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1 Introduction and theoretic al framework  
 

Evaluation and accountability have become key issues in the production of information about 

the condition of an education system (Ehren, Altrichter, McNamara & O‟Hara, 2013; Altrichter 

& Maag Merki, 2010). Two arrangements which often co-exist dominate evidence-based 

governance systems in Europe to account for performance (Ehren et al., 2013): 

 

1. Educational standards and the assessment of student performance are to produce 
information on all levels. Through the definition of standards responsible authorities set 
expectations and receive evidence about individual schools and students and the system 
as a whole by assessments. Finally they return information to the schools to enforce 
development. 

2. School inspections have been implemented as a major mechanism to assure and promote 
school quality. Inspectorates of Education define standards for schools to achieve and use 
existing information or collect additional data to assess the quality of education. 
Inspectorates of Education give feedback to the schools and support schools in 
implementing improvement activities. Hence both arrangements work with equal causal 
assumptions: First they set expectations, then they produce evidence and finally this 
evidence is used to stimulate school and system improvement.  

 

Within the last two decades many countries installed „new‟ inspection practices according to 

the needs of evidence-based practice. These „new inspection systems‟ may be distinguished 

from older inspection practices in that they more vigorously separate administrative and 

evaluative functions and that they aim to professionalize evaluations by reference to social 

science expertise and instruments (Altrichter, Kemethofer & Schmidinger, 2013). Due to 

these features school inspection fits the logic of evidence-based governance and offers a 

number of potential strengths. When assessing schools Inspectorates of Education usually 

use a broad range of information including process and context information as well as output 

measures. Such wide use of data may help to get a more holistic idea of the condition of 

individual schools. The whole inspection process is thereby focussed on local conditions and 

allows considering specific circumstances in inspection reports and feedback. 

 

Husfeldt (2011) has argued that one reason for inconclusive research findings is to be found 

in the lack of theoretical models which account for the specific features of inspection 

approaches and for the in-school processes which mediate between school inspections and 

their intended mid- and long-term results, such as school‟s enhanced improving capacity, 

high-quality learning conditions, and, ultimately, improvement of student learning. 

 

To spell out possible processes of school development as a consequence of school 

inspections Ehren et al. (2013) used interviews with relevant officials and analysed 

administrative and legal documents to reconstruct the underlying mechanisms of six 

European inspection systems. The authors combined these findings in a conceptual model 

which describes the assumptions of how school inspection leads to school improvement. 

They identified three overarching mechanisms in the process of school inspections which are 
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to stimulate improvement and self-evaluation: Setting Expectations (via standards and 

thresholds to identify good practice), giving and accepting feedback (if the feedback is 

accepted and understood by schools) and actions of stakeholders (who react to inspection 

reports). Figure 1 summarizes these mechanisms and presents the theoretical framework of 

our data collection. 

 

Figure 1: Intended effects of school inspections 
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ς 4ÈÅ -ÏÄÅÌ ÏÆ Ȱ4ÅÁÍ )ÎÓÐÅÃÔÉÏÎȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ 0ÒÏÖÉÎÃÅ ÏÆ 3ÔÙÒÉÁ 
 

In 2004/05 the Styrian inspectorate for compulsory schools started developing a new 

approach for systematic school inspections which was based on experiences of other 

countries (e.g. Lower Saxony) and firstly took place in the school year 2007/08. The main 

goal of “team inspection” is to support schools in improving their quality. There are no clear 

criteria or threshold levels schools must reach to be considered a “quality school”. The model 

abstains from grouping schools in categories, such as excellent schools or “schools not 

doing well”. The “team inspection” is characterized by a number of elements: In every Styrian 

school district three to five school inspections at compulsory schools are to take place 

(according to the size of the district) every year. An inspection is done by a team of two or 

three persons including the “district school inspector” of the respective district the school is 

located in and by another inspector who usually comes from a neighbouring district. 

