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Executive Summary

Evaluation and accountability are key issues in ensuring quality provision for all (Eurydice, 2004). In Europe, the dominant arrangement for educational accountability is school inspections. Annually an average amount of 68.559.103 euros is spent on inspecting schools by the countries in this project. Inspectorates of Education assess the quality of education and hold schools accountable for a broad range of goals related to student achievement, teaching, organization and leadership in schools. 

There is evidence to indicate that school inspections can be a key feature of school improvement but more recent studies point to unintended consequences such as excessive bureaucracy and teaching to the test. Good measures and methods of school inspections are therefore crucial in promoting quality within schools. 

This study evaluates how school inspections in the Netherlands, England, Ireland, Sweden, Austria and the Czech Republic promote high educational quality and student achievement in schools. These countries represent different types of school inspections across Europe, ranging from school Inspectorates using a low stakes professional development approach, to test-based early warning inspections to control schools. These methods also range from very centralized to decentralized of school inspections. The results of our study will be used to answer the following research question:

What aspects of school inspections (standards and threshold, sanctions and rewards and, frequency of visits) contribute to effects (improvement of educational quality and student achievement) and unintended consequences (strategic behaviour) in schools?

Our study uses a longitudinal comparative design in which the results of country-specific regression discontinuity analyses and time series (collected in three subsequent years) are included in a meta-analysis. The results of this project will include evidence of the measures, instruments and working methods of school Inspectorates contributing to improvement of schools and student achievement. The instruments developed in this project will be available to other Inspectorates to improve the impact of their work. Close cooperation with the European organization of School Inspectorates (SICI) will promote the use of results and instruments to improve school inspections and education across Europe.
This public report includes a summary of the theoretical framework that guides our data collection, and the results of the principal survey, administered in the first year of the project. The theoretical framework was informed by the assumptions of inspection officials and policy-makers on the causal mechanisms underlying intended effects of school inspections. The model describes how the Inspectorates of Education in our study expect their standards, feedback, consequences for failing schools and public reporting of inspection outcomes to promote capacity-building, improve of school conditions and promote “good education” through three interlinked causal mechanisms of setting expectations, providing feedback and informing stakeholders. 

These variables and mechanisms were measured in a survey to principals in primary and secondary education. The first results support our theoretical framework very well. The hypothesized relations in our theoretical framework were found in the data of the first year principal survey, except for relations between the school’s acceptance of inspection feedback and school improvement, and the implementation/improvement of self-evaluations and the improvement of teaching in the school. 
Next steps include two more years of data collection and data analyses, and dissemination of the first year results.
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1. Project Objectives

The objectives of this project are twofold. First of all, our aim is to distinguish the effects and negative consequences of school inspections in terms of changes in educational quality of schools and changes in student achievement. Effective changes in educational quality include for example an increase in teaching and learning time to improve student learning in basic subjects. Potential negative consequences may arise when school inspections result in the extensive preparation of schools for inspection visits that may take time and energy away from the teaching and learning process and may result in a decline in student achievement. 
The second aim is to study the aspects of school inspections (standards and threshold, sanctions and rewards and, frequency of visits) that contribute to potential effects and negative consequences. The study will focus on the inspection characteristics that are expected to enhance effects of school inspections as identified in the literature, such as the type and frequency of school inspections (e.g. full/thematic school inspections), the standards and thresholds used to assess and provide feedback to schools during inspection visits and the sanctions, rewards and interventions used to motivate schools (e.g publically available reports). In addition, we will also study the causal mechanisms of how school inspections are theoretically supposed to lead to the improvement of schools. These include setting expectations of good education in schools through the use of inspection standards, providing feedback to schools on potential improvements and informing stakeholders about inspection outcomes and potential improvement of their schools.
The knowledge that will be generated in our project will not only serve the national Inspectorates of Education that are part of our project (the Netherlands, England, Ireland, Sweden, Austria and the Czech Republic), but will also benefit the work of other Inspectorates of Education across Europe as they learn from the best practice identified in our project. 
2. Project Approach
We combine a strong theoretical program theory approach with a quantitative comparative study of inspection models in six European countries, to study effects and effective characteristics of school inspections. The inspection models in these six countries represent a broad variety of types of school inspections, ranging from school Inspectorates using an evaluative low stakes approach  inspecting schools on a regular basis without sanctions and rewards to school Inspectorates using directive and focused, medium/high stakes early warning analysis and customized inspections. 

