit the context and variables of this study.
Outcome variables
The second part of the questionnaire contains questions on the outcome variables in our conceptual
framework: capacity to improve, effective school and teaching conditions and unintended consequences
of school inspections. Questions about the first two variables are framed in terms of the time principals
have spent during the previous academic year to improve the school’s functioning in these areas (using a
5-point scale ranging from ‘much less time’ to ‘much more time’), as well as the school’s status and
functioning on these variables (5-point scale ranging from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’). Our
choice to include change as our outcome variables is motivated by the fact that we expect principals to not
be able to estimate the actual status of the outcome variables reliably and consistently over time, which
will make the status data too messy to allow identification of effects of school inspections. The growth
modeling techniques we will be using to analyze the results are however designed to capture change over
time and promote the use of measuring status in each year. We therefore decided to include questions
measuring both status and change in/of improvement capacity/capacity-building of schools and effective
school and teaching conditions.
Our outcome variable ‘capacity-building’ refers to the school’s capacity to enhance the professional
learning of teachers and to transform large-scale reform into accountable student-oriented teaching
practices. A school is thought to be capable of change if it is competent to implement innovations
initiated either by the government (or the Inspectorate of Education) or by the school itself (as a result of
the outcomes of self-evaluation), and if necessary, to match both types of innovations. In this context,
Geijsel et al. (1999) stress the importance of the school as a learning organization which consciously
attempts to expand its learning capacity to optimize its effectiveness (Geijsel et al., 1999). Participation of
teachers in decision-making, cooperation between teachers, and transformational leadership are
considered to be important conditions of learning organizations and are therefore included as subvariables in our study.
Items to measure these sub variables were inspired by the Dutch School Improvement Questionnaire (see
Geijsel et al, 2009). The questions were reworded to also ask schools about the extent to which any
changes were made in these variables during the previous academic year.
The second outcome variable of ‘effective school and teaching conditions’ refers to the effective practices
on the school level related to school organization and management, including educational leadership, a
productive climate and culture and achievement-oriented school policy. These conditions are expected to
contribute to and facilitate effective teaching and instruction and as a result lead to higher student
achievement. Teaching/instruction conditions include what a teacher does to create effective learning
environments and to boost learning (Scheerens et al., 2009). Opportunity to learn and learning time,
achievement orientation, clear and structured teaching, a Challenging teaching approach and an orderly
learning environment are considered to be important aspects of effective school and teaching conditions
and are therefore included as sub-variables in our questionnaire:
- Opportunity to learn and learning time: offering pupils a range of subjects and tasks that cover
educational goals; classroom exercises corresponding with the content of the tests for monitoring
performance. Opportunity to learn has different aspects: the quality of the curriculum (i.e., the
textbooks and methods), the amount of time offered to reach the targets of the curriculum, and last but
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not least, the amount of students that lag behind so far that they do not even have a chance to reach
the minimum targets. (Scheerens et al., 2009, p.33; van der Grift/ICALT study, 2009, p.263).
- Achievement orientation: clear focus on mastering basic concepts; high expectations of student
achievement and record keeping of student achievement. Also, explicit or implicit standards are used
as targets and as assessment norms. The core idea is the determination to obtain the best possible
performance from pupils. Standards are set in such a way that pupils are challenged, but not
demotivated by either too high or too low expectations (Scheerens et al., 2009, p. 46 and 63).
- Clear and structured teaching: structured, direct teaching, and a clear goal-directed teaching approach
(Scheerens et al., 2009, p. 41).
- Challenging teaching approach: stimulating motivation through cognitive challenge.
- Orderly learning environment: emotionally supportive climate, order and discipline in classroom
climate, achievement pressure, mastery and performance orientation (Scheerens et al., 2009, p. 45).
Items measuring opportunity to learn and learning time, achievement orientation and an orderly learning
environment were inspired by Scheerens et al (2010); items measuring clear and structured teaching/clear
and activating instruction, a challenging teaching approach/clear and activating instruction and an orderly
learning environment were adapted from the ICALT questionnaire which was developed by Inspectorates
of Education in several European countries to measure the quality of teaching and learning, using a shared
framework of indicators.
The variable ‘unintended consequences’ included questions on the extent to which school inspections lead
to a narrowing of curricula and instructional processes in the school, the extent to which principals
experience inspections as an administrative burden and manipulate documents and data they send to the
Inspectorate. These questions are only administered to schools that received an inspection visit in the
previous year. They are placed at the end of the questionnaire to make sure that they don’t bias responses
of principals. Questions on intermediate processes were inspired by the the NfER survey ‘evaluation of
the Impact of Section 5 inspections’ (2007). Questions were also inspired by the questionnaire for
teachers to evaluate educational board/school inspectorate (..). Questions from both studies were adapted
to fit the context and variables of this study.
Intermediate processes
The third part of the questionnaire included questions about the intermediate processes that precede our
outcome variables: setting of expectations, acceptance and use of feedback, promoting self-evaluations,
choice/voice/exit of stakeholders.
- Setting of expectations refers to the extent to which schools use the criteria and descriptors set out in
the inspection frameworks to define their own standards of a ‘good school’ and to incorporate these
standards in their daily work.
- The acceptance and use of feedback refers to the feedback provided during or as a results of
inspection visits and the school’s acceptance and use of this feedback for school improvement.
- Promoting self-evaluations relates to the implementation of internal systems of evaluation and selfreview as a result of school inspections.
- Choice/voice/exit of stakeholders includes questions about actions of stakeholders (such as parents,
local policymakers or school boards) to use the standards and the feedback of the Inspectorate of
Education (as described in the public report) to voice their opinion to the school, to choose a school or
even to move students from a poor school.
These questions are only administered to schools that received an inspection visit in the previous year.
They are placed at the end of the questionnaire to make sure that they don’t bias responses of principals.
Questions on intermediate processes were inspired by the NfER survey ‘evaluation of the Impact of
Section 5 inspections’ (2007). Questions were also inspired by the questionnaire for teachers to evaluate
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educational board/school inspectorate (..). Questions from both studies were adapted to fit the context and
variables of this study.
Inspection measures
The fourth and final part of our questionnaire included indicators on the frequency and types of inspection
visits that have taken place in schools, the methods used by Inspectorates of education to collect
information (e.g. through lesson observations, interviews, document analysis), the standards used to
assess schools, the feedback provided to schools, the threshold used to come to an overall assessment of
the school, the consequences of school inspections (rewards, sanctions, interventions), the type of
reporting of the inspection assessments (e.g. in public school reports or through league tables) and
potential additional tasks of school inspectors (e.g. in managing or governing schools). Questions on these
indicators, providing factual information of actual inspections in each school, will be included in the
second year of data collection as the inspection databases in each country proved (contrary to what we
expected) to be inaccessible in retrieving this information. The first year of data collection however does
include a number of questions on the school principal’s general satisfaction with inspection measures.
These questions were inspired by the the NfER survey ‘evaluation of the Impact of Section 5 inspections’
(2007). Questions were also inspired by the questionnaire for teachers to evaluate educational
board/school inspectorate (..). Questions from both studies were adapted to fit the context and variables of
this study.
The questionnaire was pilot tested in all countries. Appendix 3 provides an overview of how each country
pilot tested the questionnaire and the revisions that were suggested in each country.
Additional data collection
The following table provides an overview of the secondary data that will be added to the principal survey
in a number of countries.
Table 4. Additional data collection
The
Netherlands

Primary education:
- External evaluation (by Council of Primary Schools) of innovation capacity of
weak and very weak schools in target sample.
- Overview of support activities provided to weak and very weak schools in target
sample (provided by the Council of Primary Schools).
- Year 2 and 3 data collection: benchmark information of primary schools in target
sample (e.g. satisfaction of students/parents, comparable to benchmark
information in secondary education).
- Survey to teachers in the target sample of schools (all three years of data
collection), measuring same variables as in principal survey
- Survey to all school boards (measuring similar variables as in principal survey;
year 1 and perhaps year 3 of data collection)
- Inspection results (assigned inspection treatment, assessment of inspection
standards, consequences) for schools in target sample
Secondary education:
- Benchmark information on all schools in the target sample for the three years of
data collection (provided by the council of Secondary Education) on number of
students in each school, graduation rates and marks, input and throughput
indicators, dropout rates, socio-economic background of students, satisfaction of
students and parents, school climate and safety, results of external evaluations in
the school, sick leave of teachers, student/teacher ratio.
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-

England

Sweden
Ireland
Austria (Styria)
Czech Republic

Survey to teachers in the target sample of schools (all three years of data
collection), measuring same variables as in principal survey
- Inspection results (assigned inspection treatment, assessment of inspection
standards, consequences) for schools in target sample
- Pupil and school level data on attainment (national exams by subject as well as
overall), value-added , contextual value-added, pupil attendance, measures of
socio-economic status, pupil sex, pupil age and school types for 100% of primary
and secondary schools in our sample plus all other schools that were inspected in
2009/10.
- Inspection results (an overall inspection grade, plus 26 other sub-grades on aspects
of school quality) for 100% of primary and secondary schools in our project, plus
all other schools that were inspected in England in 2009/10.
- Inspection reports, including the inspectorate’s recommendations for
improvements for all schools in our sample.
- Survey to teachers in the target sample of primary and secondary schools (all three
years of data collection), measuring same variables as in principal survey
- Post card survey (with a reduced number of survey items) to principals and
teachers in all non-response schools in our sample (both primary and secondary).
Inspection reports from schools in the sample
NA
NA
TIMSS and PIRLS 2011 student achievement data of schools in the target sample
participating in these surveys. The University also participates in the new CLoSE
center, responsible for the 2012 TIMSS data collection which will enhance the use of
TIMSS data of schools in the target sample for the last two years of data collection.

1.2.3	
  Construction	
  of	
  scales	
  
Reliability analyses and confirmatory factor analyses were run to construct the scales of our survey
results. The main aim of these analyses was to investigate if the scales have acceptable reliability, validity
and comparability across countries to be useful in further analyses. For each proposed scale three
confirmatory factor analytic (CFA) models have been fitted. In the first model (Model 0) a one-factor
model has been fitted to data from each of the six countries, without any constraints of equality across
countries. An overall chi-square goodness-of-fit test has been computed, which is the sum of the values of
the goodness-of-fit tests for each country. If this test is significant this shows that in one or more of the
countries a one-factor model is insufficient for explaining the covariances among the items. However,
with the large number of cases involved in the analyses, this test is often significant even in the presence
of relatively small deviations in data from the hypothesized model. Therefore, the descriptive
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) has been used as a descriptive measure of the degree of deviation between
model and data. A recommended minimum level for CFI is 0.95, but in the present application there is
reason to be somewhat less strict, so a minimum level of 0.90 has been applied.
In the second model (Model 1) constraints of equality have been imposed of the factor loadings (i.e., the
regression coefficients for the items on the latent variable) across countries. This allows for a test of so
called ‘metric invariance’ (or factorial invariance), or that the latent variable has the same meaning in the
countries (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000). If there are differences between factor loadings, the constraints
will cause the model fit to become poor. The statistical significance of a change in the goodness-of-fit
statistic can be evaluated by computing a difference chi-square test between the more constrained and the
less constrained model. This test too tends to be significant even in the presence of small differences
between regression coefficients, but as recommended by Cheung and Renswold (2002) a difference CFI
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measure can be used to evaluate the amount of differences. They recommend that CFI should not change
more than -0.01 to support a conclusion about metric invariance.
In the third model (Model 2) constraints of equality have also been introduced on the intercepts of the
manifest variables, at the same time as constraints on factor loadings are imposed. This allows for a test of
‘scalar invariance’ (Vandenberg & Lance, 2000), which investigates if the mean differences in item
responses between the countries can be accounted for the difference in the latent variable mean. If the test
of scalar invariance is rejected, this implies that the latent variable means are not comparable across
countries. The test of scalar invariance is conducted in the same way as the test of metric invariance.
However, given that there is less experience with tests of scalar invariance it is not clear if the same
criteria can be applied as for the test of metric invariance.
After unidimensionality has been established for a set of scales within a domain, the different factors are
combined to investigate dimensionality and measurement invariance, and also to see if the factors can be
subsumed under a second-order factor. Appendix 4 summarizes the results of the three confirmatory
factor analyses and shows the reliability scales for each country.
The results of these analyses were used to construct the scales in the second column of table 5. These
scales were used for the within-country analysis and or the descriptive summary of the comparative
results (see chapter 2).
As these scales however include too many items to estimate path models, another reduction in the number
of items was made, reflecting each latent variable, while at the same time keeping the interpretation of the
latent variables unchanged. The items included in the scales for the estimating the path models are
included in the third column in table 5. These items will be included in the second and third principal
survey. Appendix 6 provides an overview of the factor loadings of each item to the scales.
Table 5. Construction of scales
Scale/subscale
Capacity-building
(Capbuilding)
School effectiveness
(Sceffect)
Changes in capacitybuilding (cbchange)
Changes in participation
in decision-making
(pdmchange)
Changes in Cooperation
between teachers
(Cbtchange)
Changes in
Transformational
leadership (ctlchange)
Changes in school
effectiveness (chscheff)

Items (full scales)
Q8,Q9,q10,Q11, Q 12, Q13

Items (path model scales)
Q8,Q9,q10,Q11, Q 12, Q13

Q18,Q19, Q20, Q21, Q22

Q18,Q19, Q20, Q21, Q22

Q14a,Q14b,Q14c, Q14d,
Q15a,Q15b, Q15c, Q15d, Q15e
Qq15f, Q16a, Q16b, Q16c, Q16d,
Q16e, Q16f
Q14a, Q14b, Q14c, Q14d

Q14a,Q14b,Q14c, Q15a,Q15b, Q16a,
Q16b

Q15a, Q15b, Q15c, Q15d, Q15e,
Q15f

Q15a, Q15b

Q16a, Q16b, Q16c, Q16d, Q16e,
Q16f

Q16a, Q16b

Q23a, Q23b, Q23c, Q23d, Q23e,
Q23f, Q25a, Q25b, Q25c, Q25d,

Q23a, Q23b, Q23d, Q25a, Q25b,
Q26a, Q26b, Q27c, Q27d, Q27e

Q14a, Q14b
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Changes in opportunity
to learn and learning
time (chteach)
Changes in Assessment
of Students (chaassess)
Changes in Assessment
of Teachers/School
(chaassess2)
Changes in clear and
structured teaching
(chcst)
Changes in safe and
stimulating environment
(chsafestim)
Promoting/improving
self-evaluations (cpse)
Setting expectations
(setexpect)
Feeling Pressure
(feelpress)
Knowledge of Inspection
Standards (inspstand)
Influence of school
inspections on school
development (influence)
Alignment of school
development with
inspection standards
(align)
Accepting feedback
(accfeed)
Accepting Feedback 2
(accfeed2)
Accepting Feedback
Overall (accfeedov)
Stakeholders sensitive to
reports (stakesense)
Stakeholder pressure
(stakepress)
Parental Pressure
(parpress)
Unintended responses
(uresp)
General satisfaction with
inspection (gsatinspect)

Q25e, Q26a, Q26b, Q26c, Q26d,
Q27a, Q27b, Q27c, Q27d, Q27e
Q23a, Q23b, Q23c, Q23d, Q23e,
Q23f

Q23a, Q23b, Q23d

Q25a, Q25b, Q25c, Q25d, Q25e

Q25a, Q25b

Q26a, Q26b, Q26c, Q26d

Q26a, Q26b

Q27a, Q27b, Q27c, Q27d, Q27e

Q27c, Q27d, Q27e

Q28, Q29, Q30

NA

Q17a, Q17b, Q17c

Q17a, Q17b, Q17c

Q41a, Q41b, Q41c, Q41d, Q41e,
Q41f, Q43, Q44, Q45, Q51
Q38, Q39

Q41a, Q41b, Q41d, Q41e, Q41f,
Q51, Q65
NA

Q52, Q53

NA

Q41a, Q41b, Q41c, Q41d, Q41e,
Q41f

NA

Q43, Q44, Q45, Q51

NA

Q34, Q35_rec, Q54, Q60_rec, Q62,
Q63
Q64, Q65

Q34, Q62, Q51, Q64, Q65

Q34, Q35_rec, Q54, Q60_rec, Q62,
Q63, Q64, Q65
Q66, Q67, Q68

NA

Q69a, Q69b, Q69c, Q69d, Q69e,
Q69f
Q70, Q71, Q72, Q73

NA

Q46, Q47, Q49, Q50

Q46, Q47, Q49, Q50

Q56, Q57, Q58, Q59, Q61

NA

NA

Q66, Q67, Q68

NA
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1.2.4	
  Data	
  analysis	
  
The annual results of the principal questionnaire were analyzed within each country using a common
syntax to describe means and standard deviations and to study relations between the variables in the
framework using correlations and regressions. Additional t-tests and ANOVA tests were used in the
Netherlands and England to analyze potential differences between schools in different inspection
arrangements/threshold groups. After the second and third year of data collection, the within-country
analysis of the data will also include more sophisticated techniques such as multilevel analyses,
difference-in-difference analyses and piecewise growth models.
The comparative (between country) analysis of the annual results included descriptive statistics and path
modeling to describe the variables in our conceptual model and test relations between the variables. After
the third and final year of data collection, an additional meta-analysis will be used to compare results
across the six countries and answer our research questions.
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Chapter	
  2.	
  Results	
  first	
  year	
  of	
  data	
  collection	
  
2.1	
  Introduction	
  
This chapter describes the results of the first year of data collection; reporting on the actual sampling and
response rates in each country, missing values in principals’ responses, presenting descriptive information
on, and relations between the variables in each country, and path models which were constructed to test
our conceptual model.