Before the inspection the district inspector approaches the selected school‟s headpersons 

and arranges dates in a personal meeting; only afterwards an official letter is sent. A 

“document analysis” is discussed with the headpersons to make sure that all relevant school 

documents and data are prepared by the management and all relevant class information is 

held ready in each classroom by the teachers. The responsible district inspector collects 

information about the inspected schools including school development plans, the school‟s 

programme, a list of all teachers and students, and time tables. The school visit last at least 

two days with the opportunity of a third day in large secondary schools with more than 16 

classes. In small primary schools the inspection lasts only one day. The school visit includes 

the following activities: 

¶ Classroom observation, 

¶ Group interviews with parents‟ representatives, teachers, and students, 

¶ Interview with the mayor, 

¶ Meeting with the headperson including the analysis of documents and a conversation 
about potential development fields and 

¶ Site inspection. 

 

All activities are structured by forms (e.g. interview guidelines) to ensure comparability. 

Inspectors prepare a written report of ten to twelve pages in which they use the data of their 

school visits and of the document analysis and explains strengths as well as potential for 

development up to concrete recommendations. Some days after the school visit the 

inspectors present their preliminary inspection report in a feedback conference to the school 

staff and discuss it with teachers. A final version of the inspection report is prepared by the 

inspection team and sent to the school about two days after the feedback meeting It is the 

duty of the headperson to “demonstrably inform school partners” (parents, students, and 

teachers) about the inspection results. Headpersons (in communication with staff) have to 

draw their conclusions from the inspection report and formulate objectives and measures for 

further development in a written “school development plan” which also includes a time plan. 

4-5 weeks after the feedback conference the proposal for the “school development plan” is 

discussed and, if necessary, amended in a meeting of the headperson and the inspector of 

the respective district. The final version of the school development plan serves as a target 

agreement between headperson and inspector. There are no positive or negative sanctions 
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(e.g. with respect to budget, personnel resources, in-service training hours) tied to the results 

of the inspection report (see Altrichter, Kemethofer & Schmidinger, 2013). 
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3 Research design 
 

The theoretical framework summarizes program theories (Leeuw 2003) of six European 

Countries1. On the basis of these six program theories a „conceptual model‟ was developed 

(Ehren et al., 2013) to describe the mechanisms by which inspectorates aim to monitor 

school quality and stimulate school improvement.  

 

3.1 Instrument  
 

To study the theoretical framework we used a longitudinal design administering an online 

questionnaire in three subsequent years (2011, 2012 and 2013). The questionnaire included 

73 questions based on the „conceptual model‟ which investigated intermediate mechanisms 

(setting expectations, accepting feedback, promoting/improving self-evaluations, taking 

improvement actions, actions of stakeholders) and the outcomes (improvement capacity, 

effective school and teaching conditions) of school inspection  A five-point scale ranging from 

„strongly disagree‟ (=1) to „strongly agree‟ (= 5) is used when asking for intermediate 

processes and effective school conditions. The higher the mean value the more the 

statement is accepted by the respondents. Questions about improvement actions ask for the 

time principals have spent during the previous academic year to improve their school using a 

five point-scale ranging from „much less time‟ (=1) to „much more time‟ (=5). The higher the 

mean value the more time the respondents say to spend on the respective task. 

Complementing the international part of the questionnaire which was identically administered 

in all participating countries, additional questions inquired for specific characteristics of the 

Styrian model of “team inspection”2. 

 

3.2 Data collection  
 

In Austria the target sample are all existing primary and non-academic secondary3 schools in 

the federal state of Styria; we decided to abstain from selecting a random sample due to the 

small number of schools in the population. In three consecutive years (2011-2013) about 700 

Austrian principals in compulsory schools were asked to participate in an online survey to 

evaluate the model of “team inspection” in the province of Styria. As a result of optimizing 

school locations some schools were closed due to the small number of students (Steirischer 

Bildungsbericht, 2012) within the three years of our study (see Table 1 for details).  