The theoretical framework is informed by the assumptions of inspection officials and policy-makers on the causal mechanisms underlying intended effects of school inspections. In each country, an analysis of relevant documents (such as inspection frameworks, legislation and documents describing rationales for inspection methods) was used to reconstruct assumptions relating to the causal mechanisms underlying the intended effects of school inspections. Additional interviews with inspection officials and policy-makers were arranged in each country to validate and clarify the reconstructed assumptions. The program theories of all six countries were summarized in an overall theoretical framework to provide a description of common inspection methods, their intended effects and of the intermediate mechanisms explaining these effects across the six countries. This model was used to outline our comparative survey and additional data collection. 
In each country, principals in primary and secondary education are asked to respond to an online survey during three consecutive years. The survey included questions relating to three sets of variables that were derived from our theoretical framework: background characteristics of schools, outcome variables, intermediate processes and inspection measures. 
Background characteristics of schools and principles are expected to be relevant to the responses of schools to school inspections and include 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. 
Outcome variables include questions about the school’s capacity to improve (e.g. through constructive cooperation between teachers and transformational leadership) and effective school and teaching conditions (e.g. high achievement orientation and structured teaching approaches). Questions about these 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, as well as the school’s status and functioning on these variables. 
Possible unintended consequences of inspection 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.

Questions concerning the intermediate processes refer to the activities in schools that precede our outcome variables: setting of expectations, acceptance and use of feedback, promoting self-evaluations, choice/voice/exit of stakeholders.

In addition to the principal survey, additional data was included on the variables (when available in respective countries) to study the impact of school inspections. Additional data for example includes student achievement results, indicators of pupil/teacher ratios, and outcomes of inspection assessments. 

The data (including both the results of the survey and additional secondary data) will be analysed for each country separately (using either a regression discontinuity design, or time series) to analyse effective inspection characteristics and provide examples of good practice. The first round of data collection has already led to country-specific reports of the inspection characteristics and intermediate mechanisms that promote improvement of schools in each country (see www.schoolinspections.eu). A path model, including the first year results of all countries, provides strong support for the hypothesized relations in our theoretical framework. After the third and final round of data collection, a meta-analysis will be used to comparatively analyse results of all the countries and will involve the calculation of an overall effect size. 
3. Project Outcomes & Results
Description of commonalities across European inspection models and their expected impact
The first outcome of our project includes a description of different types of inspection models in Europe, the commonalities of these models and how they are expected to lead to improvement of schools. Interviews with inspection officials and a document analysis were used to construct these models and expectations of Inspectorates of Education in six European countries.
The Inspectorates of Education describe their intended outcomes under the common heading of ‘aiming for good education’. The specific outline of what constitutes ‘good education’ however varies from country to country, ranging from equity-related perspectives of providing equal opportunities for students, to indicators on the quality of teaching and learning inspired by school effectiveness research to administrative/legislative input-related requirements. The descriptions of ‘good education’ also vary from a system-level perspective (focusing on for example equity of the whole education system), to describing good education in individual schools.

Inspection policy documents in our study routinely refer to capacity building and improvement actions as important objectives of the inspection process. They function as intermediate effects of school inspections; high improvement capacity and improvement actions which schools take to address their weaknesses are expected to lead to the intended effects of good education. The Inspectorates of Education in our study expect to promote capacity-building, improve of school conditions and promote “good education” through the three interlinked causal mechanisms of setting expectations, providing feedback and informing stakeholders.

The standards and procedures of the inspection are assumed to set expectations related to good education in schools and their stakeholders; they are expected to infuse schools and their stakeholders with notions and practices of what is considered ‘good education’ in each country. These notions will stimulate schools to embark on processes of adaptation to these norms and of institutionalizing them into their work structures and culture. The idea is that schools will attend to the information included in inspection standards and procedures; they will reflect on it, process it and adapt their goals and their practical ways of working in such a way that they come closer to the normative image of schools communicated by the inspection. Eventually, these notions should drive the school’s own planning, self-evaluations and daily practices.
The second causal mechanism is through the feedback that is provided to schools during inspection visits and/or in inspection reports (and the consequences for not following up on the feedback). Schools are assumed to use the feedback to improve, and stakeholders are expected to take note of the feedback and hold schools accountable for their use of the feedback for improvement. 