2.2	
  Sampling	
  and	
  response	
  rates	
  
Table 6 provides a description of the actual sample of schools participating in the first year of data
collection, compared to the target sample described in the first chapter of this report. The table shows that
schools across the different countries in our study do not have the same probability of being sampled.
Sweden and Austria have particularly high response rates, while England has very low response rates. In
the Netherlands, a very limited number of secondary school principals responded to the survey.
Table 6. Summary of year 1 sample of schools in each country
Country
Netherlands

England

Sweden
Ireland
Austria
(Styria)
Czech
Republic

Target sample
Three threshold groups (no risk, risk,
high risk).
Target sample primary schools: 411
Target sample secondary schools: 359

Schools in year 1 data collection
Actual sample primary schools: 73 (17.76%)
Actual sample secondary schools: 15 (4.18%)

Two threshold groups (section 5
monitoring inspections/non monitored
schools)

Actual sample primary schools: 62 (29.38%)
Actual sample secondary schools: 42 (20.10%)

Target sample primary schools: 211
Target sample secondary schools: 209
Target sample primary schools: 1167
Target sample secondary schools: 987
Target sample primary schools: 3200
Target sample secondary schools: 729
Target sample primary schools: 503
Target sample secondary schools: 194
Target sample primary schools: 150
Target sample secondary schools: 170

Note: only response rates based on survey;
response rates will increase when secondary data
have been included in data collection

Note: only response rates based on survey;
response rates will increase when secondary data
have been included in data collection

Actual sample primary schools: 567 (48.59%)
Actual sample secondary schools: 464 (47.01%)
Actual sample primary schools: 220 (6.9%)
Actual sample secondary schools: 51 (7%)
Actual sample primary schools: 345 (68.5%)
Actual sample secondary schools: 149 (77.2%)
Actual sample primary schools: 50 (33%)
Actual sample secondary schools: 66 (39%)
Note: only response rates based on survey;
response rates will increase when secondary data
have been included in data collection

	
  
Appendix 5 provides an overview of background characteristics of the selected schools in our study. From
the sample of schools that responded to the survey, a range of 10-61% was inspected in the previous year.
Most of the principals in our sample have many years of experience (>7 years) and spend generally
almost half of their time on administrative tasks. Schools are located in both urban and suburban areas
(some countries are over represented in the percentage of schools in for example rural areas) and have a
mixture of students from both low and high income groups (only Ireland seems to have a sample of
highly segregated schools).
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2.2	
  Missing	
  values	
  in	
  principals’	
  responses	
  to	
  the	
  survey	
  
Within each country, principals sometimes didn’t respond to items, causing missing values in the data.
Two analyses of missing values were executed to analyze if missing responses are random or are caused
by some explaining variable, such as difficulties in answering certain items or background characteristics
of schools or principals. The first analysis of missing values includes the responses of all schools to the
outcome variables in our study (e.g. capacity-building). The second analysis of missing values only
includes schools that have been inspected in the previous year and analyzes their responses to the
variables ‘accepting feedback’, ‘setting expectations’, ‘actions of stakeholders’, ‘unintended responses’,
and ‘general satisfaction with inspection’ (as these questions are only administered to inspected schools).
The analysis (see table 7) shows that missing values are highest in most countries for the sub variables
‘changes in school effectiveness’, ‘changes in opportunity to learn’. These high numbers of missing
values also cause a high percentage of missing values for the overarching variable ‘improvement actions’.
The high percentage of missing values for changes in opportunity to learn in secondary schools in the
Netherlands is caused by the fact that a number of items in this scale (on changes in instructional time for
specific subjects) was not administered to schools as schools have no autonomy in deciding the amount of
instruction time for these subjects. The non-significant p-values indicate that values are missing at
random.
The high percentage of missing values for ‘actions of stakeholders’ results from problems with
administration of these items in a number of countries (Ireland and Sweden) and is therefore not likely to
be related to difficulties in answering survey questions or background characteristics of schools or
principals.
Table 7. Analysis of missing values

Capacity-building
School effectiveness
Impact/improvement
actions
Changes in capacitybuilding
Changes in
participation in
decision-making
Changes in
cooperation between
teachers
Changes in
transformational
leadership
Changes in school
effectiveness
Changes in
opportunity to learn
and learning time

Percentage of missing values
NL
England
Sweden

Ireland

P.S.
9.6
11
46.6

S.S.
20
26.7
100

P.S.
4.5
0
22.7

S.S.
0
0
14.3

P.S.
2.1
2.8
73

S.S.
2.8
1.9
67.7

P.S.
3.3
2.4
50.4

9.6

20

9.1

4.8

8.1

8.4

9.6

20

4.5

0

4.8

9.6

20

0

0

9.6

20

4.5

13.7

100

13.7

100

S.S.
2.4
0
33.3

Austria
(Styria)
P.S.
S.S.
5.5
1.3
7.0
2.0
64.6 29.5

Czech
Republic
P.S.
S.S.
0
0
0
0
62.5 68.1

8.1

9.5

18.3

9.4

0

0

4.7

0

2.4

10.4

3.4

0

0

4.2

4.7

7.3

9.5

12.2

3.4

0

0

4.8

5.6

3.9

2.4

2.4

12.8

8.7

0

0

13.6

14.3

13.2

8.4

28.5

11.9

26.4

14.8

0

0

13.6

14.3

11.3

5.4

24.4

4.8

20.6

12.1

0

0
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Changes in
achievement
orientation
Changes in clear and
structured teaching’
Changes in safe and
stimulating learning
climate
Promoting selfevaluations
Little’s MCAR test

Setting expectations
Accepting feedback
Actions of
stakeholders
Unintended
responses
General satisfaction
with inspection
Little’s MCAR test

Percentage of missing values
NL
England
Sweden

Ireland

P.S.
9.6

S.S.
20

P.S.
0

S.S.
0

P.S.
6.0

S.S.
5.0

P.S.
14.6

9.6

26.7

0

0

5.5

3.7

9.6

20

0

0

4.6

9.6

20

0

4.8

pvalue:
0.23
5
2.5
2.5

pvalue:
0.95
28.6
14.3
28.6

pvalue:
0.83
NA
NA
NA

2.5

14.3

0

14.3

S.S.
11.9

Austria
(Styria)
P.S.
S.S.
16.2 10.1

Czech
Republic
P.S.
S.S.
0
0

4.1

2.4

12.2

8.1

0

0

3.0

2.4

2.4

10.7

4.7

0

0

5.3

3.4

2.4

2.4

10.4

5.4

0

0

pvalue:
0.55
NA
NA
NA

pvalue:
1.00
8.7
9.2
100

pvalue:
1.00
11.8
10.7
100

pvalue:
0.94
5.7
0
100

pvalue:
0.72
30
20
100

pvalue:
0.20
8.3
10.4
37.5

pvalue:
0.22
13.3
13.3
40

pvalue:
0.80
0
0
0

pvalue:
0.77
0
0
0

NA

NA

3.8

5.6

5.7

20

6.3

13.3

0

0

NA

NA

3.8

7.3

5.7

10

2.1

13.3

0

0

ppNA
NA
ppppppNA
NA
value: value:
value: value: value: value: value: value: (no
(no
0.63 0.22
0.81 0.64 0.76 0.98 0.26 0.53 MV) MV)
Note: If Little’s MCAR test is significant, then data are not missing at random; and missing values cannot be
imputed. We can report (unbiased) on the means, standard deviations, covariances, and correlations calculated by
EM. Other analyses will however be biased.
Note: original scales used (before confirmatory factor analyses)
Note: for England only complete survey data were used (not postcard data)

Additional analysis were executed to analyze the high percentage of missing responses for the variables
‘changes in school effectiveness’ and ‘changes in opportunity to learn’. Two dummy variables were made
to distinguish between responses and missing responses and analyze if missing responses are related to
background characteristics of schools or principals or to the occurrence of an inspection visit the previous
year. The results indicate that particularly inexperienced principals did not respond to questions about
changes in school effectiveness and opportunity to learn. The results show no differences in missing
responses of schools in different (urban/suburban etc.) locations. Also the percentage of missing values
doesn’t seem to be related to the occurrence of an inspection visit the previous year or the percentage of
students from economically disadvantaged homes.

2.3	
  Results	
  of	
  first	
  year	
  principal	
  survey	
  
The results of the first year principal survey were analyzed for each country separately and reported on
the website www.schoolinspections.eu. The comparative analysis of the results are presented in this report
and include a summary of descriptives and the results of the path model to test the conceptual framework
presented in figure 1.
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2.3.1	
  Descriptives	
  
Table 8 provides an overview of means of all variables in our study for each country. The results show
that principals in all countries report relatively high levels of capacity-building, particularly in the
Netherlands, England, Austria and the Czech Republic; most changes in capacity-building are made in
England and Sweden, while the least changes were reported by principals in Ireland, Sweden and the
Czech Republic. Principals also reported on relatively high levels of effective conditions, particularly in
Ireland and England, most changes in these conditions are reported in England and the Netherlands, the
least in Sweden, Ireland and the Czech Republic.
Principals in England and the Netherlands feel that the Inspectorate sets their expectations on what good
education constitutes, while principals in Ireland and Austria experience the least expectations. Principals
in England and the Netherlands also experience the highest pressure to improve from their Inspectorate
they report being knowledgeable about the inspection standards, and state high alignment of school
development with inspection standards. Principals in Austria, Sweden, and Ireland overall experience
little pressure, little knowledge of inspection standards and little alignment of school development with
inspection standards.
Overall there is not much difference in principals’ reports of acceptance of feedback (they all report to
accept feedback), whereas there is much difference in pressure of stakeholders to act on inspection
feedback; particularly principals in England and the Netherlands feel much pressure, whereas principals
in Austria and Switzerland feel little pressure. Principals in all countries also experience relatively little
unintended consequences and are overall satisfied with school inspections. School principals also feel that
school inspections influence school development, particularly in England and the Netherlands.
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Table 8. Descriptives of scales
Ireland
Capacity Building
Change in Capacity Building
Change in Participation in
Decision Making
Change in Cooperation
between teachers
Change in Transformational
Leadership
School Effectiveness
Changes in School
Effectiveness
Changes in Opportunity to
Learn
Changes in Assessment of
Students
Changes in Assessment of
Teachers/School
Changes in clear and structured
teaching
Changes in safe and
stimulating environment
Setting Expectations
Feeling Pressure
Knowledge of Inspection
Standards
Alignment of school
development with inspection
standards
Accepting Feedback
Accepting Feedback 2

England

4.22
3.68
3.63

Czech
Republic
Mean
4.49
3.56
3.56

23.70

22.12

3.61

3.76

4.31
3.41

Mean
4.27
3.53
3.57

Mean
4.44
3.83
3.76

20.47

Netherlands
Mean

Austria

Sweden

Switzerland

Mean
4.41
3.57
3.53

Mean
4.13
3.77
3.79

Mean

20.28

21.22

22.04

20.42

3.71

3.73

3.63

3.84

3.53

4.28
3.72

3.93
3.65

4.11
3.41

4.09
3.43

3.86
3.48

3.97
3.28

3.24

3.63

3.55

3.22

3.28

3.36

3.24

3.58

3.75

3.77

3.32

3.58

3.42

3.31

3.38

3.74

3.65

3.55

3.40

3.56

.

3.46

3.80

3.66

3.62

3.49

3.60

3.37

3.60

3.52

3.46

3.66

3.75

3.52

3.28

3.23
3.11
3.50

3.95
4.24
4.05

3.84
3.80
4.18

3.41
3.06
3.91

3.26
2.67
3.61

3.54
3.72
3.44

3.38
2.94
3.95

3.08

3.84

4.05

3.58

3.09

3.71

3.52

3.80
4.06

3.66
3.85

3.89
3.96

3.83
3.62

3.94
3.73

3.61
4.05

3.81
3.72

4.17
3.46
.
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Accepting Feedback Overall
Stakeholders sensitive to
reports
Stakeholder pressure
Parental Pressure
Unintended consequences
General Satisfaction with
Inspection
Influence of school inspections
on school development

3.86
3.89

3.70
4.03

3.91
3.75

3.79
2.86

3.89
3.32

3.72
3.56

3.77
3.93

.
.
2.58
3.89

2.69
2.80
2.61
3.46

2.53
3.01
2.78
3.91

2.76
1.82
2.40
3.37

1.43
2.08
2.31
3.85

.
.
2.69
3.82

1.60
1.62
2.67
3.80

3.35

4.03

3.70

3.32

3.38

3.44

3.31

Note: 5 point scale was used, a higher mean indicates a higher value for that variable.
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We also analyzed principals’ reports on their time spent on different tasks as this provides us with an idea
of how they implement improvements and the areas that take up most of their time when trying to
implement these improvements. The results in table 9 indicate that principals in almost all of the countries
(except Switzerland) spent most of their time on administrative tasks. There are however relatively large
differences. Particularly principals in the Czech Republic, Ireland, Sweden and Austria spent more than a
third of their time on administration, whereas these tasks only take up 15.6% of Swiss principals’ time.
These principals spend most of their time on teaching (41.6%), whereas principals in the Netherlands and
Sweden spent almost no time on teaching. Discussing education matters with teachers, observing lessons,
managing student behavior and self-evaluation of the school forms only a small part of principals’ tasks
in the countries in our study (2-17%), but there are some differences between countries, particularly in the
observation of lessons (13% in Switzerland, 2.2% in Ireland), the management of student behavior (6.1%
in Switzerland, 20.7% in Sweden) and the self-evaluation of the school (6.2% in Switzerland, 17.7% in
the Netherlands).
Table 9. Percentage of time principals spent on different tasks

Administrative tasks
Teaching
Discussions with
teachers on
education matters
Observing lessons
Managing student
behaviour / general
communication with
students
Self-evaluation /
quality assurance of
school
Other duties

Ireland

Netherlands

Austria

Sweden

Switzerland

Total

29.5
5.4
16.4

Czech
Republic
43.5
13.8
11.9

37.3
19.7
13.3

36.5
28.0
10.9

36.6
3.4
15.7

15.6
41.6
13.0

35.9
13.6
13.9

2.2
14.0

9.2
7.8

6.0
9.1

6.2
8.1

6.4
20.7

13.0
6.5

6.4
15.0

8.2

17.7

9.5

7.3

9.7

6.2

9.1

5.4

14.1

6.3

2.9

7.4

4.1

6.1

The results in table 10 additionally indicate that time spent on different tasks is relatively similar for
principals in primary and secondary education, except for time spent on administrative tasks of
primary/secondary school principals in Austria, time spent on teaching in Ireland and Austria, and
management student behavior of principals in Ireland.
Table 10. Differences in time spent on tasks between principals in primary and secondary education

Ireland

Netherlands

Admin.
tasks

Teaching

Discussions
with
teachers on
education
matters

Observing
lessons

Managing
student
behaviour /
communication
with students

Selfevaluation
/ quality
assurance
of school

Other
duties

Secondary

44.60

2.31

14.36

1.93

20.67

8.43

7.71

Primary

34.79

25.68

12.91

2.29

11.67

8.07

4.63

Total

37.32

19.66

13.28

2.20

13.99

8.17

5.42

Secondary

23.85

7.15

14.69

4.92

10.38

18.38

20.62
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Czech
Republic

Austria

Sweden

Switzerland
Total

Primary

30.57

5.04

16.69

9.99

7.34

17.60

12.78

Total

29.48

5.39

16.36

9.16

7.84

17.73

14.05

Secondary

43.28

13.77

12.26

5.80

8.87

9.74

6.29

Primary

43.84

13.79

11.43

6.14

9.36

9.14

6.30

Total

43.53

13.78

11.89

5.95

9.09

9.47

6.30

Secondary

48.25

11.19

12.67

7.38

10.83

7.43

2.26

Primary

31.79

35.83

10.02

5.57

6.59

7.19

3.00

Other

29.65

28.61

11.74

7.10

10.52

8.35

4.03

Total

36.56

28.04

10.92

6.20

8.10

7.34

2.84

Secondary

36.29

3.53

14.94

5.97

22.88

9.35

7.04

Primary

36.92

3.34

16.34

6.73

18.93

10.06

7.68

Total

36.64

3.42

15.71

6.39

20.71

9.74

7.39

Secondary

15.62

41.56

12.98

12.97

6.53

6.22

4.11

Total

15.62

41.56

12.98

12.97

6.53

6.22

4.11

Secondary

37.03

9.97

14.05

6.76

17.37

8.78

6.03

Primary

35.19

15.70

13.93

6.08

13.43

9.43

6.25

Other

29.65

28.61

11.74

7.10

10.52

8.35

4.03

Total

35.86

13.53

13.95

6.38

15.02

9.15

6.12

	
  
2.3.2	
  Results	
  of	
  path	
  model	
  
The conceptual model of the project specified the major hypothesized components and mechanisms
through which school inspection may influence teaching and learning in schools. The path model
presented below represents the first step aiming to test these hypotheses empirically. The data is from the
questionnaire administered to the principals during the first year of the project. In the analysis, data from
all countries have been pooled (N = 2226).
One basic hypothesis is that standards and thresholds established by the school inspections are expected
to promote the improvement of schools through the expectations they set and because they communicate
what is meant by a ‘good school’. Schools not achieving the standards and thresholds may suffer
consequences from this, and particularly so if stakeholders important to the school are sensitive to the
content of the inspection reports. Thus, expectations and stakeholder pressure are hypothesized to be
determinants of improvement actions. It is also hypothesized that principals who accept feedback from
the inspections will act on this information.
The conceptual model also proposes the hypothesis that promoting/improving self-evaluations has a
pivotal role in inducing improvement processes. It is thus hypothesized that improvement processes
originate in self-evaluations. The improvement processes can be of many different kinds, but they may be
categorized into two main categories. One is actions intended to build capacity for improvement and
change (e.g., improving teacher cooperation and improving transformational leadership), and the other are
actions targeted towards different areas assumed to improve school effectiveness (e.g., opportunity to
learn, clear and structured teaching, assessment of students and the school).
The path model is designed to test these hypotheses. The model is based on 33 items from the
questionnaire to the principals, which are used to define 13 latent variables hypothesized to capture
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constructs in the conceptual model. As assessed with standard criteria the model fits the data excellently
(Chi-square = 1209.10, df =462, CFI = 0.965, RMSEA = 0.027, 90 % CI 0.025 – 0.029). The main results
are shown in the path diagram below, which depicts the statistically significant relations among the latent
variables.
Figure 2. Path model to test conceptual framework