The questionnaire was developed within the ISI-TL project to explore aspects, effects and 

negative consequences of school inspections. In total 73 questions based on the theoretical 

framework developed by Ehren, Altrichter, McNamara & O‟Hara (2013) are part of the 

                                                
1
The Netherlands, England, Sweden, Ireland, Austria (Styria) and Czech Republic 

2
Note: These questions were only administered in Austria. 

3Austria has a bipartite secondary school system: “Gymnasien” are academic lower- and upper-
secondary schools leading to A-levels and “Hauptschulen” (which are part of this project) are general 
lower-secondary modern schools. They have recently been renamed into “Neue Mittelschulen” 
(Kanape-Willingshofer, Altrichter & Kemethofer, under review). 
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questionnaire. The questionnaire involved questions on the intermediate mechanisms 

(setting expectations, accepting feedback, promoting/improving self-evaluations, taking 

improvement actions, actions of stakeholders) and the outcomes (improvement capacity, 

effective school and teaching conditions) of school inspection Furthermore questions related 

to the specific characteristics of the Styrian model of “team inspection” were added. Table 1 

presents the response rates for primary and non-academic secondary schools in Austria for 

all three years. 

 

Table 1: Response rates in Austria 

Year 
Primary Schools Secondary Schools 

Target 
Sample 

Actual 
Sample 

Response 
Rate 

Target 
Sample 

Actual 
Sample 

Response 
Rate 

1 503 345 69% 194 149 77% 

2 504 259 51% 174 103 59% 

3 480 169 35% 171 82 48% 

 

In total the sample includes 693 cases with 190 secondary schools, 451 primary schools and 

a number of 37 cases which refer to the school type “other”. Our analysis showed that these 

schools are pre-vocational schools and part of the upper secondary level (BMBF, 2014). In 

addition 15 cases could not be assigned due to missing values. We include these 52 cases 

in our overall analysis, however, when we present results for primary or secondary schools 

only these cases are excluded.  

148 schools participated in our survey all three years, 200 schools at least in two out of three 

years. 100 primary schools and 43 secondary schools responded in all three years, 126 

primary schools and 67 secondary schools responded at least in two of the three years. A 

majority of 225 primary schools and 80 secondary schools participated only once. These 

schools can only be used for cross-sectional analysis. Table 2 presents an overview of all 

participating schools within the three years.  

 

Table 2: Participation of schools 

 Participation in 3 
years 

Participation in 2 out of 3 
years 

Participation in 1 out of 3 
years 

Primary 100 126 225 

Secondary 43 67 80 

Total1 148 200 345 
1
 Differences due to missing values and school type “other” 
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3 Description of schools  
 

Background characteristics of schools and principals are expected to be relevant for the 

assessment of school inspections and include the location and resources of a school, the 

composition of the student population and the duties of the principal. 

The distribution of all participating schools (year 1) is to be seen in Table 3. Nearly two third 

of the schools are primary schools. Most of the schools are located in smaller villages with 

less than 3.000 inhabitants. Due to structural characteristics of the Austrian bipartite school 

system secondary schools cater for more students from low income groups or students who 

do not speak German as first language than primary schools. Furthermore Table 3 shows 

that schools with these groups of students are located significantly more often in towns or 

cities with more than 3000 inhabitants.  

 
Table 3: Percentage of students divided by school type and location 

 
School type 

Size of school 
location 

Prim Sec 
Small 
(Ò 3000) 

Big 
(> 3000) 

Percentage of students with more than 50% from 
economically disadvantaged homes.  

5.5% 7.6% 3.6% 11.6% 

Percentage of students with more than 50% from 
economically affluent homes.  

12.1% 4.1% 11.2% 5.9% 

Percentage of students with more than 50% who do 
not speak German as their first language.  