A third mechanism is the provision of information from the inspection process to a broad range of stakeholders. While Inspectorates interpret stakeholders differently, each of the systems sees their involvement as being essential for improvement. Stakeholders, such as parents and school boards, area expected to facilitate school improvement through actions of ‘voice’, ‘choice’ and ‘exit’. These stakeholders are seen as key change agents in a post inspection school environment. In this understanding of stakeholder involvement, the informed parent is expected to hold the school to account by using the feedback provided by the inspection to demand improvement in specific areas. In the event of this improvement not taking place, ‘market mechanisms’ will induce parents to move their children to different schools which, in turn, will stimulate schools to improve their performance (Hoxby, 2003). These assumptions are summarized in the figure below. A paper, describing these assumptions has been submitted to the journal ‘Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability’ and is currently being reviewed. Additionally, two papers describing assumptions of inspection systems in Ireland and the Netherlands have been published in the journal ‘Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability’ and in ‘Studies of Educational Evaluation’.  
Figure 1. Intended effects of school inspections
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Measuring impact of school inspections
The second outcome of our project includes the results of the first year of data collection in which we administered a survey to principals to evaluate the extent to which school inspections have an effect on school improvement and teaching and learning in schools. Also evaluated was the extent to which these effects result from the intermediate mechanisms that were described in figure 1. The results of the first year principal survey were analysed for each country separately and are 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.

Table 1 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 in their schools, particularly in the Netherlands, England, Austria and the Czech Republic. Principals in England and Sweden report to have implemented relatively many changes in the capacity-building of their school, while the least changes were reported by principals in Ireland, 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 constitutes good education, 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 a high alignment between school development and 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 different in principals’ reports of acceptance of feedback (they all report that they broadly accept feedback), whereas there is much difference in pressure of stakeholders to act on inspection feedback; particularly principals in England and the Netherlands feel great pressure, whereas principals in Austria and Switzerland feel little pressure. Principals in all countries also report relatively few 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. 

Table 1. Descriptives of scales

	
	Ireland
	England
	Netherlands
	Czech Republic
	Austria
	Sweden
	Switzerland

	
	Mean
	Mean
	Mean
	Mean
	Mean
	Mean
	Mean

	Capacity Building
	4.27
	4.44
	4.22
	4.49
	4.41
	4.13
	4.17

	Change in Capacity Building
	3.53
	3.83
	3.68
	3.56
	3.57
	3.77
	3.46

	Change in Participation in Decision Making
	3.57
	3.76
	3.63
	3.56
	3.53
	3.79
	.

	Change in Cooperation between teachers
	20.47
	23.70
	22.12
	20.28
	21.22
	22.04
	20.42

	Change in Transformational Leadership
	3.61
	3.76
	3.71
	3.73
	3.63
	3.84
	3.53

	School Effectiveness
	4.31
	4.28
	3.93
	4.11
	4.09
	3.86
	3.97

	Changes in School Effectiveness
	3.41
	3.72
	3.65
	3.41
	3.43
	3.48
	3.28

	Changes in Opportunity to Learn
	3.24
	3.63
	3.55
	3.22
	3.28
	3.36
	3.24

	Changes in Assessment of Students
	3.58
	3.75
	3.77
	3.32
	3.58
	3.42
	3.31

	Changes in Assessment of Teachers/School
	3.38
	3.74
	3.65
	3.55
	3.40
	3.56
	.

	Changes in clear and structured teaching
	3.46
	3.80
	3.66
	3.62
	3.49
	3.60
	3.37

	Changes in safe and stimulating environment
	3.60
	3.52
	3.46
	3.66
	3.75
	3.52
	3.28

	Setting Expectations
	3.23
	3.95
	3.84
	3.41
	3.26
	3.54
	3.38

	Feeling Pressure
	3.11
	4.24
	3.80
	3.06
	2.67
	3.72
	2.94

	Knowledge of Inspection Standards
	3.50
	4.05
	4.18
	3.91
	3.61
	3.44
	3.95

	Alignment of school development with inspection standards
	3.08
	3.84
	4.05
	3.58
	3.09
	3.71
	3.52