The hypothesis that expectations and stakeholder pressure are determinants of improvement actions is
supported. Both latent variables are significantly related to the latent variable measuring
Promoting/improving self-evaluations, and the latent variable Setting expectations also affects
Improvement actions for capacity building directly. Both the hypothesized independent variables also
influence the latent variable Accepting feedback. However, contrary to the hypothesis Accepting
feedback does not influence any other variable. One reason for this may be that the effect of Accepting
feedback is moderated by whether the feedback is positive or negative. This will be an issue for further
research to resolve.
In agreement with the hypothesis, there is a substantial relation between the latent variable
Promoting/improving self-evaluations and the latent variable Improvement actions for capacity building.
The latter latent variable is a broad variable, and nested under this latent variable are three narrow latent
variables which account for residual variance not accounted for by the broad latent variable. The
Promoting/improving self-evaluations variable influences one of these, namely Improvement of
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transformational leadership. The variable Improvement actions for capacity building has a sizeable
relationship with the latent variable Improvement actions for school effectiveness. This too is a broad
latent variable, and beneath it, four narrow latent variables are nested. Promoting/improving selfevaluations has a direct effect on three of these: Improvement of clear and structured teaching (negative),
and assessment of students and the school. The latent variable Improvement actions for school
effectiveness also is influenced by the two narrow latent variables Improvement of teacher cooperation
and Improvement of transformational leadership.
With a few exceptions the hypotheses derived from the conceptual model are supported by the results
from the path model. Thus the hypothesized mechanisms involving expectations and stakeholder
influence are supported, as is the central role of self-evaluations. This variable has a strong influence,
which is both direct and indirect, and this also is true for the expectations variable.
The path model also has been extended with three more latent variables. Two of these represent
assessment of the principal of the level of the school with respect to Capacity building and School
effectiveness, respectively, and the third assessment of Unintended consequences of school inspections.
For Capacity building a negative relationship (-0.20) was found with Improvement actions for Capacity
Building, which is likely to be due to fact that principals assessing the school as low in Capacity Building
also had made more efforts to improve Capacity Building. There was a positive relationship from
Stakeholders sensitivity to reports (0.22), and also positive relationships from Improvement of teacher
participation in decision (0.23), Improvement of transformational leadership (0.17), and Improvement
actions for school effectiveness (0.17).
For the latent variable School effectiveness there too was a positive relationship from Stakeholders
sensitivity to reports (0.24), and also a positive relationship from Improvement of assessment of students
(0.15).
Two latent variables were related to Unintended consequences. One was Accepting feedback, with which
the relationship was -0.26. The negative relationship means that those accepting feedback did not see
unintended consequences of school inspections. The other latent variable was Setting expectations, with
which the relationship was 0.19.
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2.4	
  Conclusion	
  and	
  discussion/next	
  steps	
  
This technical report outlines the research design used to study the impact of school inspections on
teaching and learning in six European countries.
The theoretical framework used to study the impact of school inspections and guide our data collection
builds from the program theories in the six participating countries (see Ehren et al, submitted). These
program theories include a description of the mechanisms through which each Inspectorate aims to affect
school improvement. The assumptions describe the causal mechanisms of how school inspections are
supposed to lead to the improvement of schools, linking school inspections to their intended outcomes of
improved teaching and learning in each country. The assumptions and program theories in each country
were reconstructed using a documentary analysis and interviews with inspection officials. From these six
program theories we derived the intermediate processes and mechanisms and intended outcomes that are
common to all six countries to be included in our theoretical framework.
The first part of the framework includes a number of variables describing how school inspections, their
criteria and procedures in general, and the feedback given during inspection visits are expected to enable
schools and their stakeholders to align their views/beliefs and expectations of good education and good
schools to the standards in the inspection framework, particularly with respect to those standards the
school failed to meet during the latest inspection visit. Schools are expected to act on these views and
expectations and use the inspection feedback when conducting self-evaluations and when taking
improvement actions. Stakeholders should use the inspection standards, or rather the inspection
assessment of the school’s functioning against these standards (as publicly reported), to take actions that
will motivate the school to adapt their expectations and to improve. Self-evaluations by schools are
expected to build their capacity to improve that will lead to more effective teaching and learning
conditions. Likewise, improvement actions will (when successfully implemented) lead to more effective
schools and teaching conditions. These conditions are expected to result in high student achievement.
The research design includes time series in four countries where schools are inspected during regular
intervals, and a regression discontinuity design in two countries where schools are assigned to different
inspection treatments according to their performance on an outcome variable. Data collection includes a
survey to principals which is administered in primary and secondary schools during three subsequent
years. Some countries include additional secondary data to their data collection. A meta-analysis will be
used to compare the results after three years.
Results of a path model indicates that expectations and stakeholder pressure are determinants of
improvement actions. Both these variables are significantly related to Promoting/improving selfevaluations. Setting expectations also affects Improvement actions for capacity building directly.
However, Accepting feedback does not influence any other variable. One reason for this may be that the
effect of Accepting feedback is moderated by whether the feedback is positive or negative. This will be an
issue for further research to resolve.
In agreement with the conceptual framework, there is a strong relation between the Promoting/improving
self-evaluations and Improvement actions for capacity building. Promoting/improving self-evaluations
variable particularly influences Improvement of transformational leadership. The variable Improvement
actions for capacity building has a strong relationship with Improvement actions for school effectiveness.
Promoting/improving self-evaluations particularly has a direct effect on: Improvement of clear and
structured teaching (negative), and assessment of students and the school. Improvement actions for school
effectiveness is also influenced by Improvement of teacher cooperation and Improvement of
transformational leadership. With a few exceptions the hypotheses derived from the conceptual model are
supported by the results from the path model.
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Appendix	
  1.	
  Sampling	
  plan	
  of	
  each	
  country	
  
The Netherlands
Description of primary and secondary schools
The Dutch education system is divided into three levels: primary, secondary and tertiary education.
Primary education is provided to children in the age range of 4 to 12 years and includes eight year groups.
Primary education is comprised of ‘regular elementary schools’, and schools for special primary
education providing schooling to pupils with special needs. This study only includes regular elementary
schools.
Secondary education in the Netherlands is strongly stratified into pre-vocational education (VMBO) and
individualised pre-vocational education (VMBO and IVBO, age range 12 - 16 years), senior general
secondary education (HAVO, age range 12 - 17 years), and pre-university education (VWO, age range 12
- 18 years). A school building can offer all, or just one of these tracks. This study only includes
(departments of) schools offering senior general secondary education and pre-university education
(HAVO and VWO).
Description of principals/head teachers in primary and secondary schools
Primary schools have principals who are responsible for the daily functioning and operation of the school
(e.g. arranging the teaching roster) and maintaining and improving the quality of the school (e.g.
implementing quality assurance). Principals sometimes also have (part-time) teaching tasks, but most of
the principals are in a fulltime leadership position.
Each educational track in secondary education is generally led by a department head who is full time
responsible for the daily functioning and operation of each track, and of the quality of education in each
track. Department heads of the HAVO/VWO tracks are included in this study.
Inspection visits to primary and secondary schools
Starting in January 2008, the Dutch Inspectorate of Education uses a risk based inspection method to
inspect schools. This method includes annual early warning analyses of potential risks of failing
educational quality in all schools. In these analyses, information is collected on possible risks of low
educational quality in all schools, such as student achievement results on standardized tests, selfevaluation reports and financial reports of schools, complaints of parents and news items in the media.
Results of students (corrected for their socio-economic backgrounds) on national standardized tests and
examinations are the primary indicator in the early warning analysis of primary and secondary schools.
The early warning analysis is used to classify schools in three categories; schools in the ‘green; category
are considered to have no risks of failing quality, ‘orange’ schools have potential risks of failing quality,
whereas ‘red’ schools have high risks of failing quality. Schools in the ‘orange’ and ‘red’ categories are
scheduled for additional inspection activities to assess their educational quality, such as desk research,
meetings with the board of the school and inspection visits to the school. Schools that are evaluated as
failing or highly underdeveloped are instructed to formulate a plan of approach aimed at improving
quality. Failing schools that do not improve within two years end up in the regime imposed on highly
underdeveloped schools. These schools are confronted with additional inspection interventions, such as a
meeting between the school board and the Inspectorate management or an official warning. If these
activities do not yield the result agreed upon, the Inspectorate will report a highly underdeveloped school
to the Minister, along with a proposal for instating sanctions. On the basis of this report, the Minister may
proceed to impose administrative and/or financial sanctions.
	
  
Sampling in primary education
A two stage sampling design was used to select primary schools and teachers for our study. We included
408 primary schools in each of the three inspection treatment categories, and in each school three teachers
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from grades 3, 5 and 8. These teachers face different stakes to implement changes in response to school
inspections, as particularly students’ test scores in grade 8 are part of the inspection measures.
Schools in the weak and very weak inspection treatment categories were over sampled to ensure sufficient
response rates. Schools that have not been assigned to an inspection treatment or were not included in the
early warning analysis due to failures in the information provided to the Inspectorate (595 schools in
total) were excluded from the sample. The following table provides an overview of the target population,
the target sample and the response rates of the first year of data collection of schools and teachers.
Response rates are relatively low, but non response of both principals and teachers is similar across the
different ‘inspection treatment’ categories. The table shows a difference in the number of schools in the
different risk categories and in the inspection treatment categories, indicating fuzzy inspection thresholds.
Table	
  1. Target population of primary schools

Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools considered out of scope
(excluded)

Target population

Number of schools/principals
7233

Percentage of schools/principals
100%

Schools with no assigned
inspection treatment (n = 103)
and schools with ‘risico leeg’
or ‘foute verantwoording’ (n =
492)
6638

91.77%
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Table 2. Target population, target sample and response rates of primary schools

No risk
Unknown risk
Risk
Serious risk
Schools assigned
to basic inspection
treatment
Schools assigned
to ‘weak schools’
inspection
treatment
Schools assigned
to ‘very weak
schools’
inspection
treatment
Total

Schools (principals)
Target
Target sample of
population of
schools
schools (total
(percentage of
number meeting target population)
inclusion
criteria)
4773
165 (3.46%)
795
83 (10.44%)
608
83 (13.65%)
557
80 (14.36%)

Schools in year 1
data collection
(percentage of
target sample)

Teachers
Target population
of teachers (all
teachers in group
3, 5 and 8)4

Target sample
of teachers (1
teacher group 3,
5 and 8)

Teachers in year 1
data collection

27 (16.36%)
17 (20.48%)
10 (12.05%)
19 (23.75%)

23865
3975
3040
2785

495 (2.07%)
249 (6.26%)
249 (8.19%)
240 (8.62%)

52 (10.51%)
38 (15.26%)
21 (8.43%)
29 (12.08)

6703

208 (3.10%)

37 (17.79%)

33515

624 (1.86)

74 (11.86%)

366

152 (41.53%)

29 (22.48%)

1830

456 (24.92%)

55 (12.06%)

61

51 (83.61%)

7 (13.73%)

305

153 (50.16%)

11 (7.19%)

6638

411 (6.19%)

73 (17.76%)

33356

1233 (3.70%)

140 (11.35%)
Grade 3: 48 (34.3%)
Grade 5: 41 (29.3)
Grade 8: 51 (36.4%)

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
4

Estimate of number of teachers, based on 2010 data on www.stamos.nl. Estimate was based on an average of 13.4 teachers in one primary school and an
average of 5 teachers for grades 3, 5 and 8; the average is based on a total number of fulltime teachers of 96.937 in a total population of 7233 schools.
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Sampling in secondary education
A two stage sampling design was also used to sample school and teachers in secondary education. Only
the 548 HAVO and VWO departments of secondary schools were included in our study. HAVO and
VWO departments that were not included in the early warning analysis of the Inspectorate or had not
been assigned to an inspection arrangement, were considered out of scope5. The target population of
secondary schools was therefore set to 454 schools (including both a HAVO and VWO department). The
target sample included almost all HAVO and VWO departments in three different inspection treatments
to reach sufficient response rates. Due to the limited number of schools in the ‘very weak inspection
treatment’, all schools in this category were included in the sample.
Within these schools, teachers from the lower grades and from the final grade who teach Dutch language
or Geography were included in the sample. These teachers face different stakes as particularly students’
test scores in the final grade are part of the inspection measures.
The following table provides an overview of the target population, the target sample and the response
rates of the first year of data collection of schools and teachers. Response rates are very low
(approximately 5% for both principals and teachers) and even lacking for schools and teachers in the
‘very weak inspection treatment’. The results for secondary education should therefore be interpreted with
great caution.
Table	
  3. Target population of secondary schools

Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools considered out of scope
(excluded)
Target population
	
  

Number of schools/principals
HAVO/VWO
548

Percentage of schools/principals
HAVO/VWO
100%

Empty cells for primary
detection or inspection
arrangement of either
HAVO/VWO department
454

82.85%

Table	
  4. Target population, target sample and response rates of secondary schools

No risk

Target population (total
number of schools in the
country
HAVO
VWO
261
262

Risk

151

105

Weak

42

87

Schools assigned to
basic inspection
treatment

416

357

Target sample
(percentage of target
population
HAVO
VWO
183
184
(70.11%) (70.22%)
135
88
(89.40%) (83.81%)
41
87
(97.62%) (100%)

Schools in year 1 data
collection (percentage of
target sample)
HAVO
VWO
12 (6.56%)
3 (1.63%)

321
(77.16%)

262
(73.39%)

1 (0.74%)

3 (3.41%)

1 (2.44%)

8 (9.20%)

13 (4.05%)

9 (3.44%)

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
5

Selection date: may 2011
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Schools assigned to
‘weak schools’
inspection treatment
Schools assigned to
‘very weak schools’
inspection treatment
Total

33

91

33
(100%)

91
(100%)

1 (3.03%)

5 (5.50%)

5

6

5 (100%)

6 (100%)

0 (0%)

0 (0%)

454

454

359
(79.10%)

359
(79.10%)

15 (4.18%)

15 (4.18%)

	
  
Table	
  5. Target population, target sample and response rates of secondary teachers6
Target population (total
number of teachers in
the country

Target sample
(percentage of target
population: 4 teachers in each
department)
HAVO
VWO
732
736
(13.26%)
(14.04%)
540
352
(17.88%)
(16.76%)
164
348 (20%)
(19.52%)

Teachers in year 1 data
collection (percentage
of target sample)7

No risk

HAVO
5220

VWO
5240

HAVO/VWO
42/46

Risk

3020

2100

Weak

840

1740

Schools assigned to
basic inspection
treatment
Schools assigned to
‘weak schools’
inspection treatment
Schools assigned to
‘very weak schools’
inspection treatment
Total

8320

7140

1284
(15.43%)

1048
(14.68%)

80/70

660

1820

132 (20%)

364 (20%)

4/14

100

120

20 (20%)

24 (20%)

0

9080

9080

1436
(15.81%)

1436
(51.81%)

85 (5.92%)
Final examination
grade: 49
Year 2: 32

31/18
11/20

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
6

Using TALIS 2008 estimate of 20 teachers per department (see technical report, sampling frame),
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/16/14/44978960.pdf
7
No information available on HAVO/VWO department in which teachers teach.
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England
Description of primary and secondary schools
Within England, state maintained primary education comprises of three years in lower primary (infants)
and four years in upper primary (juniors). Lower primary consists of a Reception Year and Years 1 to 2
and spans the age range of 4 to 7 years. Upper primary spans Years 3 to 6 and the age range of 7 to 11
years. Primary schools in England are often to be split into schools that span lower primary only, called
“infant”, upper primary only, called “junior” or schools that cover the whole primary age range, although
other combinations exist including middle schools that span the upper primary and lower secondary age
range together, but they are increasingly rare. National exams, known colloquially as Key Stage 2 SATs
are taken at the end of the primary stage in Year 6. Compulsory secondary education schooling in
England spans Years 7 to 11 (ages 11 to 16). National exams are taken at the end of Grade 11.
Description of principals/head teachers in primary and secondary schools
In England it is the school governing body and the school’s principal (known as a head teacher) that has
responsibility for the running of a school and as such the roles and responsibilities of the head teacher
needs to be viewed within this context. Government regulations exist that state the roles and
responsibilities of the schools governing body and head teacher and these are summarized in the
document “Roles of governing bodies and head teachers” produced by the Department for Education8.
The regulations clarify that role of the governing body is a primarily strategic one, setting policies and
targets and reviewing progress. The governing body is there to “act as a critical friend to the head teacher
by providing advice and support.” The head teacher role focusses on the “internal organisation,
management and control of the school”. The head teacher formulates aims/objectives/policies/targets for
the governing body to consider adopting. The head teacher and governing body work together and each
governing body must decide which decisions to delegate to the head teacher and which it must make
itself. Between the governing body and head teacher decisions must be made on a number of matters
which primarily relate to school budgets, staffing, curriculum, performance management, target setting,
pupil exclusions, admissions, religious education, collective worship, premises, school organization and
information for parents. For example it might be the governing body’s responsibility to agree/reject or
review a curriculum policy but it would be the head teacher’s responsibility to implement a curriculum.
Results from the item “time principals spent on tasks” in the year 1 survey are presented in two tables
below (the first displaying results from primary school principals and the second from secondary school
principals). This was arrived at by giving each principal the value of the mid-point in the range they
selected and then the mean of these values was calculated. We can see that primary school principals
spent the highest proportion of their time on administrative tasks, followed by time spent of quality
assurance/self-evaluation and time spent discussing education with teachers. The smallest proportion of
time was spent on teaching and on observing lessons. A similar picture is found in secondary schools,
apart from a slightly smaller proportion of time is spent on administrative tasks.