4.1% 4.8% 0.3% 10.1% 

N=464-497 

 

Principals were also asked to report on their time spent on different tasks as this information 

show how they implement improvements and which areas take most of their time when trying 

to implement these improvements. As expected there are differences comparing school 

leaders in primary and secondary schools. Austrian principals have to spend most of their 

time doing administrative tasks (secondary schools) or fulfil teaching duties. Both tasks are 

strongly connected to the number of students. If there are more students in a school the 

principal has to do more administrative work (r=.516, p<.001). In smaller schools with less 

students more time on teaching activities (r=.433, p<.001) have to be done by the school 

leader (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2: Time spent on different tasks 
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τ !ÓÓÅÓÓÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȰÔÅÁÍ ÉÎÓÐÅÃÔÉÏÎȱ 
 

Styrian school leaders were asked whether or not school inspection fulfils its main 

expectations. In general, they react with evaluations closely above the average of the scale. 

Principals think that “team inspection” helps to strengthen the commitment of teachers and 

encourages them to see the importance of school development and that this is one of their 

duties. In this context teachers have to become aware of what is important for a good school. 

Principals think that these criteria can be communicated by the standards of school 

inspections. Only the goal of “enhancing comparability between schools” is rated less 

positive. Further analyses showed that school leaders the schools of which had been 

recently inspected assess school inspections more positive than leaders of school which had 

been inspected a longer time ago. 

 

Table 4: Targets of the ñteam inspection 

ñTeam inspectionòé ++ + ~ - -- 
Mean 

(SD) 
Prim Sec 

helps to increase the quality and 

effectiveness of teaching. 
6.7 38.4 42.9 9.4 2.7 

3.37 

(.847) 

3.38 

(.838) 

3.33 

(.888) 

increases school work in legal, 

administrative and economic 

criteria. 

5.9 36.9 46.6 7.9 2.7 
3.35 

(.817) 

3.42 

(.785) 

3.17 

(.883) 

helps to provide comparability 

between schools. 
2.0 14.3 72.5 7.8 3.3 

3.04 

(.659) 

3.06 

(.660) 

2.93 

(.635) 

helps teachers to become aware of 

what is important for a good school. 
5.6 5.6 41.8 8.3 2.9 

3.38 

(.831) 

3.39 

(.828) 

3.34 

(.865) 

increases the commitment of 

teachers with regard to seeing 

school development as part of their 

duties. 

8.5 52.2 30.9 5.2 3.1 
3.58 

(.841) 

3.60 

(.817) 

3.50 

(.921) 

N(Prim)=163-288; N(Sec)=67-135 

Note: Bold numbers represent a significant difference between primary and secondary schools 

(p<.05); data: year 1 

 

All principals who have experienced a “team inspection” at least once were asked to assess 

a number of typical inspection elements whether or not these were meaningful sources of 

information for inspection feedback. In total more than 80% of all school leaders said that 

they been sufficiently informed about inspection criteria and processes beforehand. Group 

interviews with the whole staff and a meeting of the inspection team with the headperson are 

seen as most meaningful sources for inspection feedback (see Table 6). In general, 

information sources are judged to be more valid in primary schools than in secondary 

schools; with the exception of group interviews with students (all differences between primary 

and secondary schools are significant; p<.05).  
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Table 5: Experience with ñteam inspectionò in % 

The following activities are 

a meaningful source of 

information for inspection 

feedback  

++ + ~ - -- 
Mean 

(SD) 
Prim Sec 

Observing lessons 10.1 41.6 30.9 12.4 5.0 
3.39 

(.997) 

3.57 

(.947) 

3.16 

(1.023) 

Group interview with parents‟ 

representatives 
15.3 34.4 36.7 10.9 2.7 

3.49 

(.970) 

3.59 

(.978) 

3.32 

(.961) 

Group interview with teachers 22.3 51.0 22.3 3.8 0.7 
3.90 

(.807) 