	Accepting Feedback
	3.80
	3.66
	3.89
	3.83
	3.94
	3.61
	3.81

	Accepting Feedback 2
	4.06
	3.85
	3.96
	3.62
	3.73
	4.05
	3.72

	Accepting Feedback Overall
	3.86
	3.70
	3.91
	3.79
	3.89
	3.72
	3.77

	Stakeholders sensitive to reports
	3.89
	4.03
	3.75
	2.86
	3.32
	3.56
	3.93

	Stakeholder pressure
	.
	2.69
	2.53
	2.76
	1.43
	.
	1.60

	Parental Pressure
	.
	2.80
	3.01
	1.82
	2.08
	.
	1.62

	Unintended consequences
	2.58
	2.61
	2.78
	2.40
	2.31
	2.69
	2.67

	General Satisfaction with Inspection
	3.89
	3.46
	3.91
	3.37
	3.85
	3.82
	3.80

	Influence of school inspections on school development
	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.

Principals’ reports on their time spent on different tasks were also analysed as this provides 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 2 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. 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, management student behaviour 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 behaviour (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 2. Percentage of time principals spent on different tasks (table off the end of the page
	
	Netherlands
	Sweden
	Ireland
	Austria
	Czech Republic
	Switzerland
	Total

	Administrative tasks
	29.5
	36.6
	37.3
	36.5
	43.5
	15.6
	35.9

	Teaching
	5.4
	3.4
	19.7
	28.0
	13.8
	41.6
	13.6

	Discussions with teachers on education matters
	16.4
	15.7
	13.3
	10.9
	11.9
	13.0
	13.9

	Observing lessons
	9.2
	6.4
	2.2
	6.2
	6.0
	13.0
	6.4

	Managing student behaviour / general communication with students
	7.8
	20.7
	14.0
	8.1
	9.1
	6.5
	15.0

	Self-evaluation / quality assurance of school
	17.7
	9.7
	8.2
	7.3
	9.5
	6.2
	9.1

	Other duties
	14.1
	7.4
	5.4
	2.9
	6.3
	4.1
	6.1


Note: England is not part of the table due to an error in the questionnaire
The results in table 3 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 behaviour of principals in Ireland. 

Table 3. Differences in time spent on tasks between principals in primary and secondary education Suggest formatting this and other tables to improve the presentation
	 
	Administrative tasks
	Teaching
	Discussions with teachers on education matters
	Observing lessons
	Managing student behaviour / communication with students
	Self-evaluation / quality assurance of school
	Other duties

	Netherlands
	Secondary
	23.85
	7.15
	14.69
	4.92
	10.38
	18.38
	20.62

	
	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

	Sweden
	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

	Ireland
	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

	Austria
	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

	
	Total 
	36.56
	28.04
	10.92
	6.20
	8.10
	7.34
	2.84

	Czech Republic
	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

	Switzerland
	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

	Total
	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


Note: England is not part of the table due to an error in the questionnaire
Results of the path model

The conceptual model of the project specifies the major hypothesized components and mechanisms through which school inspection may influence teaching and learning in schools. The path model presented in figure 2 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, although we note that the causal direction of this last point could flow in either direction
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 thirteen variables that are part of our theoretical framework (see figure 1). The results of the path model support our theoretical framework very well, which means that the relations we described in figure 1 were found in the data of the first year principal survey
 Figure 2 summarizes the statistically significant relations we found.

Figure 2. Path model to test the conceptual framework 
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In sum, the path model presented in figure 2, supports the following relations in our theoretical framework:

· School inspections that set expectations relating to good education (setting expectations) and pressurise the stakeholders to act on inspection feedback (stakeholder pressure) are determinants of improvement actions in schools. These two variables also motivate schools to develop or improve their self-evaluations and to accept inspection feedback.

· School inspections that set expectations relating to good education (setting expectations) also motivate schools to improve their capacity to implement innovations and improve their education. 

· Accepting feedback does not motivate schools to improvement (contrary to our hypotheses).