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
8

Available from:
http://www.education.gov.uk/schools/leadership/governance/governingbodyprocedures/a0056549/roles-ofgoverning-bodies-and-headteachers [Accessed 20th February 2012]
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Table 1. Survey responses for principal’s time spent on tasks – Primary Schools
Original Sample

Principal's time spent on tasks

Number of schools:
Percentage of time principals spend on
administrative tasks
Percentage of time principals spend on
teaching
Percentage of time principals spend on
discussing education with teachers
Percentage of time principals spend on
observing lessons
Percentage of time principals spend on
managing student behaviour
Percentage of time principals spend on quality
assurance/self-evaluation
Percentage of time principals spend on other
tasks

Random
Sample

All

Monitored

Not
monitored

62

22

40

150

38%

35%

39%

35%

16%

14%

17%

17%

28%

30%

27%

26%

18%

19%

18%

17%

26%

25%

27%

21%

28%

28%

28%

28%

20%

18%

21%

19%

Table 2. Survey responses for principal’s time spent on tasks – Secondary Schools

Principal's time spent on tasks

Original Sample

Random
Sample

All

Monitored

Not
monitored

Number of schools:

42

23

19

90

Percentage of time principals spend on
administrative tasks

29%

33%

25%

25%

Percentage of time principals spend on
teaching

14%

15%

13%

14%

Percentage of time principals spend on
discussing education with teachers

31%

27%

35%

27%

Percentage of time principals spend on
observing lessons

17%

17%

16%

16%

Percentage of time principals spend on
managing student behaviour

23%

18%

28%

20%

Percentage of time principals spend on
quality assurance/self-evaluation

31%

33%

30%

30%
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Percentage of time principals spend on other
tasks

15%

15%

15%

17%

Inspection visits to primary and secondary schools
All schools in England over the last five or six years will have received a main, whole school “Section 5”
Ofsted inspection. Ofsted perform other thematic/subject related inspections but these are not included in
this study. For the purposes of this study schools were selected from primary and secondary schools that
received a main Section 5 inspection in the academic year 2009/2010. These inspections are the same for
both primary and secondary schools, using the same guidelines and judgment criteria. Only schools
judged to be “satisfactory” were included in our sample. Around 40% of satisfactory schools receive a
further “Section 8” monitoring inspection. A regression discontinuity research design will be used in
England for this study. This requires schools to be selected that lie just above and just below a particular
threshold (in this case the threshold of being selected for a monitoring inspection). Half our sample (in
both primary and secondary) will lie just below the threshold for monitoring inspections and will receive
both a main “section 5” inspection and a “section 8” monitoring inspection, whilst the half that lies just
above the threshold for monitoring inspections will only receive a “Section 5” inspection.
Definition of target population
The initial sampling frame was all state maintained schools (i.e. not private/independent schools) that
received a satisfactory grading in their section 5 Ofsted inspection in 2009/10. Schools with unusual
characteristics that did match the main body of schools were removed from the sample (ie. Pupil referral
units, special schools and Academies (at this point in time only a few Academies were in existence)). The
table below splits all schools that were judged satisfactory into type. We can see that out of the 2280
schools we removed 20 Academies, 4 nursery schools, 39 pupil referral units and 64 special schools,
leaving 1813 primary schools and 340 secondary schools from which to select our sample.
Table 3. Target population

Academy
Nursery
Primary
Pupil Referral Unit
Secondary
Special
Total

Frequency
20
4
1813
39
340
64
2280

Percent
.9
.2
79.5
1.7
14.9
2.8
100.0

Valid Percent
.9
.2
79.5
1.7
14.9
2.8
100.0

Cumulative Percent
.9
1.1
80.6
82.3
97.2
100.0

Decisions then needed to be made on the age range to be studied. In order to make use of national
attainment and value-added data the most convenient age range to be studied in primary schools is upper
primary (Years 3 to 6 and ages 7-11) which is also known as Key Stage 2 (KS2). Key Stage 1 data (end of
Year 2) could then be used as baseline data for value-added calculations and KS2 SATs results could be
used as outcome measures in any analysis of attainment. Any schools that did not span this age range
(such as infant schools spanning Reception to Grade 2) were removed from our sample, leaving us with a
total of 1660 schools from which to select our sample. For the secondary age range we chose to study the
age range of Years 7 to 11 (ages 11-16). Again this range enables us to make use of national examination
results and value-added data. KS2 SATs results taken just prior to starting Grade 7 would be able to be
used as a baseline for value-added data and the national examination taken at the end of Grade 11 could
be used as outcome measures. All schools that did not span this full age range were removed from the
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sample (mainly middle schools), leaving us with a total of 263 secondary schools from which to select
our sample.
Since being inspected in 2009/10 some schools have closed down, been merged with other schools or
have changed character considerably and have become Academy schools. All such schools were removed
from our sample.
Following the inspections in 2009/10, and during the duration of our study, some schools will have
changed principals. Details of which schools have new principals are not readily available but an item in
our survey will ascertain how long each principal has been head of their school. No schools were
therefore removed from our sample on the basis of whether or not the same principal was in post at the
time of the inspection. At the analysis stage we can include variables based on whether the principal was
in post or not at the time of inspection and/or variables based on time spent in post.
Sampling model applied
After applying the criteria detailed in the above section we arrived at a sampling frame that could be used
to select our sample. Power calculations indicated that we needed to select the 75 schools just above and
the 75 schools just below the threshold for the regression discontinuity design (i.e. the threshold for
monitoring inspections) for both primary and secondary schools. We decided to over sample and select
105 schools above and below the threshold in order to take into account non-response from schools and
the possibility of schools closing during the study.
In order to select schools just above and just below the threshold for monitoring inspection we need know
where each school is on a continuum that shows how likely each school is to be selected for a monitoring
inspection. Ofsted do not release the details of their calculations and judgments for selecting schools for
monitoring visits, however they do publish a protocol outlining the guidelines inspectors use when
selecting schools for monitoring. Ofted also release data on which schools were or were not monitored.
This data, along with the details in the protocol were used to develop a logistic regression model to
predict which schools would be monitored or not. Two models with high accuracy were developed, one
for primary schools (with an accuracy of 93%) and one for secondary schools (with an accuracy of 89%)
(note the accuracy of these models may change slightly when the full list of monitored schools is released
in February/March 2012). The propensity scores from the logistic regression model were then used as the
continuum for the regression discontinuity design. A cut off point was chosen that maximized the
accuracy of the model and the 105 schools (in both primary and secondary) just above and just below this
cut off were selected for our sample. Due to where the cut off lay in the secondary school sample only 82
schools lay below the cut off (i.e. were selected for monitoring) so we included all 82 schools. In order to
give us a sample of 210 schools we selected the 128 schools that lay just above the threshold (i.e. were
not monitored). Plenty of primary schools lay just above and below the threshold for monitoring so the
105 schools just above and 105 just below were selected for our sample. (Since selecting our sample one
monitored primary school has been closed, give a total of 209 schools in our sample).
Describe the source of information used in creating the school sampling frame
The following datasets were collected and combined in order to provide us with the relevant list of
schools and variables needed to select our sample:
1. The Department for Education in England publish school performance tables each year
summarising the attainment and progress of pupils in all state schools in England. As well as
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providing a full list of schools in England, the tables also present data on school types and age
range.9
2. All judgements from the Section 5 inspections for all schools inspected in 2009/10 are made
available via the Ofsted website in xl format. 10
3. Ofsted have made available to us an xl file containing all schools that received extra monitoring
following a grading of “satisfactory” in 2009/10 Section 5 inspections.
Note: please fill in the tables below for both primary and secondary education separately.
Please note that the sample in England has not been chosen as a nationally representative sample. For the
regression discontinuity design specific schools have been chosen that lie just above and just below the
threshold for monitoring inspections (drawn from a sample of schools that were judged to be satisfactory
in 2009/10 Ofsted inspections). In terms of school inspection judgments (in 2009/10), around 8% of
schools have judgements lower than satisfactory and around 55% of schools have judgements higher than
satisfactory. As such the schools (both primary and secondary) are statistically significantly different from
the main population of schools in England, with typically lower attainment and progress and a higher
incidence of absence and pupils with special educational needs.
Primary Schools in England

Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools not meeting inclusion
criteria (considered out of scope)
Target population

Number of schools/principals
14,759

Percentage of schools/principals
100%

13,099

0% (no principals were excluded
at this stage)
100%

1660

Actual sample year 1
Actual response rates compared to target sample and target population, according to sampling criteria

Schools in
stratification
category 1/ threshold
category
Schools in
stratification
category 2/ threshold

Target population

Target
sample

Schools in year 1
survey data
collection

Approx. 664 monitored
schools (actual figures
released Feb/mar 2012)

112

22

Schools in Y1
Attainment/value
added/deprivation
data collection
112

Approx. 996 nonmonitored schools
(actual figures released

99

40

99

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
9

Available from: http://www.education.gov.uk/performancetables/schools_10/england.shtml [Accessed 2nd April
2011]
10

Available from: http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/resources/inspection-judgements-200910-for-maintained-schools
[Accessed 5th April 2011].
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category

Feb/mar 2012)

Secondary schools in England

Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools not meeting inclusion
criteria (considered out of scope)
Target population

Number of schools/principals
2961

Percentage of schools/principals
100%

2704

0% (no principals were excluded
at this stage)
100%

263

In case stratification variables or thresholds were used, please also fill in table below:

Schools in stratification category
1/threshold category
Schools in stratification category
2/ threshold category

Target population
105

Target sample
74

158

135

Actual sample year 1
Actual response rates compared to target sample and target population, according to sampling criteria

Schools in
stratification
category 1/ threshold
category (monitored
schools)
Schools in
stratification
category 2/ threshold
category (nonmonitored schools)

Target population

Target
sample

Schools in year 1
survey data
collection

Approx. 105 monitored
schools (actual figures
released Feb/mar 2012)

74

23

Schools in Y1
Attainment/value
added/deprivation
data collection
74

Approx. 158 nonmonitored schools
(actual figures released
Feb/mar 2012)

135

19

135

Additional Sample
In order to increase the number of schools that completed the inspection survey we decided to invite an
additional sample of schools to be part of the survey. As a target population, we decided to invite all
secondary schools that received their main Section 5 inspection in 2009/10 (across all inspection grades)
to complete the survey and a random sample of 1422 primary schools that received their main Section 5
inspection in 2009/10 (again, across all inspection grades) to complete the survey. 134 primary
headteachers went on to complete the survey and 53 secondary headteachers. These additional numbers
will enable us to perform extra across-country analyses.
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Sweden
Description of primary and secondary schools
Sweden does not have a clear distinction between primary and secondary schools, even though
conventionally grades 1-6 (ages 7-13) are regarded as primary grades, and grades 7-9 are regarded as
(lower) secondary grades. In the decentralized Swedish school system, the municipalities are free to
organize the schools as they like, and there is a wide range of combinations of grades in different schools.
As is described in greater detail in the enclosed PM we define primary schools as schools which include
grades in the 1-6 range, and secondary schools which include grades in the 7-9 range. Schools which
include grades in both these ranges are treated as secondary schools, and the principal is asked to respond
to the questionnaire with grades 7-9 in mind.
Description of principals/head teachers in primary and secondary schools
In the Swedish school system there are no national rules about the roles and responsibilities of principals
of primary and secondary schools. However, there is a general rule which assigns responsibility to the
principal for every aspect of the school, including budget, staffing, and instructional leadership. At larger
schools the principal typically has one or more associate principals, which often have responsibility for a
defined set of grades.
Inspection visits to primary and secondary schools
All types of inspection visits have been included in the data collection, and information from the
principals, the Swedish Schools Inspectorate registers, and inspection reports is used to determine what
type(s) of inspection took place in the academic year 2010/2011. This work is still under way.
Definition of target population
Schools with a total number of students less than 20 have been excluded, given that they tend to be
special (e.g., hospital schools, start-up schools). Otherwise no exclusions have been made.
Sampling model applied
Simple random samples of primary and secondary schools were drawn.
Describe the source of information used in creating the school sampling frame
The Swedish School Register kept by the National Agency for Education was used in creating the school
sampling frames.
Primary schools
Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools not meeting inclusion
criteria (considered out of scope)
Target population

Number of schools/principals
3431

Percentage of schools/principals
100%

0

0

3431

100%

Actual sample year 1
Actual response rates compared to target sample and target population, according to sampling criteria

No stratification used

Target population

Target sample

3431

1167

Schools in year 1
data collection
567
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Note

(Out of the 1167 schools,
75 could not be reached,
or were excluded
because of recent change
of principal)

Secondary schools

Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools not meeting inclusion
criteria (considered out of scope)
Target population

Number of schools/principals
1680

Percentage of schools/principals
100%

0

0

1680

100%

Actual sample year 1
Actual response rates compared to target sample and target population, according to sampling criteria

No stratification used
Note

Target population

Target sample

1680

987
(Out of the 987 schools,
38 could not be reached,
or were excluded
because of change of
principal)

Schools in year 1
data collection
464
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Ireland
In Ireland there are just over 3200 primary schools. These schools provide education for children aged
from four years to about 12 or 13. The classes are made up of Junior Infants, Senior Infants and years 1 to
6. At the end of year six pupils transfer to a secondary school. In theory there are three types of secondary
school voluntary secondary, vocational and community/comprehensive. In fact these schools in terms of
curriculum are very similar and pupils follow basically the same programme regardless of which school
they attend. The first three years in secondary education lead to a national examination known as the
Junior Certificate. This is followed by a one year program of interdisciplinary studies known as the
Transition Year. The final two years leads to a second national examination known as the Leaving
Certificate. This is a vital examination in that the results are used to decide entry to Higher Education.
Other than the two certificates examinations mentioned above there is no national testing in the school
system in Ireland, although primary schools tend to use, for their own purposes, various literacy and
numeracy tests.
The roles and responsibilities of school heads known as principles in the Irish school system.
In the Irish system the principal of each school together with the board of management manage the dayto-day operation and the policy and planning of the school. The role of the principal and the board of
management is set out in the Education Act of 1998. The Act appears to confer great power on the
principal and board of management but in fact the Irish system is very centralised and the Department of
Education and Skills in fact controls most of the key decisions in relation to the operation of schools. For
example pay and staffing rates are set at national level, the curriculum is laid down by the DES and the
body known as the National Council for Curriculum and Assessment. In other areas the power of
individual schools is also limited by legislation, for example schools must develop their policies in areas
such as entry, expulsion, discipline and so on with national legislation such as the Equality Acts. Since
the bulk of budgets are predetermined centrally for such matters as pay, new building and so on schools in
practice have very limited budgets over which control is exercised. In practice schools, particularly
primary schools must raise significant sums of money from the parent body to subsidise the purchase of
books and equipment and other extras. In recent years there is a clear policy direction of decentralising
more power to school principals and boards of management but in fact the system remains very
centralised and there is little sign of key areas such as pay budgets being handed over to the control of the
local individual schools.
Since boards of management are in most cases made up of volunteer parents and other community
representatives most day-to-day decision-making falls to the school principal. Vastly increased
bureaucracy in recent years has made this role more and more difficult and it is now problematic to fill
principalships particularly in the smaller primary schools where the principal will also have to teach a
class. Major cutbacks in recent times have also resulted in severe reductions in middle management roles
in secondary schools again greatly increasing the work load carried by principles and deputy principals.
School inspection in Ireland.
By the mid-1990s School inspection in Ireland had become largely irrelevant. Since then a major effort
has been made to make school inspections more relevant and more regular. By 2008 a new system of
inspection known as whole school evaluation had become well-established. The majority of the nearly
4000 primary and secondary schools in the country had received a substantial inspection under this new
system. Secondary schools were also subject to regular subject inspections so that again by 2008 most
secondary schools had received an inspection for the majority of the subjects taught in that school. Since
2008 and the economic crash the resources available for inspection have been significantly reduced. As a
result a slimmed down version of whole school inspection known as ‘management leadership and
learning’ has been introduced. These new inspections are shorter, usually two days in duration, and more
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targeted than the previous system. Another significant change has been that the more recent inspection
approaches are no longer pre- notified and schools do not know that an inspection is imminent.
School inspection in Ireland remains largely subjective in nature. The inspectors form opinions about
management and teaching in schools based on a variety of indicators but primarily on observation and
opinion. Objective measurements in the form of test or examination results are not used in any systematic
way to reach judgements, nor is there any system of sanctions or rewards for schools which fail to meet
particular criteria. However it is now becoming clear that in the new era of greatly reduced inspection
resources the inspectorate is in fact using private thresholds to decide upon which schools should receive
inspections. This is not fully acknowledged and schools have not been specifically told about the targets
and thresholds which may trigger further inspection treatments.
Definition of target population for this research.
For a number of reasons it was decided for this research to target a full sample of all primary and post
primary schools in Ireland. There are 3210 primary schools and 729 secondary schools. This decision was
taken for a number of reasons. Firstly the inspectorate were unable or unwilling to say which schools
would be targeted for inspection in the coming year. The dates on which schools had been expected up to
now could be ascertained from the inspection reports posted on the Department of Education and Skills
website but it was impossible to predict which of the remaining schools which have not yet received a full
inspection would do so in the coming year or two. It was felt that a complete picture of the type and
frequency of inspection which schools were receiving in Ireland could best be built up by obtaining in the
first year of the research response based on a complete sample. In subsequent years it will therefore be
possible to target research at schools which have undergone inspection over a series of time points
including the last 12 months the last 24 months and so forth. Questions included in the survey will allow
this research, as it develops, to analyse the extent to which different variables including school size,
location, type, gender make up and so on, may or may not impact on the outcome of inspection. Therefore
it will be possible to target, if required, particular clusters of schools and to stratify the subsequent
research accordingly.
To date response rates from this research are as follows. Total responses 306. Usable responses 271. Of
these usable responses 220 are from primary schools and 51 from secondary schools.
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Austria
Compulsory Schooling in Austria
In Austria school attendance is compulsory for every child with permanent residence from age 6 to age 15
(The cut-off date for enrolment is September 1st following the child’s sixth birthday).
Primary Schools
Every child attends a primary school in its residential district for four school years. Inclusion of students
with special needs has been pushed forward during recent years. Only 1.3% of the age group attended
special schools for the handicapped in the school year 2009/10 (see BMUKK 2010).
At the age of ten, the parents have to decide about their child’s further education. There are two options:
general secondary schools and academic secondary schools.
General Secondary Schools (Hauptschule)
General Secondary School is a four year secondary school, in which students should get a basic general
education to be qualified to work life or to transfer to different types of school mentioned below. Many
general secondary schools are traditionally characterized by a “practical orientation” (age 10 to 14). In the
scholastic year 2009/2010 they catered for 60.9 % of the age group, while Academic Secondary Schools
were attended by 32.3% of the population; 4.7% were attending “Neue Mittelschule” which is a new
experimental type of a 4 year secondary school which – as was decided in the meantime – is to replace
General Secondary Schools (Academic Secondary Schools, Allgemeinbildende Höhere Schule,
“Gymnasium”)
Academic Secondary Schools, traditionally characterized by an “academic orientation”, consist of a four
year lower cycle (age 10 to 14) and a four year upper cycle (age 15 to 18). The school leaving
examination (“Matura”) of these schools licences for a broad range of university studies.
After attending General Secondary Schools or lower cycle of Academic Secondary Schools students have
the opportunity to be transferred to (1) a Polytechnic School, to (2) the upper cycle of an Academic
Secondary School or to (3) a medium-level or (4) a higher-level secondary technical and vocational
college.
Polytechnic Schools
Polytechnic schools can be attended after the eighth school grade and takes only one year of education.
Students are prepared for a vocational career depending on their interests. These schools were attended by
19.7% of the respective age group in 2009/10 (see BMUKK 2010).
Special Schools
Special schools comprise eight school years (or nine school years, if a polytechnic school is included).
Special schools cater for those children with learning disabilities, for blind and deaf children, for
physically handicapped children, for children with speech impairments who have not been included in
primary or general secondary schools which were 1.3% of the primary and 2.0% of the secondary age
group in the school year 2009/10 (see BMUKK 2010).
Principals in Austrian Schools
According to the relevant legal specifications (§ 56 SchUG) principals of Austrian primary and secondary
schools are the direct superiors of all teachers and other staff of a school. They are the formal leaders of
the school and have to care for the school’s relationships to students and parents. Their duties include
school management, quality management, school development and development of classroom teaching,
personnel development, community and external relationships. They are responsible that all legal and
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administrative regulations are met in the work of the school and for distributing the school’s duties to
staff.
Traditionally, Austrian school leaders have often seen themselves as “primus inter pares”, which resulted
in a task conception concentrated on administration and external relationships, but with little guidance of
and interference in teaching. As a result of the promotion of more active images of “developing schools”
and of the rising performance pressure on schools in the wake of the introduction of an “evidence-based
model of school governance” more active role conceptions may have recently gained ground.
Usually, Austrian primary and general secondary principals do not have secretarial help for the
administrative duties. In the smallest schools the school leaders mostly have to fulfil all of the existing
teaching duties, in larger schools with eight or more classes they may not have teaching duties at all.
There are usually no other members of school management, such as formal deputy heads, subject leaders
etc. In case the headperson is not able to fulfil his/her duties the oldest member of staff acts as a deputy.
Target population and sample
The target sample includes all 504 primary and 193 general secondary and polytechnic schools and “neue
Mittelschulen” (however, no academic secondary schools) in the Austrian State of Styria. This selection
decision is justified by the fact that a new type of school inspection was introduced in 2005/06 for these
schools in the state of Styria. Academic secondary schools are inspected according to a different format,
thus, they were not included in the study.
There are similar inspection formats in some other Austrian states (e.g. in Carinthia), while another group
of states works according to alternative principles. Because of this variation and because of the
willingness to collaborate of the Styrian authorities it was decided to concentrate on a single state.
All schools in operation in the school year 2011/12 were sampled. Email addresses were provided by the
Styrian Education Authority. The contact to the schools was supported by a letter of the inspectorate of
Styria asking school principals to collaborate in order to achieve valid evaluation data. This electronic
letter was sent out by the end of September and also included basic information about the project. Since
there is holiday time in Austria in late October and early November the link to the questionnaire was sent
out on November 7th. On November 22nd a first reminder was sent out. Due to the satisfactory response
rate there was no second reminder.
Actual sample year 1
There is a total number of 504 primary schools in Styria. 345 of those 504 schools were responding which
results in a response rate of 68.5%. The response rate of general secondary schools is 77.2%. 149 out of
193 schools have sent back the questionnaire. Other schools (e.g. Polytechnic Schools, Special Schools)
are interesting for Austrian description of the data. For international calculations they are not included in
the concept „secondary schools“, while “Neue Mittelschulen” are. The response rate of other schools is
66.0%.
Table 1 offers an overview of the actual sample in year 1.
Table 1: Actual sample year 1 in Styria
Type of School
Primary schools
Secondary schools
Other schools