3.99 

(.819) 

3.77 

(.798) 

Group interview with students 9.0 33.3 44.8 11.4 1.4 
3.37 

(.856) 

3.45 

(.770) 

3.29 

(.911) 

Meeting with headperson 19.0 55.3 22.9 2.5 0.4 
3.90 

(.736) 

3.99 

(.695) 

3.79 

(.787) 

Interview with mayor 9.1 48.2 30.4 8.0 4.3 
3.50 

(.924) 

3.65 

(.859) 

3.27 

(.973) 

Site inspection 11.0 56.0 25.5 6.4 1.1 
3.70 

(.791) 

3.82 

(.699) 

3.51 

(.860) 

N (Prim)=77-161; N (Sec)=113-124; Note: in some schools some activities have not been executed. 

Therefore the questionnaire offered the possibility to choose „This activity has not happened in our 

school‟. For the analyses this category was excluded. 

 

“Team inspection” is to provide rich feedback to schools which is meant to stimulate 

classroom and school development. School leaders were asked to assess the usefulness of 

the different types of feedback. Table 7 indicates that all types of feedback are rated slightly 

positively in both primary and secondary schools. The highest acceptance value can be 

found for the statement that the inspection report/feedback included concrete 

recommendations to be put into practice in future. Primary principals assessed this statement 

significantly better than secondary school leaders.  
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Table 6: Elements of feedback in % 

Elements of feedback: ++ + ~ - -- 
Mean 

(SD) 
Prim Sec 

Meeting with headperson has 

opened up helpful perspectives 

for school development  

9.6 45.0 38.0 6.3 1.1 
3.56 

(.748) 

3.65 

(.746) 

3.40 

(.845) 

Target agreements support the 

school in putting school 

development into practice 

9.6 52.0 34.3 2.6 1.5 
3.66 

(.748) 

3.71 

(.698) 

3.58 

(.808) 

Inspection report has opened 

up helpful perspectives for 

school development 

8.8 43.9 39.5 6.5 1.4 
3.52 

(.800) 

3.57 

(.767) 

3.45 

(.844) 

Inspection report included 

concrete recommendations 

which will be put into practice 

11.3 57.0 25.3 5.1 1.4 
3.72 

(.784) 

3.80 

(.738) 

3.58 

(.841) 

Meeting with staff to discuss 

inspection report is given 

weight to the views of teachers 

7.2 50.7 34.1 6.6 1.4 
3.56 

(.779) 

3.58 

(.778) 

3.50 

(.797) 

Informing stakeholders is useful  9.0 51.9 32.2 6.2 0.7 
3.62 

(.764) 

3.69 

(.759) 

3.53 

(.766) 

N (Prim)=144-159; N (Sec)=111-122; Note: in some schools some activities have not been executed. 

Therefore the questionnaire offered the possibility to choose „This activity has not happened in our 

school‟. For the analyses this category was excluded. 

 

In general, a majority of principals in primary and secondary schools seem accept the model 

of “team inspection” and its specific features, however, a comparatively big group is 

indifferent in its evaluation. Most school leaders feel sufficiently informed and consider the 

different information sources and feedback formats as adequate. The majority of all 

inspectors are judged to be fair; their evaluations of the school are seen to be correct. Two 

thirds of the principals agree that the image of their school as represented by the “team 

inspection” was realistic.  

 

Two factors impacted on the school leaders‟ reaction to school inspections: a) the date of the 

inspection and b) the satisfaction with its results. If the school inspection had taken place 

within the last academic year principals significantly more often felt that inspections were 

helpful. Those principals who were satisfied with inspection results were significantly more 

positive in their evaluation of team inspection. 
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5 Description of scales  
 

In this section we describe the development of the scales to measure our conceptual model. 