· Schools that implement or improve their self-evaluations also take more actions to improve their innovation capacity, particularly the improvement of transformational leadership in the school (leadership to implement changes), and the assessment of students and using assessments to evaluate the school. The implementation/improvement of self-evaluations has (contrary to what we expect) a negative relationship on the extent to which school improve the structure and clarity of their teaching.
· Schools that take actions to improve their innovative capacity also take actions to improve the effectiveness of their school. These actions also seem to be motivated by actions to improve teacher cooperation and to improve transformational leadership in the school.
In addition to these results, we also analysed relations between three additional variables that are not included in the path model in figure 2. The first and second variable includes principals’ views of the school’s current innovation capacity and school effectiveness (the path model only includes changes that were implemented to improve the capacity and effectiveness of the school). The third variable includes unintended consequences of school inspections. The results indicate the following significant relations between these three variables and the other variables in the path models:

· Principals’ perspectives on the school’s current innovation capacity negatively relates to the school’s actions to improve innovation capacity (-0.20). This initially surprising relationship can be explained by the fact that principals assessing the school as low in Capacity Building also had made more efforts to improve Capacity Building.
· Principals’ views on the school’s current innovation capacity however positively relates to Stakeholders sensitivity to reports (0.22), to Improvement of teacher participation in decision (0.23), Improvement of transformational leadership (0.17), and Improvement actions for school effectiveness (0.17). This seems to imply that schools with high innovation capacity also have stakeholders who are involved in the school and that these schools continuously try to improve the leadership of the school and the cooperation between teachers. 

· Principals’ perceptions of the effectiveness of their school are also positively related to Stakeholders sensitivity to reports (0.24), and to actions the school implements to improve assessment of students (0.15). 

· Finally our results indicate a negative relationship between the extent to which schools accept feedback and experience unintended consequences of school inspections (-0.26) and a positive relationship between the extent to which inspections set expectations of good education and unintended consequences (0.19). It seems that schools that accept the inspection feedback did not see unintended consequences of school inspections, while schools that feel the Inspectorate determines their expectations of good education did report of unintended consequences.
4. Partnerships
At the start of the project, each partner established (national) partnerships with policymakers, the Inspectorate of Education and representatives of schools and/or teachers within their country. The coordinator of the project additionally also formed partnerships with European stakeholders, particularly SICI (the European Association of school inspectors) and AEDE (the European teachers’ union). The research consortium has also been extended with two additional partners who participate in the study on their own funding. These partnerships are described in more detail below. 

National partnerships
Each member of the research consortium has established bilateral partnerships with policymakers, the Inspectorate of Education and representatives of schools and/or teachers within their country. These partnerships include the exchange of ideas and cooperation during all phases of the project which include the development of instruments to investigate the impact of school inspections, the analysis and comparison of results, as well as the presentation and dissemination of research findings. The following table provides an overview of the activities that have taken place during the first half of the project in each country.

Table 4. Summary of activities to establish national partnerships

	Country
	National partnerships/stakeholders
	Description of activities in national partnerships

	The Netherlands
	· council of Primary Education

· council of Secondary Education, 

· the Department of Education, 

· the Inspectorate of Education

· General public (parents, teachers, etc.)
	· Meetings and e-mail exchange with representatives of the Dutch Inspectorate of Education on the progress and outcomes of the project every 3-4 months (meetings on 11th of May 2011)

· Meetings with policymakers of the Department of Education to discuss the outline of the project and the conceptual model on the 12th of May 2011, 15th of June 2011, 28th of June 2011

· Bilateral meetings with the council of Primary Education on 19th of April 2011, 31st of May 2011, 14th of June

· Bilateral meetings with the council of Secondary Education on 19th of April 2011, 31st of May 2011

· A presentation to the stakeholder group (including representatives of the council of Primary and Secondary Education, the Department of Education, the Inspectorate of Education) about the first year results on 23rd of February 2012
· Presentation to 40 school inspectors on first results of the project on 8 May 2012
· Discussion with Governing Board of Inspectorate of Education on 8 May 2012
· Bilateral meeting with Chief Inspector of Education on 26th of June 2012
· Publication of two papers in international journals (on overall conceptual model of the project, and on program theory of the Dutch Inspectorate of Education)
· Press releases (see website www.schoolinspections.eu)
· Presentations at Dutch educational research conference, June 2012

	England
	· Ofsted – The English inspectorate

· Local Authorities (LAs) and School Improvement Partners (SIPS) 

· Head teachers/senior management

· Teachers

· Parents/carers

· Public

· Researchers

· Policy-makers
	· Meeting with Acting Ofsted’s Divisional Manager for Schools, and Ofsted’s Principal Officer, Knowledge Strategy Directorate to discuss the conceptual model

· Follow-up conference call with Ofsted’s Divisional Manager for Challenge and Analysis, Ofsted’s Divisional Manager for Schools, and Ofsted’s Principal Officer, Knowledge Strategy Directorate to discuss the conceptual model

· The conceptual model was sent to key personnel of the Inspectorate of Education via email. 