Target sample (population)
504
193
47

Schools in year 1 data collection
345 (68,5%)
149 (77,2%)
31 (66,0%)

Descriptive information about the sampled schools
The following tables give some additional information of the sampled schools. Table 2 shows the number
of inhabitants of the area in which a school is located, while Table 3 informs about the principals’
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qualitative description of their school’s location. The average size of Austrian schools can be found in
table 4. To measure school size the average number of students and teachers is used.
Table 2: Size of the Area in which the School is located (in %)
Primary schools
Secondary schools

> 3.000 3.001 – 15.000
71
20
44
42

15.001 – 50.000
2
4

50.000 – 100.000
0
1

< 100.001
7
8

Note: There is no city with more than 500.000 inhabitants.

Table 3: Principals’ Qualitative Description of their School’s Location (in %)
Primary schools
Secondary schools

Urban
14
34

Suburban
6
9

Suburban in a metropolitan area
9
9

Rural
71
48

Table 4: School Size
Primary schools
Secondary schools

Average number of Students
89 (SD: 67)
195 (SD: 168)

Average number of teachers
8 (SD: 9)
23 (SD: 6)

References
BMUKK (2010): Zahlenspiegel 2010. Statistiken im Bereich Schule und Erwachsenenbildung in
Österreich. Wien: BMUKK.
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Czech Republic
Description of primary and secondary schools
The overwhelming majority of the student population attend a základní škola (basic school) which
includes both the first (primary) stage, i.e. years 1 to 5, and the second (lower secondary) stage, i.e. years
6 to 9. However, some schools do not include all years or have only the first or second stage. The 1st
grade starts at age 6, however there is about 24% of children who postpone the school attendance by one
year (starting at the age of 7).
In the Czech Republic there are many small schools offering (mostly in smaller settlements) offering only
primary school and students have to move after grade 5 (sometimes even after completing grade 3 or 4)
into bigger school, which includes both, primary and lower secondary level within one institution (most
common model). Among the primary schools there are 33 % of those that offer only primary grades,
which accounts for 9 % of student population in primary grades. While transferring from primary to lower
secondary level, students might choose to transfer into academic track – gymnasium. About 10 % of
students attend this schools, however the schools is part of 4-year long gymnasiums, which belongs to
upper-secondary education. Since Czech School Inspectorate evaluates the school as an administrative
level, not individual levels (e.g. separate evaluation of lower secondary and upper secondary part), we did
not include gymnasiums into our sample of schools (it would be impossible to differentiate between lower
and upper secondary schools and also gymnasiums follow more rules for upper secondary schools that are
administered by 14 districts, contrary to primary and lower secondary schools which are run by
municipalities).
Description of principals/head teachers in primary and secondary schools
Principal is responsible for the management of a school:
• decides on all matters concerning the provision of education;
• is liable for the school's providing education in accordance with the Education Act and curricular
documents, for the professional and pedagogical level of education;
• creates conditions for in-service training of teachers, for inspections to be carried out by the
Czech School Inspectorate and adopts measures resulting from such inspections;
• prepares the annual report on the school's performance, submits it to the school board (školská
rada) for approval, then passes it to the governing body and then publishes it;
• ensures that parents and mature pupils are provided with information on the course and results of
education;
• ensures cooperation in implementing programmes for the evaluation of educational achievements
required by the Ministry;
• is responsible for ensuring the supervision of children and minor pupils at schools.
The school principal decides on rights and duties relating to the following areas:
• in the matters of compulsory school attendance, i.e. admission of pupils, their transfer into
another educational programme, permission or cancellation of individual (home) education etc.;
• content of admission examination and the final examination;
• recognition of education attainment;
• interruption of education, conditional expulsion and final expulsion from the school and change
of field of education;
• reducing and waiving fees for the provision of education and school services, awarding or
revoking scholarships;
• amount of parents' contribution to school meals;
• changes of curricular documents in the extent set by the time tables; he/she discusses the level of
potentially increased costs with the founder of the school.
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Definition of target population
Our target populations are schools serving students attending primary and lower secondary level. Due to
differences in type of school and inspection we have not included selective track – gymnasium (10 % of
students from lower secondary level) in our sample and they are not part of the target population then (see
above for explanation). We have also excluded special schools. Exact definition of target sample is:
• primary school = school that have at least 1 student in 4th grade, excluding special schools.
• lower secondary school = school that have at least 1student in 8th grade, excluding special
schools.
Sampling model applied
We have used probability proportional to size (PPS) sample of schools with explicit stratum for
district/region where the school is located (N = 14), since we also have 14 regional offices of Czech
school inspectorate. Implicit stratum therefore was the size of the school, defined as number of students in
grade 4 (for primary school sample) / grade 8 (for secondary school sample).
Describe the source of information used in creating the school sampling frame
Database of all schools including the region and size of the school (in respective grades as described
above) form the Ministry of Education, Youth and Spúorts of the Czech Republic.

Total population (total number of
schools in the country)
Schools not meeting inclusion
criteria (considered out of scope)
Target population

Number of schools/principals
primary: 4124 schools
lower secondary:
primary: 643 special schools
lower secondary:
primary: 3481
lower secondary:

Percentage of schools/principals
100%
15,5%
84,5%

In case stratification variables or thresholds were used, please also fill in table below:
No stratification used
Schools in stratification
region 1
Schools in stratification
region 2
Schools in stratification
region 3
Schools in stratification
region 4
Schools in stratification
region 5
Schools in stratification
region 6
Schools in stratification
region 7
Schools in stratification
region 8
Schools in stratification

Target population
primary: 3596 schools
secondary: 2314 schools
primary: 210
secondary: 188
primary: 456
secondary: 276
primary: 221
secondary: 155
primary: 194
secondary: 126
primary: 91
secondary: 72
primary: 234
secondary: 191
primary: 170
secondary: 106
primary: 233
secondary: 133
primary: 225

Target sample
primary: 174 schools
secondary: 200 schools
primary: 18
secondary: 17
primary: 20
secondary: 23
primary: 9
secondary: 10
primary: 5
secondary: 6
primary: 16
secondary: 16
primary: 10
secondary: 13
primary: 8
secondary: 8
primary: 9
secondary: 12
primary: 9
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region 9
Schools in stratification
region 10
Schools in stratification
region 11
Schools in stratification
region 12
Schools in stratification
region 13
Schools in stratification
region 14

secondary: 128
primary: 241
secondary: 131
primary: 429
secondary: 243
primary: 266
secondary: 154
primary: 225
secondary: 135
primary: 401
secondary: 276

secondary: 10
primary: 11
secondary: 12
primary: 19
secondary: 22
primary: 11
secondary: 12
primary: 21
secondary: 26
primary: 8
secondary: 13

Actual sample year 1
Actual response rates compared to target sample and target population, according to sampling criteria

No stratification used

Schools in stratification region 1
Schools in stratification region 2
Schools in stratification region 3
Schools in stratification region 4
Schools in stratification region 5
Schools in stratification region 6
Schools in stratification region 7
Schools in stratification region 8
Schools in stratification region 9
Schools in stratification region 10
Schools in stratification region 11
Schools in stratification region 12
Schools in stratification region 13
Schools in stratification region 14

Target population

Target sample

primary: 3596
schools
secondary: 2314
schools
primary: 210
secondary: 188
primary: 456
secondary: 276
primary: 221
secondary: 155
primary: 194
secondary: 126
primary: 91
secondary: 72
primary: 234
secondary: 191
primary: 170
secondary: 106
primary: 233
secondary: 133
primary: 225
secondary: 128
primary: 241
secondary: 131
primary: 429
secondary: 243
primary: 266
secondary: 154
primary: 225
secondary: 135
primary: 401
secondary: 276

primary: 174
secondary: 200
primary: 18
secondary: 17
primary: 20
secondary: 23
primary: 9
secondary: 10
primary: 5
secondary: 6
primary: 16
secondary: 16
primary: 10
secondary: 13
primary: 8
secondary: 8
primary: 9
secondary: 12
primary: 9
secondary: 10
primary: 11
secondary: 12
primary: 19
secondary: 22
primary: 11
secondary: 12
primary: 21
secondary: 26
primary: 8
secondary: 13

Schools in year 1 data
collection
primary: 56 schools
(32% response rate)
secondary: 69 schools
(34,5% response rate)
primary: 7
secondary: 7
primary: 6
secondary: 7
primary: 2
secondary: 5
primary: 1
secondary: 1
primary: 6
secondary: 6
primary: 3
secondary: 3
primary: 3
secondary: 3
primary: 2
secondary: 1
primary: 1
secondary: 3
primary: 5
secondary: 5
primary: 5
secondary: 8
primary: 2
secondary: 7
primary: 5
secondary: 6
primary: 5
secondary: 6
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Appendix	
  2.	
  Questionnaire	
  to	
  principals	
  year	
  1	
  
Dear principal,
This survey is part of a European comparative study on the impact of school inspections on teaching and
learning’. This survey takes approximately 20 minutes to fill out; this part contains questions on the
school’s capacity to improve and the improvement actions you have taken in the previous academic year.
(In the second part questions are asked about how different stakeholders respond to school inspections
and your response to some of the inspection measures; this part of the questionnaire will only be
administered in the year after the inspection visit).
The responses from this questionnaire will be reported anonymously. Only university staff will be aware
of where the completed questionnaires came from. Inspectorates and other interested organizations will
not be able to trace individual responses back to individual schools.
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Background
1. How many years’ experience do you have working as a
principal (in this and in other schools)?

2. What percentage of your position as principal is generally
devoted to the following tasks (use the previous academic year
as a point of reference):
a. administrative tasks
b. teaching
c. discussion with teachers on educational matters (e.g.
curriculum and instruction)
d. observing lessons
e. managing student behaviour/general communication with
students
f. self-evaluation/quality assurance of the school
g. other:…
3. How many people live in the city, town or area in which your
school is located?

4. How would you characterize the area in which your school is
located?

5. How many students are in your school?
6. How many full time equivalents of teachers are in your
school?
7. Approximately what percentage of students in your school
(check one circle for each line):
a. come from economically disadvantaged homes?
b. come from economically affluent homes?
c. do not speak <language of test> as their first language?

This is my
□ first year (0-1 year)
□ 1-2 Years
□ 3-4 Years
□ 5-6 Years
□ 7+ Years
□ …%
□ …%
□ …%
□ …%
□ …%
Total: 100%

□ Fewer than 3,000 people
□ 3,001 to 15,000 people
□ 15,001 to 50,000 people
□ 50,001 to 100,000 people
□ 100,001 to 500,000
people
□ More than 500,000 people
□ Urban
□ Suburban
□ Suburban in a
metropolitan area
□ Rural
… students
….fte of teachers
0-10%
11-25%
26-50%
More than 50%
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Capacity-building to provide for good education
How would you rate your school in the following areas:
8. Teachers are involved in making decisions about educational
matters such as teaching methods, curriculum and objectives

9. Teachers collaborate in organizing and improving their
teaching

10. I use all possible opportunities to communicate the vision of
the school to staff, parents and pupils
11. I support teachers in developing their careers
12. I encourage teachers to improve their teaching practices
13. Our self-evaluation process and quality assurance system is of
a high quality

□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree
□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree
□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree
□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree

Compared to last academic year, how much have you changed the amount of time you have spent on
improving the following?
14. Compared to last academic year, I spent ….time involving
teachers in making decisions about:
a. using new teaching methods
b. the curriculum over the different school years
c. new educational objectives for the school
d. the purchase of new teaching materials and resources

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

15. Compared to last academic year, I spent ….time on improving
teachers’ collaboration in the following ways:
a. Discussing new teaching methods with each other
b. Discussing assessment results of students with each other
c. Giving each other feedback about their teaching
d. Telling each other what problems they have come across
and how they solve them
e. Discussing with each other things they have learned from
further training
f. Observing each other’s lessons

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

16. Compared to last academic year, I spent …time in my
leadership role doing the following:
a. Communicating the school’s vision to the staff, pupils,
parents and others

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
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b. Referring explicitly to the school’s objectives during
decision-making processes
c. Showing appreciation when a teacher takes the initiative to
improve teaching in the school or engage in other forms of
professional development
d. Encouraging teachers to develop their own teaching
practices
e. Encouraging teachers to experiment with new teaching
methods
f. Encouraging teachers to seek and discuss new information
and ideas that are relevant to the development of the
school
17. Compared to last academic year, I spent …time on the
following aspects of self-evaluation and quality assurance in
your school:
a. The self-evaluation process as a whole
b. Developing the quality of our self-evaluation process
c. Involving other people in the self-evaluation process

□ A little more
□ Much more

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more
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Improvement actions of schools
How would you rate your school in the following areas:
18. Students are provided with sufficient instruction time to reach
their potential.

□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree

19. Teachers make good use of assessment results to inform their
instruction

□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree
□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree

20. I use assessment results to target areas for school
improvement (e.g. improvement of specific subjects, grades,
teachers)

21. Teachers use clear, structured and challenging teaching
approaches

□ strongly disagree
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree

22. The school overall has a safe and orderly social environment □ strongly disagree
that is conducive to learning
□ disagree
□ neither agree, or disagree
□ agree
□ strongly agree
Compared to last academic year, have you changed the amount of time dedicated to improving the
following areas in your school?
23. Compared to last academic year, I spent …time on improving
the extent to which teachers:
a. make effective use of teaching time within lessons
b. use specific learning objectives, detailed for specific
teaching units and subgroups of individual students, to
inform teaching
c. prepare students for tests/exams
d. teach content in greater depth during regular teaching
hours

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

e. Compared to last academic year we schedule …
instructional time in addition to regular teaching hours
(e.g. through summer school, Saturday academy, extended
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day etc.)
f. Compared to last academic year teachers provide students
with …homework
24. Compared to last academic year we schedule … instructional
time in the following subjects/areas:
a. Reading and writing
b. Mathematics
c. Science
d. Social Studies
e. Foreign languages

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

25. Compared to last academic year, I spent …time on making
sure teachers use assessments for the following purposes:
a. Testing to monitor students’ progress
b. Using assessment results to set learning goals for
individual/groups of students
c. Using assessment results of students to group students for
instructional purposes
d. Using assessment results of students to offer struggling
learners extra instruction
e. Using assessment results of students to provide talented
students additional assignments
26. Compared to last academic year, I spent …time on using
assessment results for the following purposes:
a. Comparing the school with other schools
b. Monitoring the school’s progress from year to year
c. Making judgements about teachers’ effectiveness
d. Identifying aspects of instruction or the curriculum that
could be improved

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

27. Compared to last academic year, I spent …time on improving
the extent to which teachers
a. make use of active teaching methods
b. check whether students understand the lesson content
c. give clear instructions and explanations
d. involve all students in the lesson
e. provide students with feedback to improve their learning

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

Compared to last academic year, I spent …time on improving
28. The extent to which students behave well
29. The extent to which students feel safe
30. The extent to which students feel socially emotionally
supported

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

31. How many times have you been involved in school inspection
visits (both as school principal and other roles)?
32. When will the next inspection visit take place?
33. Did the school have an inspection visit in the previous
academic year (2010/2011)?