In a first step we present an overview of all scales including the corresponding items. The 

composition of the variables used for the scales is identical over all three years which allows 

comparisons over time. The following tables (Table 7 to Table 17) include factor loadings in 

all three years (PCA; rotation: varimax). Reliability analyses have been performed combined 

data and split by primary and secondary school for all three years.  

 

Table 7: Factor loadings capacity building 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

Teachers are involved in making decisions about educational 
matters such as teaching methods, curriculum and objectives 

.642 .740 .740 

Teachers collaborate in organizing and improving their teaching .694 .739 .743 

I use all possible opportunities to communicate the vision of the 
school to staff, parents and pupils 

.561 .574 .601 

I support teachers in developing their careers .655 .710 .744 

I encourage teachers to improve their teaching practices .552 .560 .581 

Our self-evaluation process and quality assurance system is of a 
high quality 

.664 .688 .598 

 

Table 8: Factor loadings improvement in capacity building 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

Using new teaching methods .756 .717 .708 

The curriculum over the different school years .636 .688 .738 

New educational objectives for the school .694 .731 .664 

The purchase of new teaching materials and resources .520 .538 .499 

Discussing new teaching methods with each other .765 .720 .829 

Discussing assessment results of students with each other .662 .629 .668 

Communicating the school‟s vision to the staff, pupils, parents and 
others 

.580 .744 .709 

Referring explicitly to the school‟s objectives during decision-
making processes 

.568 .796 .725 
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Table 9: Factor loadings school effectiveness 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

Students are provided with sufficient instruction time to reach their 
potential. 

.520 .579 .513 

Teachers make good use of  assessment results to inform their 
instruction 

.770 .742 .790 

I use assessment results to target areas for school improvement .591 .491 .612 

Teachers use clear, structured and challenging teaching 
approaches 

.739 .770 .757 

The school overall has a safe and orderly social environment that 
is conducive to learning 

.691 .733 .677 

 

Table 10: Factor loadings improvement school effectiveness 

Item 
Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

Make effective use of teaching time within lessons .611 .656 .602 

Use specific learning objectives, detailed for specific teaching units 
and subgroups of individual students, to inform teaching 

.691 .683 .747 

Teach content in greater depth during regular teaching hours .639 .654 .715 

Testing to monitor students‟ progress .653 .703 .721 

Using assessment results to set learning goals for 
individual/groups of students 

.643 .659 .680 

Comparing the school with other schools .222 .352 .365 

Monitoring the school‟s progress from year to year .391 .569 .563 

Give clear instructions and explanations .717 .716 .707 

Involve all students in the lesson .741 .734 .789 

Provide students with feedback to improve their learning .693 .707 .734 

 

Table 11: Factor loadings promoting/improving self-evaluation 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

The self-evaluation process as a whole .895 .909 .928 

Developing the quality of our self-evaluation process .933 .941 .929 

Involving other people in the self-evaluation process .854 .863 .894 

 

Table 12: Factor loadings accepting feedback 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

The feedback provided to the school during the last inspection visit 
was insightful 

.856 .901 .936 

Overall the school was happy with the feedback it received .773 .856 .893 

The feedback received from the school inspectors was useful .910 .910 .946 

The school in the main will act on the feedback received from the 
inspectors 

.810 .873 .886 
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Table 13: Factor loadings stakeholdersô sensitive to reports 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

The school‟s Boards of Management / Boards of Governors is very 
aware of the contents of the school inspection report 

.362 .646 .632 

The Parents‟ Representatives of the school are sensitive to the 
contents of the school inspection report 

.869 .841 .837 

The Student Representatives of the school are sensitive to the 
contents of the school inspection report 

.863 .812 .847 

 

Table 14: Factor loadings setting expectations 

Item 

Factor loading 

Year 
1 

Year 
2 

Year 
3 

We use the inspection rubric to set new priorities for the future .637 .712 .827 

The evaluation and supervision of teachers .520 .643 .587 

The implementation of long term improvements .748 .780 .811 

The development of the school plan in which goals for the next 
academic year are outlined 