· The end of Year 1 results will be sent via email by September 2012

· Summary of results will be send to schools by September 2012

	Sweden
	· The Swedish Schools Inspectorate (SSI) 

· Municipalities and school boards and authorities 
· Principals 

· Teachers 

· Parents/carers 

· Public 

· Researchers
· Policy-makers
	Interviews with Senior Inspection Director and undervisningsråd and written comments on drafts of two undervisningsråd (advisors on education within the Inspectorate)

	Ireland
	· The Irish Inspectorate 
· Vocational Education Committees (VECs), the School Development Planning Initiative (SDI)  and the School Leadership Support Service ( SLS)  

· Head teachers/senior management 

· Teachers

· Parents/carers

· Public

· Researchers
· Policy-makers 
	A meeting with the Inspectorate of Education to discuss the outline of the project in 2010

Three focus groups with school leaders to discuss the conceptual model

A presentation was given to national and local policy-makers and researchers at the Annual Conference of the Educational Studies Association of Ireland.



	Austria
	· Policy makers:

· Legal Bodies / Associations representing major interest groups (Federal and Styrian branch, Federal Chamber of Labour, Person in charge of department of the education, Chamber of Labour in Styria, Federal Chamber of Commerce, Person in charge of department of the education, Chamber of Commerce in Styria, Austrian Trade Unions, Austrian Trade Unions in Styria, Austrian Association of Industrialists, Austrian Association of Industrialists in Styria)

· School Administration and Inspectorate

· Inspectors’ Association

· Styrian Inspectorate

· Interest Groups (Federal Union of Parent Associations, Union of Students, Austrian Trade Unions for Teachers, Headteachers Associations)

· Research Experts
	Interviews with two district school inspectors and central official in the Ministry of Education to discuss the conceptual model

· Presentation of paper "Grenzüberschreitungen im Mehrebenensystem: Wirkungsmodelle von Schulinspektion im internationalen Vergleich” at the annual conference of the Deutsche Gesellschaft für Erziehungswissenschaft, Osnabrück, March 12th, 2012 

· Presentation of a poster „Impact of school inspection on teaching and learning“ by David Kemethofer during the 2nd EERA Spring School, Gothenburg, February 17th 2012.

· First draft of executive summary of the first research phase discussed with Styrian Inspectorate during meeting on April, 17th, and circulated to the stakeholders in the dissemination plan

· Presentation of the theoretical framework of the project and the methodological basis of data collection to the Styrian Inspectorate (Graz, 13 July 2011)

· Short presentation of the project during the general assembly of VÖLSI (Austrian Association of Regional Schools Inspectors) by Elfriede Schmidinger and LSR Hermann Zoller (February 29th, 2012)

· Presentation of descriptive and evaluative results of the first work period to the Styrian Inspectorate (Graz, April 17th, 2012)

· Presentation of the project rationale and descriptive and evaluative results of the first work period during the Annual Coordination Meeting of the National Inspectorate (Salzburg, October 9th - 11th, 2012)

· Presentation of the project rationale and descriptive and evaluative results of the first work period during a professional development course of the National Inspectorate (Bad Waltersdorf, April 18th, 2012)

	The Czech Republic
	· The Czech Schools Inspectorate (CSI) 

· School principals 

· Municipalities and districts (LEA) 

· Public/including parents 

· Researchers, 

· Policy-makers 

· NGOs active in education (like EDUin, SKAV, etc.) 
	· Interviews with head of regional school inspectorate and the deputy chief school inspector to discuss the conceptual model

· presentation at policy round table 19.4.2012

· individual meetings with CSI representatives

· meeting with representative of the Council of Primary and Lower Secondary Head Masters
· seminar at CUNI for doctoral students and researchers about the project (next presentation will be at CERA 2012 conference in September)

First brief presentation on the conceptual model and the role of inspection was been presented at Education Policy Round Table on 19.4.2011, next larger presentation with presenting also the data from survey is planned for second half of the year. The main discussion goes on the role of CSI and its role in improving quality of education, the discussion was stimulated by release of OECD Evaluation and assessment country review, that was critical to the CSI ability to provide a schools with feedback for improvement. Therefore there is now an open window for discussion on the quality of inspection work and its roles in the Czech Republic, that is led by NGOs.