… times

□ Much less
□ A little less
□ The same amount (no
change)
□ A little more
□ Much more

In the year…/I don’t know
□ yes
□ no
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Part 2 Inspections
Note: this part will only be administered in the year after an inspection visit has taken place
Following questions are only asked if principals tick ‘yes’ to the previous question 33
In the subsequent questions about inspections, please think about the inspection visit you had
during the previous academic year
34. The feedback provided to the school during the last inspection
visit was insightful

35. There was some contradiction between the verbal
communication of the inspectors and the final report

36. The Inspectorate identified additional strengths that the school
had not identified

37. The Inspectorate identified additional weaknesses that the
school had not identified

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree
□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree
□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree
□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

38. I feel pressure to improve the teaching in my school as a result
of the last inspection visit
39. I feel pressure to do well on the inspection standards
40. Recommendations made during the last inspection visit
require extra resources that we do not have at the moment

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

41. The inspection standards affect:
a. The evaluation and supervision of teachers
b. The implementation of long term improvements
c. The evaluation of the school by external
agencies/stakeholders (e.g. school board, LEA)
d. The development of the school plan in which goals for the
next academic year are outlined
e. The areas of professional development of teachers
f. Self evaluation of the school
42. How many hours do you estimate that you and your teachers
spent on preparing for the most recent inspection visit?
43. There are policies and practices in place for monitoring and
reviewing the extent to which the school meets the scoring
rubric of the Inspectorate.
44. Priorities for development of the school are aligned to the

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

… hours
□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
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inspection judgements.
45. I explicitly refer to the scoring rubric of the Inspectorate when
deciding on priorities for the school.
46. I discourage teachers to experiment with new teaching
methods that do not fit the scoring rubric of the Inspectorate
47. School inspections have resulted in narrowing curriculum and
instructional strategies in my school
48. School inspections have resulted in refocusing curriculum and
teaching and learning strategies in my school
49. The latest documents/facts and figures we sent to the
Inspectorate present a more positive picture of the quality of
our school then how we are really doing
50. Preparation for school inspection is mainly about putting
protocols and procedures in writing that are in place in the
school and gathering documents and data.

□ Strongly agree

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree
□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

51. We use the inspection rubric to set new priorities for the future
52. I know the standards the Inspectorate of Education uses to
evaluate the school
53. My school staff is familiar with the standards the Inspectorate
of Education uses to evaluate the school
54. The inspection findings broadly matched the school’s initial
expectations
55. The preparation for the inspection visit led to changes in the
teaching and learning and organization in/of the school

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

56. Overall, the inspection process is a worthwhile exercise
57. The inspectors were professional in their approach to the
school inspection process
58. The inspectors collected sufficient data to properly assess the
school
59. Overall, the inspectors had the required knowledge and skills
to adequately assess the school
60. There were disagreements between the school and the school
inspector/inspection team at the oral feedback stage
61. Written inspection reports are helpful in identifying areas for
improvement in the school
62. Overall the school was happy with the feedback it received
63. The feedback received from the school inspectors was realistic
given the resources of the school
64. The feedback received from the school inspectors was useful
65. The school in the main will act on the feedback received from
the inspectors

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

66. The school’s Boards of Management / Boards of Governors is

□ Strongly disagree

□ Strongly disagree
□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree
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very aware of the contents of the school inspection report
67. The Parents’ Representatives of the school are sensitive to the
contents of the school inspection report
68. The Student Representatives of the school are sensitive to the
contents of the school inspection report

□ Disagree
□ Neither agree or disagree
□ Agree
□ Strongly agree

69. The following people/stakeholders put me under pressure to
receive a positive inspection assessment
a. School staff
b. Colleagues (principals of other schools)
c. School Board
d. Parents
e. Students
f. General Public (including media)
g. Government (local/national)
h. Other, please specify…
70. The school board tailors their school management and/or the
evaluation and monitoring of our school to the inspection
standards and/or the inspection feedback.

□ Not at all
□ To a minor extent
□ To a moderate extent
□ To a great extent

71. Parents use the inspection standards and/or the inspection
feedback to voice their opinion to the school.
72. Parents use the inspection standards and/or the inspection
feedback to choose a school.

□ Not at all
□ To a minor extent
□ To a moderate extent
□ To a great extent

73. The school is competing for students with other schools in the
same area.

□ Not at all
□ To a minor extent
□ To a moderate extent
□ To a great extent

□ Not at all
□ To a minor extent
□ To a moderate extent
□ To a great extent
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Appendix	
  3.	
  Results	
  pilot	
  test	
  principal	
  questionnaire	
  
Which people
(roles/responsibilities)
in primary education
where asked to pilot
test the survey, and
how many people?:

How were these people
asked to pilot test the
survey (by telephone
interview, one on one
interviews etc.)?:

The Netherlands
The survey was pilot
tested with three
content experts in
primary education
(two representatives
of the national
council for primary
education and one
former school
inspector for primary
education).

England
Four Primary
school principals
were asked to
complete the
principal survey
pilot and one
responded
(highlighting a
possible issue of
non-response).

Sweden
One principal in
primary education
(grade 1-5) pilottested the survey.
The school had
been object to an
inspection during
2010

Ireland
Principals and
deputy principalssix in total

The survey was sent
by e-mail and people
made comments in
the document which
were additionally
discussed in a
telephone interview.

The surveys were
delivered via the
internet using
“Cvent” 11.
Participants were
sent an email with
a link to the
survey.
Comments and
issues with the
survey were
returned via

The test was a oneto-one interview of
about an hour. The
principal filled in
the questionnaire
while making
comments on the
items and the
researcher took
notes. Some
questions were
objects to

One on one
interviews

Austria
The pre-test was
held with three
school principals
(two primary, one
secondary) in
Volksschule 1
Feldkirchen on July
21st 2011 9:00 –
12:00. Principals in
the province of
Carinthia were
chosen because the
inspection model is
similar to the one
used in the province
of Styria. Two of the
principals had
recently had an
inspection, one did
not.
The questionnaire
was tested in a paper
and pencil version; it
consisted of 15
pages of the
international
questionnaire plus 5
pages national
appendix. It took the
quickest participant
45 minutes to fill in
the questionnaire,

Czech Republic
Two school
principals were
selected for
piloting survey
instruments by
cognitive labs, in
personal meetings.
One principal was
from Prague, the
other from
Karviná (small
city on the
North/East)

One to one
interviews about 2
hours long each.

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
   	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
11

See the following website for more information. http://www.cvent.com/en/solutions/web-surveys.shtml	
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email.
Which revisions were
suggested to the
survey:

Participants
suggested a
reduction in the
survey and suggested
rewording of
questions 4, 9, 10,
12, 20, 29, 34, 42,
50, 52, 54, 68 and 73
which were
incorporated in the
Dutch translation of
the questionnaire.
Participants also
suggested to choose
a 5-point scale
instead of a 7-points
scale which was
revised in the final
version of the
questionnaire.
Suggestions were
also provided on the
introductory letter.

Which people
(roles/responsibilities)

In secondary
education we tested

Our key
suggestion was
the need to reduce
the length of the
survey in order to
get a good
response rate.
We suggested
putting the “what
we are doing
now” questions at
the beginning of
the surveys as
they were easier
for the principal
to understand and
put the “change
over time” items
at the end as they
were more
difficult to
understand . We
also suggested
alternative
wording to make
the “change over
time” items easier
to understand.
Different wording
was suggested for
some of the other
items in order to
make them clearer
or to avoid
ambiguity.
Four Secondary
school principals

discussion between
the principal and the
researcher.
The overall reaction
to the questionnaire
was positive. It was
regarded as
important and
relevant.
Suggestions about
both form and
content were
brought up.
Especially, the
survey was regarded
as being too long.
The informant noted
that there were
several overlapping
questions. It was
also pointed out that
the instructional
time for different
subjects is
mandatory for most
municipalities and
the wording of that
item should be
altered. A question
about school boards
was considered to
be not applicable as
only independent
schools in Sweden
have school boards.

Two principals in
secondary education

the slowest finished
after about an hour.
Overall the response
was quite positive,
especially to the
overall research
objectives. There
were the usual
comments about the
length of the
questionnaire but
broadly speaking
respondents found
most of the
instrument easy to
answer and
understand.
Suggestions were
made for additional
questions (which
were not followed
up upon due to the
length of the
questionnaire).

The tree principal
voluntarily
participated in the
pre-test; they were
very positive about
their experiences
with school
inspection; they
reacted favourably to
the questionnaire
and considered it
comprehensible and
adequate, in general.
Suggestions on
revisions in wording
are incorporated in
the Austrian
(translated) version
of the questionnaire.

Mainly wording
revisions for the
questions 4, 15,
16, 23, 41and they
helped us to
reformulate the
introductory letter
for principals and
cover page to
appeal to
principals and get
their involvement
(aiming to get a
higher response
rate). We have
also been
consulting the
national specific
questions included
in Czech Survey
with these
principals.

Principals and
deputy principals-

See above

The primary and
secondary schools
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in secondary education
where asked to pilot
test the survey, and
how many people?:

the survey with a
department head of a
HAVO/VWO track
and a member of the
school board
(including a
HAVO/VWO track)

completed the
principal pilot.

participated in the
pilot-test. One had
the responsibility
for a school with
students in grade 69 and the other for a
school with grades
7-9. Both schools
had been objects to
an inspection during
2010.

seven in all

How were these people
asked to pilot test the
survey (by telephone
interview, one on one
interviews etc.)?:

The survey was sent
by e-mail and people
made comments in
the document which
were additionally
discussed in a
telephone interview.

The surveys were
delivered via the
internet using
“Cvent”.
Participants were
sent an email with
a link to the
survey. Some
participants
returned
comments and
issues with the
survey via email,
whilst others
discussed it
through a
telephone

The interviews were
one-to–one
interviews were the
principals filled in
the questionnaire
while making
comments and the
researcher took
notes Several
questions were
objects of
discussion during
the session.

One on one
interviews

are combined in
one type of school
in the Czech
Republic.
Therefore the two
principals
mentioned in the
primary school
were the same for
secondary school.
The questions in
Czech republic are
asked for whole
school (including
primary and
secondary), since
inspection visits
also cover both
stages at once.
The inspections
takes a wholeschool approach
for evaluation.
One to one
interviews.

60	
  
	
  

Which revisions were
suggested to the
survey:

Participants
suggested a
reduction in the
survey and suggested
rewording of
questions 4, 8, 18,
29, 30, 37, 40, 42,
43, 54, 65 and 71
which were
incorporated in the
Dutch translation of
the questionnaire.
Participants also
suggested to choose
a 5-point scale
instead of a 7-points
scale which was
revised in the final
version of the
questionnaire. The
question on amount
of time in each
subject was deleted
in the Dutch
questionnaire as
participants
indicated that the
lesson tables in
secondary education
are fixed by
government.
Suggestions were
also provided on the
introductory letter.

interview.
The key
suggestion was
that we needed to
reduce the length
of the surveys in
order to get a
good response
rate.
The “change over
time” questions
were difficult for
principals &
teachers to
understand. We
suggested
alternative
wording and
suggested they
were put at the
end of the survey
so as not to put
respondents off
the survey.
We suggested that
we need to add
“not applicable”
and “don’t know”
as additional
responses for
some of the items.
Different wording
was suggested for
some of the items
in order to make
them clearer or to
avoid ambiguity.
We suggested that
we needed to
make it clear in

Both principals had
the opinion that the
questionnaire
covered relevant
and important
issues. However,
both of them found
the questionnaire
too long and with
too many
overlapping
questions. An item
about learning
environment was
criticized for being
unclear. It was
pointed out that
there is a difference
between social and
academic climate
and that learning
environment may
refer to the
classroom or the
school as a whole.
An item about the
level of decision
making was also
criticized as some
objectives are
formulated on
school level and
some on
municipality level
in Sweden. There
was a request for an
item about insights
as a result of the
preparations for

?

See above

Mainly wording
revisions for the
questions 4, 15,
16, 23, 41 and
they helped us to
reformulate the
introductory letter
for principals and
cover page to
appeal to
principals and get
their involvement
(aiming to get a
higher response
rate). We have
also been
consulting the
national specific
questions included
in Czech Survey
with these
principals.
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the survey
instruction which
school inspections
we were
measuring the
responses for.
We suggested an
additional crucial
item: “my school
has improved as a
result of the
inspection
process” with a
Likert type
response

school inspection.
An item that
included the word
school plan needed
specification
according to the
principals. There
are lots of school
plans with different
names and purposes
in Swedish schools.
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Appendix	
  4.	
  Construction	
  of	
  scales	
  
Measurement characteristics of proposed scales in the EU project “Impact of school inspections on
teaching and learning”: dimensionality and measurement invariance across countries
Jan-Eric Gustafsson
University of Gothenburg
Building Capacity
In the questionnaire, two main approaches to developing the school are covered: building capacity
through empowering of teachers; and school improvement through influencing factors known to be
related to school effectiveness.
	
  
Capacity Building
The questionnaire includes six items assessing the involvement of the teachers and the school in building
capacity to provide for good education:
Q8
Q9
Q10
Q11
Q12
Q13

Teachers are involved in making decisions about educational matters such as teaching
methods, curriculum and objectives
Teachers collaborate in organizing and improving their teaching
I use all possible opportunities to communicate the vision of the school to staff,
parents and pupils
I support teachers in developing their careers
I encourage teachers to improve their teaching practices
Our self-evaluation process and quality assurance system is of a high quality

The fit statistics for the three model tests are presented below:
Capacity Building
Unidimensionality
df
54.00
Chi2 540.96
CFI 0.829

Metric inv
25.00
153.14
-0.045

Scalar inv
25.00
667.35
-0.225

The CFI-value of 0.829 for the test of unidimensionality shows that the scale is multidimensional, and
both the tests of metric and scalar invariance must be rejected.
The reason for the poor fit is that the residuals of Q8 and Q9 had a positive covariance, which is due to
the fact that they both ask about teacher involvement in collaboration to organize and improve teaching.
When such a covariance was allowed, model fit improved (chi-square = 203.11, df = 48, CFI = 0.946).
Another possibility is to exclude one of these two items. Thus, if Q8 is excluded, model fit is improved
(chi-square = 172.52, df = 30, CFI = 0.927).
Change in capacity building
Following these items there are four main questions, each with a number of sub-questions, asking about
how much more or less time is spent on improving different aspects.
Q14A
Q14B

Using new teaching methods
The curriculum over the different school years
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Q14C
Q14D
Q15A
Q15B
Q15C
Q15D
Q15E
Q15F
Q16A
Q16B
Q16C
Q16D
Q16E
Q16F

New educational objectives for the school
The purchase of new teaching materials and resources
Discussing new teaching methods with each other
Discussing assessment results of students with each other
Giving each other feedback about their teaching
Telling each other what problems they have come across and how they solve them
Discussing with each other things they have learned from further training
Observing each other’s lessons
Communicating the school’s vision to the staff, pupils, parents and others
Referring explicitly to the school’s objectives during decision-making processes
Showing appreciation when a teacher takes the initiative to improve teaching in the
school or engage in other forms of professional development
Encouraging teachers to develop their own teaching practices
Encouraging teachers to experiment with new teaching methods
Encouraging teachers to seek and discuss new information and ideas that are relevant
to the development of the school

It is of interest to see if these 16 items can form a unidimensional scale. From the information presented
below it is clear, however, that the items do not agree with an assumption of unidimensionality. There is,
however, no reason to reject the hypothesis of metric invariance, while the hypothesis of scalar invariance
must be rejected.
Change in Capacity Building
Unidimensionality
df
624
Chi2 3876.491
CFI 0.755

Metric inv
75
210.806
-0.01

Scalar inv
75
1607.31
-0.116

One reason why the 16 items do not form a unidimensional scale is likely to be the fact that there are four
main questions which tap different aspects of school leadership. It may therefore be hypothesized that the
sub-questions under each main question forms a unidimensional scale. The results are presented below:
Change: Involving teachers in decision making (Q14)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv Scalar inv
df
12
15
15
Chi2 96.966
58.542
591.44
CFI 0.947
-0.027
-0.358
Change: Improving teacher collaboration (Q15)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv
df
54
25
Chi2 342.298
81.191
CFI 0.918
-0.016

Scalar inv
25
645.88
-0.176

Change: Translational leadership (Q16)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv
df
54
25
Chi2 544.47
57.06
CFI 0.911
-0.006

Scalar inv
25
213.87
-0.034
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Change: Promoting self-evaluations (Q17)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv
df
0
10
Chi2 0.00
45.69
CFI 1
-0.011

Scalar inv
10
101.94
-0.028

It can be concluded that for all four sets of items there is unidimensionality, even though it should be
observed that for Q17 there only are three items, and in this case the model fit is always perfect. In all
four cases there is also at least marginal metric invariance. For the item sets Q16 and Q17 there is also
marginal scalar invariance.
These results indicate that we need four dimensions to capture change in capacity building. These
dimensions are likely to be highly correlated, however, and they can all be hypothesized to be subsumable
under a broader dimension representing general change in capacity building. The four models were
therefore put to together in one model with four latent variables, which were defined as follows:
Involving teachers in decision making
Improving teacher collaboration
Translational leadership
Promoting self-evaluations

Q14A Q14B Q14C Q14D
Q15A Q15B Q15C Q15D Q15E Q15F
Q16A Q16B Q16C Q16D Q16E Q16F
Q17A Q17B Q17C

The four latent variables were in a first step allowed to be freely correlated, and a later step a secondorder factor was introduced to see if the correlations among the latent variables could be accounted for by
a broad factor representing change in capacity model. In the model with correlated factors, the same
investigations of metric and scalar invariance as was done for the individual scales were conducted. The
results are presented below:
Change in capacity building
Dimensionality
df
876
Chi2 2687.107
CFI 0.895

Metric inv
75
246.811
-0.01

Scalar inv
75
1557.22
-0.086

Second-order
12
28.908
-0.001

The dimensionality test here investigates if the four latent variables as defined above account for the
correlations among the items, and even though the fit is slightly worse than for the individual models, it
may be regarded as acceptable. Metric invariance is acceptable, while scalar invariance, as may be
expected, is quite poor. The test of the second-order model shows that one second-order factor accounts
for the correlations among the four latent variables.
The relations between the second-order factor and the first-order factors are presented below.