.724 .786 .810 

The areas of professional development of teachers .705 .693 .772 

Self evaluation of the school .762 .742 .822 

 
Table 15: Factor loadings unintended responses 

Item 
Factor loading 

Year 2 Year 3 

I discourage teachers to experiment with new teaching methods that do 
not fit the scoring rubric of the Inspectorate 

.578 .634 

School inspections have resulted in narrowing curriculum and 
instructional strategies in my school 

.730 .788 

School inspections have resulted in refocusing curriculum and teaching 
and learning strategies in my school 

.483 .574 

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 

.552 .550 

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. 

.397 .495 

In my experience, inspections generate significant additional workload 
for me personally? 

.482 .484 

In my experience, inspections generate additonal pressure and stress 
for me personally? 

.459 .566 
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Table 16: Factor loadings feedback on capacity building 

Item 
Factor loading 

Year 2 Year 3 

The school's capacity to improve .823 .653 

Teachers' participation in decision-making .895 .858 

Cooperation between teachers .862 .855 

The quality of leadership of the school .854 .848 

 
Table 17: Factor loadings feedback on effective school and teaching conditions 

Item 
Factor loading 

Year 2 Year 3 

Students' opportunity to learn and learning time .804 .757 

Use of assessments to improve student learning .852 .823 

Use of assessments to improve the school .878 .844 

Clear and structured teaching .795 .838 

The quality of self-evaluations/internal quality assurance in the school .735 .774 
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6 Reliability  
 

In order to assure consistency of our measurements we ran reliability tests for all three years 

analysing the total data as well as primary and secondary school separately. The results 

indicate good consistency of most scales used in our study with some scales (e.g. 

stakeholders‟ sensitiveness) with adequate consistency. All tables additionally present the 

mean scores and standard deviations for all scales. 

 

Table 18: Reliability of scales year 1 

Scale 

Total Sec. Schools Prim. Schools 

M 
(SD) 

N Alpha  
M 

(SD) 
N Alpha 

M 
(SD) 

N Alpha 

Setting Expectations 
3.35 

(0.56) 
286 .76 

3.25 
(0.57) 

123 .78 
3.41 

(0.54) 
151 .75 

Stakeholders 
sensitiveness 

3.27 
(0.58) 

239 .56 
3.21 

(0.57) 
118 .55 

3.33 
(0.57) 

110 .59 

Accepting Feedback 
3.88 

(0.68) 
284 .86 

3.73 
(0.72) 

123 .87 
3.98 

(0.62) 
149 .83 

Promoting/Improving 
Self-Evaluation 

3.19 
(0.66) 

478 .87 
3.21 

(0.64) 
141 .90 

3.18 
(0.65) 

309 .86 

Capacity Building 
4.40 

(0.40) 
481 .69 

4.34 
(0.43) 

140 .71 
4.43 

(0.39) 
313 .69 

Improvement in Capacity 
Building 

3.52 
(0.51) 

458 .80 
3.65 

(0.50) 
136 .78 

3.46 
(0.51) 

294 .81 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision 
Making 

3.54 
(0.61) 

482 .71 
3.69 

(0.61) 
144 .69 

3.47 
(0.59) 

309 .70 

Improvement in Teacher 
Co-operation 

3.64 
(0.70) 

488 .72 
3.78 

(0.64) 
145 .60 

3.60 
(0.71) 

314 .71 

Improvement in 
Transformational 
Leadership 

3.36 
(0.61) 

473 .64 
3.47 

(0.62) 
137 .69 

3.31 
(0.61) 

308 .62 

School Effectiveness 
4.09 

(0.47) 
495 .66 

3.92 
(0.47) 

146 .65 
4.18 

(0.44) 
321 .63 

Improvement School 
Effectiveness 

3.43 
(0.39) 

437 .81 
3.49 

(0.41) 
130 .83 

3.40 
(0.37) 