SICI

A strong partnership has been established between the research consortium and SICI, the Standing International Conference of Inspectorates in Education, which serves as the European Association of 29 Inspectorates of Education. In a bilateral agreement, agreements were made to cooperate during all phases of the project which include the development of instruments to investigate the impact of school inspections, the analysis and comparison of results, as well as the presentation and dissemination of research findings. Agreements include frequent (before each project deliverable is finished and a new project deliverable is initiated) discussion of  activities and results, exchange of ideas on the progress and implementation of the project and dissemination of results of the project to SICI members by means of publications on the SICI website, workshops organized by SICI for their members and symposia organized as part of this EU project. 
Specific dates were set for the research consortium and the executive board to meet (at the start of two symposia in Dublin and Gothenburg), and additional meetings were scheduled between a Reference Group, consisting of three members of the Executive Committee and three members of the project consortium to allow for more frequent and ongoing discussions and exchange of ideas on the progress and the implementation of the project. 
The following types of cooperation have taken place during the first half of the project:

· A meeting with two representatives of the Executive Committee on 23rd of June 2011 to discuss a first outline of the conceptual model and the first draft of the survey to principals, and follow up email exchanges to revise the model and survey

· A presentation on the types of school inspections and their expected impact by a team member of the research consortium during a SICI workshop in November 2011 at the SICI General Assembly in Stockholm on the impact of school inspections

· A meeting with the Executive Committee of SICI and the research group to discuss the conceptual model and the first results of the principal survey in Dublin (26h of January 2012)
· Dissemination of the conceptual model and the first year results of the project through the SICI website
AEDE teachers’ union

A second partnership has also been established with the European Association of Teachers (AEDE). The outline of the project, the conceptual model and dissemination of results was discussed with three members of the Executive Board of AEDE on the 23rd of June. Agreements were made to use AEDE’s website to disseminate results.
Cooperation with researchers in Norway and Switzerland
Two additional partnerships were established with the Institute of the Management and Economics of Education (IBB) at the University of Teacher Education of Central Switzerland in Zug, and the Department of Teacher Education and School Research at the University of Oslo. Two researchers from these institutions participate in our research consortium to study how school inspections and external evaluations in their country contribute to school improvement. Two letters of intent were signed between the coordinating partner of the EU project (the University of Twente) and these two institutions in which agreements were made on similar data collection, data analysis and dissemination of results. The results of these countries provide additional evidence of which aspects of school inspections and types of inspections are effective, and therefore greatly benefit to the overall outcome and impact of the project. 
5. Plans for the Future

The second half of the project includes two additional waves of data collection. We will administer a survey to principals in the period September to November 2012 and again in 2013 and collect additional secondary data on performance of schools. 
To ensure continuous participation of schools in these waves of data collection we will organize meetings with (representatives of) schools throughout the year and disseminate (summary) results to schools through magazines and journals. 
The results of the additional two waves of data collection will be analysed and discussed in a meeting of the research consortium in Linz in January 2013 and in Gothenburg in December 2013. Results will also be disseminated both nationally through bilateral partnerships in each country and at a European level through the partnerships with SICI, AEDE, our website, twitter account, in publications in scientific journals and conferences. Final results will be disseminated in a final European conference in Gothenburg end of 2013/early 2014 and will also be published in scientific journals. 
The project and each work package in the project will be evaluated in an interim report at the end of 2012 and in a final report, December 2013. 
The following table provides a detailed outline of scheduled activities in the work packages that have not been completed yet:
Table 5. Outline of scheduled activities for the second half of the project
	Work package
	Detailed activities and scheduled date

	Work conference Linz
	· 22-24 January 2013

	Selection of schools
	To ensure continuous participation of selected schools we will undertake the following additional actions :

· Feedback of summary of results first wave of data collection and request participation for next wave: September 2012

· Feedback of summary of results first wave of data collection: September 2013

· In addition, the Netherlands, England and the Czech Republic will collect additional secondary data to make sure the minimum number of schools in the sample is included in the dataset (see section 1.2.2 of the technical report).