Involving teachers in decision making
Improving teacher collaboration
Translational leadership
Promoting self-evaluations

Change in capacity building (second-order)
Ireland England Netherl CzechR Austria
0.91
0.81
0.74
1.11
0.86
0.85
0.90
0.88
0.80
0.97
0.73
0.85
0.79
0.71
0.72
0.55
0.62
0.54
0.41
0.43

Sweden
0.89
0.87
0.74
0.42
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The relations tend to be quite similar across countries, and they are highest for the two dimensions
representing involvement of teachers in decision making and collaboration. The relation to
transformational leadership also is substantial. Promoting self-evaluations has the lowest relation with the
second-order factor in all countries, and only between 16 % and 38 % of the variance in this latent
variable is due to the second-order factor. Thus, promoting self-evaluations should not be regarded as an
indicator of the broad dimension Change in capacity building, but it is reasonable to regard the other three
latent variables as falling under the same broad dimension.
School effectiveness
There is a set of five items asking the principal to evaluate the current status of the schools with respect to
different aspects of school effectiveness.
Q18
Q19
Q20
Q21
Q22

Students are provided with sufficient instruction time to reach their potential.
Teachers make good use of assessment results to inform their instruction
I use assessment results to target areas for school improvement
Teachers use clear, structured and challenging teaching approaches
The school overall has a safe and orderly social environment that is conducive to
learning

The model below tests the hypothesis that these five items forms a unidimensional scale. The
unidimensionality assumption is supported, and there is metric invariance but not scalar invariance.
School effectiveness
Unidimensionality
df
30
Chi2 150.152
CFI 0.934

Metric inv
20
66.97
-0.026

Scalar inv
20
431.50
-0.228

Change in school effectiveness
There are four questions with altogether 20 items which ask about changes in the amount of time
allocated to improving different aspects of school effectiveness.
Q23A
Q23B
Q23C
Q23D
Q23E
Q23F
Q24A
Q24B
Q24C
Q24D
Q24E
Q25A
Q25B
Q25C
Q25D

Make effective use of teaching time within lessons
Use specific learning objectives, detailed for specific teaching units and
subgroups of individual students, to inform teaching
Prepare students for tests/exams
Teach content in greater depth during regular teaching hours
Instructional time in addition to regular teaching hours
Providing students with homework
Instructional time in reading and writing
Instructional time in mathematics
Instructional time in science
Instructional time in social studies
Instructional time in foreign languages
Testing to monitor students’ progress
Using assessment results to set learning goals for individual/groups of students
Using assessment results of students to group students for instructional
purposes
Using assessment results of students to offer struggling learners extra
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Q25E
Q26A
Q26B
Q26C
Q26D

instruction
Using assessment results of students to provide talented students additional
assignments
Comparing the school with other schools
Monitoring the school’s progress from year to year
Making judgements about teachers’ effectiveness
Identifying aspects of instruction or the curriculum that could be improved

Below results are shown from tests of whether these scales form a unidimensional scale.
Change: School effectiveness
Unidimensionality
df
1020
Chi2 6598.129
CFI 0.615

Metric inv
95
1289.95
-0.083

Scalar inv
95
2160.89
-0.142

The CFI value for the test of unidimensionality shows that this assumption must be rejected, as are the
hypotheses about metric and scalar invariance.
Below results are presented from tests of each item set.
Change: Opportunity to learn (Q23)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv
df
54
25
Chi2 234.945
65.48
CFI 0.910
-0.02

Scalar inv
25
477.77
-0.226

Change: Instructional time (Q24)
Undimensionality
Metric inv
df
Chi2 No convergence
CFI

Scalar inv
20
658.13
-0.274

Change: Assessment of students (Q25)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv
df
30
20
Chi2 283.07
134.14
CFI 0.946
-0.024

Scalar inv
20
434.38
-0.089

Change: Assessment of teachers and the school (Q26)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv Scalar inv
df
12
15
15
Chi2 126.076
124.00
177.47
CFI 0.963
-0.035
-0.053
For the items under Q24 about allocation of instructional time the model failed to converge, which
probably is because these items are not suitable as indicators of a latent variable, given that increases in
time allocation for a certain subject needs to be compensated for with decreases in time allocation for
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other subjects. However, for the other three item sets there is marginal to excellent fit to a onedimensional model, and support for at least marginal metric invariance.
It should also be mentioned that it was tested if the Q25 items could be combined with the Q26 items to
form a unidimensional scale. As was evidenced by the CFI-value of 0.740 for the unconstrained model
this was not possible.
In addition Q27 comprises five items which ask about improvement about clear and structured teaching
methods, and Q28-Q30 ask about a safe and stimulating learning climate.
Q27A
Q27B
Q27C
Q27D
Q27E

Make use of active teaching methods
Check whether students understand the lesson content
Give clear instructions and explanations
Involve all students in the lesson
Provide students with feedback to improve their learning

Q28
Q29
Q30

The extent to which students behave well
The extent to which students feel safe
The extent to which students feel socially emotionally supported

The following results were obtained:
Change: Clear and structured teaching methods (Q27)
Unidimensionality
Metric inv Scalar inv
df
30
20
20
Chi2 133.94
32.66
192.20
CFI 0.979
-0.003
-0.035
Change: Safe and stimulating learning climate
Metric
Undimensionality
inv
Scalar inv
df
0
10
10
Chi2 0.00
33.17
338.15
CFI 1
-0.009
-0.125
For the five items included in Q27 there is excellent fit to the unidimensional model, and there is metric
invariance across countries. There is also marginal scalar invariance.
Next the five dimensions identified in the analyses were put together in the same model, the latent
variables being defined as follows:
Opportunity to learn
Assessment of students
Assessment of teachers and the school
Clear and structured teaching methods
Safe and stimulating learning climate

Q23A Q23B Q23C Q23D Q23E Q23F
Q25A Q25B Q25C Q25D Q25E
Q26A Q26B Q26C Q26D
Q27A Q27B Q27C Q27D Q27E
Q28 Q29 Q30

The latent variables were in a first model allowed to be freely correlated, and metric and scalar invariance
was investigated. Next a second-order factor was introduced, to which the five latent variables were
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related. As can be seen below there was no reason to reject the hypothesis that a five-dimensional model
fits the data. Metric invariance was fine, but not scalar invariance.
Change in school effectiveness
Dimensionality
Metric inv
df
1320
90
Chi2 2972.209
400.23
CFI 0.922
-0.014

Scalar inv
90
1617.87
-0.072

Second-order
30
182.878
-0.007

The model with a second-order factor also had good fit, but the test-statistic was higher for this model,
than in the model for capacity building. Relations between the second-order factor and the first-order
factors are shown below:

Opportunity to learn
Assessment of students
Assessment of teachers and the school
Clear and structured teaching methods
Safe and stimulating learning climate

Change in school effectiveness (second-order)
Ireland England Netherl CzechR Austria
0.85
0.93
0.91
0.59
0.81
0.64
0.79
0.76
0.09
0.79
0.66
0.83
0.57
0.14
0.63
0.79
0.84
0.79
1.04
0.86
0.40
0.62
0.22
0.54
0.46

Sweden
0.88
0.71
0.75
0.77
0.51

The pattern of relations is similar for the countries, except for Czech Republic where there is a widely
discrepant pattern. In particular, there are no relations between the two assessment factors and the general
factor for the Czech Republic principals, while for all the other countries there are. It may be noted,
however, that for most countries, these two dimensions tended to have a somewhat lower relationship
with the second-order factor than did Opportunity to learn and Clear and structured teaching methods.
Furthermore, when a covariance was allowed between the residuals of the residuals of the two assessment
factors, there was a very substantial improvement of the chi-square statistic (124.74 units with 6 df). This
indicates that the two assessment factors share variance over and above what is due to the second-order
factor.
It may also be noted that Safe and stimulating learning climate has low relations with the second-order
factor, and that it should not be taken to be an indicator of the broad dimension.
Inspections
In the part of the questionnaire which dealt with school inspections there were several groups of items
which asked about experiences of school inspections.
Inspection standards
One set of items concerns effects of inspections and inspection standards on improvement activities in the
school.
Q38
Q39
Q41A
Q41B
Q41C
Q41D

I feel pressure to improve the teaching in my school as a result of the last
inspection visit
I feel pressure to do well on the inspection standards
The evaluation and supervision of teachers
The implementation of long term improvements
The evaluation of the school by external agencies/stakeholders (e.g. school
board, LEA)
The development of the school plan in which goals for the next academic year
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Q41E
Q41F
Q43
Q44
Q45
Q48
Q51
Q52
Q53

are outlined
The areas of professional development of teachers
Self evaluation of the school
There are policies and practices in place for monitoring and reviewing the
extent to which the school meets the scoring rubric of the Inspectorate.
Priorities for development of the school are aligned to the inspection
judgements.
I explicitly refer to the scoring rubric of the Inspectorate when deciding on
priorities for the school.
School inspections have resulted in refocusing curriculum and teaching and
learning strategies in my school
We use the inspection rubric to set new priorities for the future
I know the standards the Inspectorate of Education uses to evaluate the school
My school staff is familiar with the standards the Inspectorate of Education uses
to evaluate the school

A one-factor model for these items was tested.
Setting expectations
Unidimensionality
df
540
Chi2 2781.584
CFI 0.611

Metric inv
70
201.48
-0.022

Scalar inv
70
1629.16
-0.271

The results clearly show that the unidimensionality assumption does not hold for these items. There is,
however, at least marginal metric invariance, but not scalar invariance.
In the next step it was investigated if one-dimensional models could be fitted to subgroups of the items.
One model was fitted for the items asking about influence of inspection standards on different aspects of
the development of the school in Q41.
Influence of inspection standards (Q41)
Undimensionality
Metric inv
df
54
25
Chi2 172.196
31.17
CFI 0.95
-0.002

Scalar inv
25
256.96
-0.098

The unidimensionality hypothesis cannot be rejected, and there is metric, but not scalar, invariance across
the countries.
The questions Q43 Q44 Q45 Q51 ask about to what extent school practices and priorities for development
are aligned with the inspection standards.
Alignment with inspection standards
Undimensionality
Metric inv
df
12
15
Chi2 34.063
62.38
CFI 0.976
-0.051

Scalar inv
15
241.96
-0.245
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These four items form a unidimensional scale. However, metric invariance is doubtful, and scalar
invariance is poor.
Items Q38 and Q39 ask about felt pressure from inspection results and standards and Q52 and Q53 ask
about knowledge about the inspection standards. With only two items it is not possible to test
unidimensionality, so for these four items a two-dimensional model was fitted.
Feeling pressure and knowledge of inspection standards
Two-dimensionality
Metric inv Scalar inv
df
18
0
10
Chi2 24.502
0.00
80.22
CFI 0.995
0
-0.049
The fit of the two-dimensional model to the data is excellent. Because equality constraints were imposed
on the two indicators for each scale they were both assigned a fixed value of unity in each country,
implying that there were no country differences in factor loadings. However, the excellent fit of the twodimensional model to the data shows that there is metric invariance across countries. Scalar invariance
cannot be claimed, but deviations are smaller for this model than for most other models tested.
The four dimensions relating to the inspection standards were put together as correlated factors in one
model, the factors being defined as follows:
Influence of inspection standards
Alignment with inspection standards
Feeling pressure
Knowledge of inspection standards

Q41A Q41B Q41C Q41D Q41E Q41F
Q43 Q44 Q45 Q51
Q38 Q39
Q52 Q53

As is seen from the estimates presented below, the four-factor model has a reasonably good fit to data.
Metric invariance is good, which is not the case for scalar invariance. A model with one second-order
factor fits the data well.
Setting expectations
Dimensionality
df
438
Chi2 890.208
CFI 0.918

Metric inv
40
107.557
-0.012

Scalar inv
50
604.76
-0.100

Second-order
12
57.456
-0.008

The relations between the four first-order factors and the second-order factor are presented in the table
below.

Influence of inspection standards
Alignment with inspection
standards
Feeling pressure
Knowledge of inspection standards

Setting expectations (second-order)
Ireland England Netherl CzechR
0.51
0.92
0.92
0.49

Austria
0.76

Sweden
0.75

0.95
-0.02
0.30

0.81
0.36
0.24

0.69
0.73
0.15

0.71
0.55
0.18

0.86
0.62
0.18

1.45
0.42
0.58

The pattern of correlations is quite inconsistent between the countries, even though the first two factors
tend to have high relations in most of the countries, while the last to factors tend to have low relations in
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most countries. It was not expected, however, that the factors Feeling pressure and Knowledge of
inspection standards would be highly related to the other factors, and the results show that only the first
two dimensions may be combined to form a measure of the broad Setting expectations factor.
Feedback
Another set of items asked about the feedback the school obtained from the school inspection.
Q34
Q35
Q36
Q37
Q40
Q54
Q60
Q62
Q63
Q64
Q65

The feedback provided to the school during the last inspection visit was
insightful
There was some contradiction between the verbal communication of the
inspectors and the final report
The Inspectorate identified additional strengths that the school had not
identified
The Inspectorate identified additional weaknesses that the school had not
identified
Recommendations made during the last inspection visit require extra
resources that we do not have at the moment
The inspection findings broadly matched the school’s initial expectations
There were disagreements between the school and the school
inspector/inspection team at the oral feedback stage
Overall the school was happy with the feedback it received
The feedback received from the school inspectors was realistic given the
resources of the school
The feedback received from the school inspectors was useful
The school in the main will act on the feedback received from the inspectors

Accepting feedback
Undimensionality
df
264
Chi2 1234.383
CFI 0.804

Metric inv
50
292.99
-0.049

Scalar inv
50
975.05
-0.186

These one-dimensional model did not fit these 11 items at an acceptable level, and metric invariance and
in particular scalar invariance was low.
A revised model with six items (Q34 Q35 Q54 Q60 Q62 Q63) was fitted. These items asked in particular
about positive reactions to the feedback received. As may be seen from the modeling results below, the
unidimensional model fitted these data well. Metric invariance was still somewhat poor, however, as was
scalar invariance.
Accepting feedback, revised
Unidimensionality
df
54
Chi2 176.333
CFI 0.954

Metric inv
25
162.84
-0.052

Scalar inv
25
316.90
-0.109

Attempts also were made to include items Q64 and Q65 in the revised model, but this resulted in a CFIvalue of 0.870 which is too low to be acceptable. These two items reflect usefulness and intentions to use
the feedback, and they need to be included in the analyses. A two-dimensional model was therefore fitted
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to the data. As can be seen from the modeling results presented below, the two-dimensional model
accounts for the interrelations among the 8 variables in the model. Metric invariance is marginal, and
scalar invariance is poor.
Accepting feedback and Usefulness of feedback
Twodimensionality
Metric inv
df
114
30
Chi2 412.454
203.50
CFI 0.93
-0.041

Scalar inv
30
466.35
-0.102

Perceptions of stakeholders
Another set of items ask about perceptions of different stakeholders’ use of inspection information, and
these are presented below. Regrettably there was information from all countries only for items Q66, Q67
and Q68. For the other items there was no information from Ireland and Sweden because these items by
accident were not administered in the countries.
Q66
Q67
Q68
Q69A
Q69B
Q69C
Q69D
Q69E
Q69F
Q70
Q71
Q72
Q73

The school’s Boards of Management / Boards of Governors is very aware of the
contents of the school inspection report
The Parents’ Representatives of the school are sensitive to the contents of the school
inspection report
The Student Representatives of the school are sensitive to the contents of the school
inspection report
School staff
Colleagues (principals of other schools)
School Board
Parents
Students
General Public (including media)
The school board tailors their school management and/or the evaluation and
monitoring of our school to the inspection standards and/or the inspection feedback.
Parents use the inspection standards and/or the inspection feedback to voice their
opinion to the school.
Parents use the inspection standards and/or the inspection feedback to choose a
school.
The school is competing for students with other schools in the same area.

One model was fitted to items Q66, Q67 and Q68, which ask about whether stakeholders are sensitive to
reports.
Stakeholders sensitive to reports
Unidimensionality Metric inv
df
0
10
Chi2 0
64.70
CFI 1
-0.077

Scalar inv
10
452.90
-0.619

Given the there only are three items in the model no test of model fit could be computed. However, for
most countries there were high factor loadings for most of the items. It may be noted, however, that
metric invariance was poor and scalar invariance was exceedingly poor.
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The items under Q69 ask about pressure from different stakeholders. Item Q69G was excluded from the
model because it was not administered in England. As has already been mentioned data is not available
for this question from Ireland and Sweden.
Stakeholder pressure
Unidimensionality
df
36
Chi2 153.1
CFI 0.905

Metric inv
15
59.59
-0.036

Scalar inv
15
240.74
-0.183

The items have a just barely acceptable fit to a one-dimensional model, and metric invariance is marginal.
Scalar invariance is poor.
Items Q70, Q71, Q72 and Q73 concern parental or school board pressure on the school.
Parental pressure
Unidimensionality
df
8
Chi2 53.475
CFI 0.899

Metric inv
9
24.50
-0.035

Scalar inv
9
156.96
-0.330

The unidimensionality assumption is just barely acceptable for these four items, and the metric invariance
is marginal. Scalar invariance is poor.
The three factors identified above were put together as correlated factors in a model. The factors were
defined as follows:
Stakeholders sensitive to reports
Stakeholder pressure
Parental pressure

Q66 Q67 Q68
Q69A Q69B Q69C Q69D Q69E Q69F
Q70 Q71 Q72 Q73

The results from the tests of dimensionality and measurement invariance are presented below.
Perceptions of stakeholders
Dimensionality
df
168
Chi2 566.974
CFI 0.863

Metric inv
30
150.756
-0.051

Scalar inv
30
654.84
-0.268

Second-order
8
77.266
-0.029

The test of fit to the three-dimensional model is a bit to poor to be acceptable, and metric invariance also
is poor, as is scalar invariance. Attempts also were made to add a second-order factor to the model, which
however failed to converge unless constraints of equality were imposed. With the constraints, the fit was
relatively poor.
These investigations of the properties of the item sets dealing with perceptions of stakeholders indicate
multiple problems. The fact that no information was available for Ireland and Sweden concerning two of
the three factors implies that the only scale that is useful in analyses across all six countries is the factor
Stakeholders sensitive to reports. This factor regrettably had poor metric and scalar invariance, so it must
be used with caution. For the other factors too problems with measurement invariance were observed, and
it was not possible to subsume the three first-order factors under a second-order factor.
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Unintended consequences
Items Q46, Q47, Q49 and Q50 ask about unintended consequences of school inspections.
Q46
Q47
Q49
Q50

I discourage teachers to experiment with new teaching methods that do not fit the
scoring rubric of the Inspectorate
School inspections have resulted in narrowing curriculum and instructional strategies in
my school
The latest documents/facts and figures we sent to the Inspectorate present a more
positive picture of the quality of our school then how we are really doing
Preparation for school inspection is mainly about putting protocols and procedures in
writing that are in place in the school and gathering documents and data.