	Data collection
	· Administering year 2 survey to principals: September-November 2012

· Administering year 3 survey to principals: September-November 2013

· Collecting additional secondary data: September 2012-February 2014

	Data analysis
	· Each country will use a (already developed) common codebook and syntax to analyse within-country results of the year 2 survey to principals: November 2012-April 2013

· Each country will use a (already developed) common codebook and syntax to analyse within-country results of the year 3 survey to principals: November 2013- April 2014

· UT, DCU and UGOT will use a (already developed) syntax for the comparative analyses of the results of all countries of the year 2 survey to principals: November 2012-April 2013

· UT, DCU and UGOT will use a (already developed) syntax for the comparative analyses of the results of all countries of the year 3 survey to principals: November 2013- April 2014

· UT, DCU and UGOT will develop and implement a syntax for the longitudinal time series analysis of the within country analyses

· UT, DCU and UGOT will collect all three years of data to compare results, using a meta-analysis.

	Dissemination: publications and websites and national bilateral meetings and conferences
	· Meeting with SICI in Prague (9 October 2012) to discuss more final year 1 results of the project

· Meeting with SICI Spring 2013 to discuss preliminary results of year 2 and exchange ideas on cooperatively organizing a Spring 2014 conference in Gothenburg

· Meeting with SICI Winter 2013 to discuss Spring 2014 conference in Gothenburg

· Website and twitter account: continue to update website www.schoolinspections.eu
· Bilateral meetings with national Inspectorates of Education after every wave of data collection (January 2013, December 2013), according to dissemination plan

· Publication of scientific papers: paper on conceptual model (submitted for publication), papers on each round of data collection (both national and EU paper): timeline is contingent upon editing boards of journals

· Presentations at Scientific conferences: EARLI august 2012 and 2013, ECER September 2012 and 2013

	Work conference and symposium Gothenburg
	· December 2013, or June 2014 (when extension request is granted)

	Evaluation (writing interim evaluation report and final evaluation report)
	· Interim report (evaluation of work packages that have been finished the first half of the project: developing conceptual model, developing instruments, work conference Prague and Dublin): December 2012

· Final report (evaluation of work packages that have been finished the second half of the project: work conference Linz and Gothenburg, selection of schools, data collection, data analysis, dissemination, coordination of the project): December 2013 (or June 2014 if extension is granted)

	Coordination (writing final report)
	· On-going management and coordination of the project (making sure partners produce deliverables on time, supporting exchange of ideas and expertise, co-organizing work conferences and symposia).

· Preparing and delivering final report: June 2014 (if extension is granted)


6. Contribution to EU policies

The theoretical framework of our study provides a description of different types of Inspectorates of Education in Europe, their expected impact and the mechanisms that are expected to mediate their impact. The framework was informed by the assumptions of inspection officials and policy-makers on the causal mechanisms underlying intended effects of school inspections. It describes how the Inspectorates of Education in our study expect their standards, feedback, consequences for failing schools and public reporting of inspection outcomes to promote capacity-building, improve of school conditions and promote “good education” through three interlinked causal mechanisms of setting expectations, providing feedback and informing stakeholders. 

These variables and mechanisms were measured in a survey to principals in primary and secondary education. The first results support our theoretical framework very well. The hypothesized relations in our theoretical framework were found in the data of the first year principal survey, except for relations between the school’s acceptance of inspection feedback and school improvement, and the implementation/improvement of self-evaluations and the improvement of teaching in the school. 
This first wave of data collection already indicated which inspection characteristics promote actions which are thought will lead to the improvement of schools and for which intermediate mechanisms explain such improvement. This knowledge has been disseminated in a number of meetings with the main stakeholder of our project, SICI, which serves as the European association of Inspectorates of Education. Their network of 29 European Inspectorates of Education has proven valuable in making sure the knowledge and instruments generated in our project contribute to a common European framework to guide the development of more effective school inspections in Europe, with the aim of improving education across Europe. 
� (Chi-square = 1209.10, df =462, CFI = 0.965, RMSEA = 0.027, 90 % CI 0.025 – 0.029).