As is seen from the modeling results below, these four items agree with a unidimensional model, but both
metric and scalar invariance is very poor.
Unintended consequences
Unidimensionality
df
12
Chi2 28.197
CFI 0.953

Metric inv
15
90.63
-0.217

Scalar inv
15
589.68
-0.736

General satisfaction
Five questions asked about general satisfaction with inspection.
Q56
Q57
Q58
Q59
Q61

Overall, the inspection process is a worthwhile exercise
The inspectors were professional in their approach to the school
inspection process
The inspectors collected sufficient data to properly assess the school
Overall, the inspectors had the required knowledge and skills to
adequately assess the school
Written inspection reports are helpful in identifying areas for
improvement in the school

As can be seen below a one-dimensional model fits these five items reasonably well, and metric
invariance is good.
General satisfaction with inspection
Unidimensionality
Metric inv
df
30
20
Chi2 279.079
48.12
CFI 0.918
-0.009

Scalar inv
20
400.01
-0.125

Discussion and conclusions
The series of one-dimensional models fitted to subsets of items of the questionnaire to principals has
revealed several findings of importance both for further analyses of the data and for the construction and
interpretation of scales.
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One main finding is that sets of item which span more than one question typically are not unidimensional.
However, when separate models were fitted for the items belonging with each question a reasonably good
fit to unidimensional models was typically obtained. There were, however, some exceptions to this rule.
The most striking and important exception was Q24 where five items ask about changes in allocation of
time to different subject matter areas. It was even difficult to obtain convergence when fitting the model,
and when that was done through imposing different kinds of constraints, the fit was exceedingly poor.
The reason for this is that this question is not well suited for a latent variable model, because of the fact
that the total amount of time to allocate typically is more or less fixed. Thus, this question should not be
the basis of an index which is the mean or sum of all the items, but needs to be treated in some other way,
such as through creating measures which reflect change in the allocation of time to different categories of
subject matter.
The fact that the unidimensional scales were quite narrow does not imply that scales constructed from
these items need to be equally narrow. It is perfectly possible to achieve high reliability and meaningful
measures by combining components which are not perfectly correlated. However, optimally construction
of such heterogeneous scales should be based on both theory and information about the relations among
the components.
The higher-order factor models which were fitted to sets of latent variables in a certain domain are useful
when constructing such composite scales. For several of the domains, the results showed that some of the
first-order factors had high relations to the second-order factors, while others had low relations. Items
belonging to factors which are highly related to the second-order factor can be combined, but care should
be exercised when including scales with low relations to the second-order factor.
Even though not all scales were metrically invariant across the six countries, the deviations were in most
cases not severe. However, in only few cases scalar invariance was obtained. The lack of scalar
invariance implies that comparisons of latent variable means must be interpreted with caution, because
over and above the differences with respect to the latent means, there is a pattern of differences with
respect to the means of the manifest variables. This problem will also be present when comparisons are
made between countries with respect to means of scales constructed from the observed item scores. There
is no reason, however, to regard the lack of scalar invariance as a serious threat to the validity of
conclusions from descriptive analyses of the scales. It is mainly when the factors are used in latent
variable modeling of mean differences that problems appear, which is because the full power of the latent
variable modeling approaches can only be taken advantage of when there is good fit between model and
data.
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Table. Reliability of final scales for each country

Capacity Building
Change in Capacity
Building
Change in Participation
in Decision Making
Change in Cooperation
between teachers
Change in
Transformational
Leadership
School Effectiveness
Changes in School
Effectiveness
Changes in Opportunity
to Learn
Changes in Assessment
of Students
Changes in Assessment
of Teachers/School
Changes in clear and
structured teaching
Changes in safe and
stimulating
environment
Setting Expectations
Feeling Pressure
Knowledge of
Inspection Standards
Allignment of school
development with
inspection standards
Accepting Feedback
Accepting Feedback 2
Accepting Feedback
Overall
Stakeholders sensitive
to reports
Stakeholder pressure
Parental Pressure
Unintended
consequences
General Satisfaction
with Inspection
Influence of school
inspections on school
development

Ireland

England

Netherlands

Alpha
.66
.91

Alpha
.76
.91

Alpha
.78
.91

Country
Czech
Rep.
Alpha
.63
.86

.84

.77

.77

.82

.87

.85

Austria

Sweden

Switzerland

Alpha
.69
.89

Alpha
.73
.86

Alpha
.68
N/A

.57

.71

.58

N/A.

.81

.75

.78

.75

.72

.85

.86

.80

.85

.81

.87

.70
.86

.72
.93

.69
.94

.50
.84

.66
.89

.66
.88

.45
N/A

.62

.81

.80

.56

.68

.63

.68

.87

.88

.90

.68

.81

.80

.80

.70

.83

.77

.75

.75

.77

N/A.

.85

.90

.94

.82

.84

.86

.85

.86

.81

.91

.81

.83

.80

.77

.83
N/A
N/A

.87
N/A
N/A

.85
N/A
N/A

.87
N/A
N/A

.81
N/A
N/A

.82
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A

.68

.74

.77

.68

.66

.70

N/A

.84
N/A
.89

.83
N/A
.86

.68
N/A
.56

.88
N/A
.90

.85
N/A
.88

.82
N/A
.83

.80
N/A
.82

.87

.70

.44

.84

.56

.71

.76

N/A.
N/A.
.00

.84
.64
.55

.59
.45
-.62

.68
.54
.47

.82
.61
.37

N/A.
N/A.
.34

.86
.72
.49

.88

.84

.84

.86

.89

.84

.92

.86

.88

.76

.89

.78

.83

.82
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Appendix	
  5.	
  Background	
  information	
  on	
  year	
  1	
  sample	
  of	
  schools	
  in	
  each	
  country	
  	
  

Number of schools:
Percentage of schools
inspected in the
previous year
Percentage of
principals with 0-2
years’ experience
Percentage of
principals with 3-6
years’ experience
Percentage of
principals with >7
years’ experience
Percentage of time
spend on
administrative tasks
Percentage of time
spend on teaching
Percentage of time
spend on discussing
education with
teachers
Percentage of time
spend on observing
lessons
Percentage of time
spend on managing
student behavior
Percentage of time

All countries

NL

England

Sweden

Ireland

Austria (Styria)

P.S
1186
28%

S.S.
760
31%

P.S
73
61%

S.S.
15
58%

P.S
22
46%

S.S.
21
43%

P.S
567
48%

18%

20%

9%

8%

18.2%

28.5%

24%

29%

19%

39%

36.3%

56%

50%

72%

54%

35%
(16)

39%
(18)

31%
(15)

27%
(24)
14%
(8)

11%
(12)
14%
(8)

7% (5)

Czech
Republic
P.S
S.S.
56
69
38%
32%

S.S.
464
38%

P.S/S.S.
165
33.6%

P.S
345
10%

S.S.
149
15%

17%

18%

16.0%

27,0%

26,2%

47.6%

26%

30%

29.4%

27,1%

23,6%

45.5%

23.8%

57%

52%

54.6%

45,9%

50,3%

24%
(14)

36%

28%

37%
(15)

37%
(16)

37%

47%

49,6%

44%

43%

15%
(12)
17%
(9)

23%
(21)
15%
(7)

16%

15%

16%

13%

14%

14%

36%

4%
(9)
15%
(9)

28%

22%

4%
(11)
17%
(8)

13%

13%

13%

12%

12%

7%
(4)

10%
(5)

6%
(3)

16%

18%

7%
(6)

6%
(4)

4%

8%

8%

6%

6%

14%
(10)

19%
(12)

8% (3)

11%
(8)

26%

23%

19%
(9)

23%
(11)

14%

11%

11%

9%

9%

10%

9%

18%

20%

30%

31%

10%

10%

9%

8%

8%

9%

10%
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spend on quality
assurance/selfevaluation
Percentage of time
spend on other tasks
Percentage of schools
in area with <3000
inhabitants:
Percentage of schools
in area with 300015.000 inhabitants:
Percentage of schools
in area with 15.00150.000 inhabitants:
Percentage of schools
in area with 50.001100.000 inhabitants:
Percentage of schools
in area with 100.001500.000 inhabitants:
Percentage of schools
in area with >500.000
inhabitants:
Percentage of schools
in urban area
Percentage of schools
in suburban area
Percentage of
suburban schools in
metropolitan area
Percentage of schools
in rural area
Average number of

All countries

NL

England

Sweden

Ireland

Austria (Styria)

S.S.
(6)

P.S/S.S.

P.S

S.S.

Czech
Republic
P.S
S.S.

P.S
(7)

S.S.
(6)

P.S
(10)

S.S.
(13)

P.S

S.S.

P.S
(6)

27%
(34)
29%

21%
(28)
13%

19%
(11)
30%

30%
(16)
15%

18%

21%

12%
(9)
2%

10%

60%

60%

12%

12%

5%

14%
(11)
2%

0%

36.8%

44%

46%

21,4%

19%

22%

24%

36%

23%

25%

20%

23%

18%

19.6%

45%

42%

21,4%

35%

23%

25%

21%

8%

20%

20%

36%

32%

22.1%

4%

4%

23,2%

19%

10%

18%

5%

31%

10%

25%

18%

24%

3.1%

1%

1%

19,6%

11%

10%

13%

9%

15%

30%

15%

14%

14%

5.5%

7%

8%

5,4%

9%

6%

8%

0%

8%

15%

15%

7%

10%

12.9%

0%

0%

9,0%

7%

18%

26%

12%

62%

73%

40%

10%

13%

43.2%

37%

34%

66%

67%

21%

24%

21%

0%

23%

30%

30%

31%

22.8%

8%

9%

11%

10%

20%

22%

6%

0%

0%

15%

27%

31%

34.0%

9%

9%

2%

1%

41%

28%

61%

39%

5%

15%

33%

25%

0%

46%

48%

21%

22%

193

374

180

1403

321

942

224

347

317

178

195

424

415
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All countries

NL

P.S
(147)

S.S.
(293)

P.S
(104)

S.S.
(976)

P.S

S.S.

P.S
(137)

Average number of
fulltime teachers in
the schools

14
(12)

31
(18)

10 (6)

58
(22)

15

63

Percentage of schools
with majority of
students (>50%) from
low income groups
Percentage of schools
with majority of
students (>50%) from
high income groups
Percentage of schools
where majority of
students (>50%) do
not speak national
language as first
language

16%

15%

13%

0%

59%

24%

21%

33%

8%

5%

7%

7%

14%

8%

students in the schools

England

Sweden

Ireland

Austria (Styria)

S.S.
(178)

P.S/S.S.

P.S

S.S.

18
(13)

31
(19)

19

21

23

33%

17%

18%

41.1%

8%

8%

Czech
Republic
P.S
S.S.
(SD
(SD
192)
172)
28
28
FTE
FTE
(SD
(SD
12)
10)
11%
9%

5%

32%

26%

41.6%

4%

4%

11%

19%

9%

9%

3.1%

4%

5%

-

-

Note: means reported, sd in brackets
Note: 46 ‘other’ schools
P.S.: Primary schools
S.S.: Secondary schools
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Appendix	
  6.	
  Estimation	
  of	
  the	
  path	
  model	
  
Jan-Eric Gustafsson
University of Gothenburg
A straightforward approach to estimate the path model would be to rely on the scales documented in
appendix 4, given that these have been constructed to reflect the central constructs of the conceptual
model. Regrettably, this is not possible, because the large amount of items and latent variables makes
estimation of the model a very time-consuming process, which requires several hours. It was, therefore,
necessary to reduce the number of items reflecting each latent variable, while at the same time keeping
the interpretation of the latent variables unchanged. Given that it will be necessary to reduce the number
of items in the questionnaire for the second administration, this exercise also provides useful information
for the process of redesigning the questionnaire.
Yet another challenge that was faced in the construction of the path model was the fact that most
questionnaire items were classified to measure both a broad, second-order, latent variable, and a narrow,
first-order, latent variable. Given that both broad and narrow constructs were potentially useful in the
construction of the model, there was a need to include both types of latent variables in the path model.
This was done through fitting what has been called ‘nested-factor’ (NF) measurement models (Gustafsson
& Blake, 1993; Gustafsson & Åberg-Bengtsson, 2010). These are multidimensional, orthogonal, models,
in which one dimension typically is related to all items, while other items are related to subsets of items
representing a narrow latent variable. Such models are conceptually powerful, but they do offer
methodological challenges in the form of identification problems which are difficult to detect, so they
need to be handled with care.
The measurement model
The construction of the measurement model took its starting point in the scales built from the
questionnaire items in order to reflect constructs in the conceptual model. For each main dimension items
were successively removed, and in each step it was investigated if the change affected the interpretation
of the latent variables. In this way, the number of indicators for each latent variable was often reduced to
two or three.
Setting expectations and accepting feedback
Two latent variables are hypothesized to form the exogenous latent variables, namely Setting
Expectations and Stakeholders Sensitive to Reports. These variables were hypothesized to influence the
latent variable Accepting Feedback. The table below presents estimates of the indicators and their factor
loadings.
Setting
Expectations
Q34 The feedback provided to the school during the
last inspection visit was insightful
Q41A The evaluation and supervision of teachers
Q41B The implementation of long term improvements
Q41D The development of the school plan in which
goals for the next academic year are outlined
Q41E The areas of professional development of
teachers

Stake-holders
Sensitive to
Reports

Accepting
Feedback
0.72

0.65
0.71
0.71
0.74
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Q41F Self evaluation of the school
Q51 We use the inspection rubric to set new priorities
for the future
Q62 Overall the school was happy with the feedback it
received
Q64 The feedback received from the school inspectors
was useful
Q65 The school in the main will act on the feedback
received from the inspectors
Q66 The school’s Boards of Management / Boards of
Governors is very aware of the contents of the school
inspection report
Q67 The Parents’ Representatives of the school are
sensitive to the contents of the school inspection report
Q68 The Student Representatives of the school are
sensitive to the contents of the school inspection report

0.77
0.43

0.32
0.68
0.91

0.22

0.60
0.46
0.89
0.69

Two items (Q51 and Q65) are complex in that they relate both to Setting Expectations and to Accepting
Feedback. Given the content of the items this makes sense.
Promoting/Improving Self-Evaluations
The conceptual model ascribes central importance to the latent variable Promoting/Improving SelfEvaluations as the main driver of improvement efforts. This variable was hypothesized to be measured by
three indicators.

Q17A The self-evaluation process as a whole
Q17B Developing the quality of our self-evaluation process
Q17C Involving other people in the self-evaluation process

Promoting/Improving Self-Evaluations
0.84
0.92
0.73

Improvement in Capacity Building
Several items ask about changes in allocation of time over different areas of development the current
academic year, as compared to last academic year. One such area is Improvement in Capacity Building.
Both a general dimension of Improvement in Capacity Building and three more narrow dimensions could
be identified, as is shown below.

Q14A Using new teaching
methods
Q14B The curriculum over
the different school years
Q14C New educational
objectives for the school
Q15A Discussing new
teaching methods with each
other

Improveme
nt in
Capacity
Building
0.59

Improvement in
teacher
participation in
decision making
0.35

0.61

0.34

Improvemen
t in Teacher
Co-operation

Improvement in
Transformation
al Leadership

0.67
0.63

0.34
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Q15B Discussing assessment
results of students with each
other
Q16A Communicating the
school’s vision to the staff,
pupils, parents and others
Q16B Referring explicitly to
the school’s objectives during
decision-making processes

0.60

0.35

0.42

0.51

0.39

0.50

It can be seen that each item relates to two latent variables, the general dimension and to one of the
narrow dimensions. The factor loading tends to be highest for the general dimension, even though for the
latent variable Improvement in Transformational Leadership this is not the case.
Improvement in School Effectiveness
The domain of school effectiveness also was covered by several items, each of which had several
subquestions. Here too an NF-model was fitted, with one general school effectiveness dimension and four
more narrow effectiveness dimensions.

Q23A Make effective use of
teaching time within lessons
Q23B Use specific learning
objectives, detailed for specific
teaching units and subgroups of
individual students, to inform
teaching
Q23D Q23D Teach content in
greater depth during regular
teaching hours
Q25A Testing to monitor students’
progress
Q25B Using assessment results to
set learning goals for
individual/groups of students
Q26A Comparing the school with
other schools
Q26B Monitoring the school’s
progress from year to year
Q27C Give clear instructions and
explanations
Q27D Involve all students in the
lesson
Q27E Provide students with
feedback to improve their learning

Improve
ment in
School
Effectiveness
0.62

Improve
ment in
Opportun
ity to
Learn
0.45

0.64

0.23

0.58

0.11

Improvem
ent in
Assessmen
t of
Students

0.42

0.56

0.55

0.53

Improvem
ent in
Assessmen
t of the
School

0.19

0.54

0.45

0.51

Improveme
nt in Clear
and
Structured
Teaching

0.65

0.45

0.66

0.59

0.67

0.35

83	
  
	
  

Here too each item has a loading on the general latent variable, and on one of the four narrow latent
variables. For some of the factors the highest loading is observed on the general dimension, and for others
the highest loading is observed for the narrow dimension.
Estimation of the model
The model was estimated using the Mplus 6.11 program, using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimator.
This estimator makes assumptions about multivariate normality of distributions, but this assumption
seemed to be reasonably well approximated by the data, given that there only were minor differences
between the chi-square test under ML and under Robust ML (MLR), which corrects the test statistic for
deviations from normality.
The fit of the model was estimated with standard measures: the chi-square goodness-of-fit test, the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Root Mean Square of Approximation (RMSEA).
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