287 .79 

Improvement in 
Opportunity to Learn 

3.47 
(0.51) 

477 .69 
3.57 

(0.51) 
139 .65 

3.42 
(0.50) 

312 .69 

Improvement in 
assessment of Students 

3.43 
(0.54) 

474 .77 
3.45 

(0.54) 
140 .74 

3.42 
(0.53) 

308 .77 

Improvement in 
assessment of the 
School 

3.31 
(0.57) 

466 .57 
3.39 

(0.61) 
137 .65 

3.28 
(0.55) 

305 .53 

Improvement in Clear 
and Structured Teaching 

3.46 
(0.54) 

469 .79 
3.55 

(0.54) 
138 .75 

3.41 
(0.54) 

305 .82 

Note: The schooltype “other” (N=11-29) is included in the category “total”.  
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Table 19: Reliability of scales year 2 

Scale 

Total Sec. Schools Prim. Schools 

M 
(SD) 

N Alpha 
M 

(SD) 
N Alpha 

M 
(SD) 

N Alpha 

Setting Expectations 
3.56 

(0.55) 
221 .82 

3.53 
(0.54) 

79 .86 
3.60 

(0.54) 
126 .81 

Stakeholders 
sensitiveness 

3.28 
(0.67) 

206 .66 
3.29 

(0.64) 
85 .72 

3.32 
(0.68) 

107 .64 

Accepting Feedback 
3.97 

(0.70) 
238 .91 

3.83 
(0.65) 

89 .87 
4.08 

(0.70) 
133 .93 

Promoting/Improving 
Self-Evaluation 

3.60 
(0.77) 

338 .89 
3.69 

(0.68) 
92 .86 

3.59 
(0.80) 

226 .90 

Capacity Building 
4.31 

(0.45) 
373 .75 

4.26 
(0.37) 

99 .64 
4.35 

(0.47) 
250 .79 

Improvement in Capacity 
Building 

3.75 
(0.56) 

347 .85 
3.98 

(0.51) 
92 .83 

3.67 
(0.55) 

232 .84 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision 
Making 

3.73 
(0.59) 

359 .73 
3.97 

(0.58) 
96 .74 

3.64 
(0.57) 

240 .70 

Improvement in Teacher 
Co-operation 

3.94 
(0.75) 

359 .76 
4.23 

(0.60) 
95 .57 

3.87 
(0.75) 

240 .78 

Improvement in 
Transformational 
Leadership 

3.61 
(0.74) 

362 .85 
3.79 

(0.68) 
97 .76 

3.53 
(0.75) 

241 .86 

School Effectiveness 
4.16 

(0.46) 
359 .67 

4.01 
(0.40) 

96 .54 
4.24 

(0.44) 
240 .65 

Improvement School 
Effectiveness 

3.59 
(0.46) 

337 .84 
3.70 

(0.42) 
91 .81 

3.57 
(0.46) 

225 .85 

Improvement in 
Opportunity to Learn 

3.69 
(0.60) 

350 .80 
3.73 

(0.56) 
94 .79 

3.70 
(0.62) 

235 .81 

Improvement in 
assessment of Students 

3.66 
(0.64) 

355 .77 
3.70 

(0.66) 
94 .76 

3.69 
(0.63) 

237 .76 

Improvement in 
assessment of the School 

3.36 
(0.65) 

356 .69 
3.61 

(0.65) 
96 .77 

3.28 
(0.61) 

237 .61 

Improvement in Clear 
and Structured Teaching 

3.59 
(0.60) 

354 .81 
3.71 

(0.58) 
95 .79 

3.54 
(0.59) 

236 .81 

Unintended Responses 
2.67 
(.51) 

240 .56 
2.67 

(0.41) 
89 .37 

2.68 
(0.54) 

134 .65 

Feedback on Capacity 
Building 

1.88 
(.73) 

223 .88 
2.15 
(.70) 

84 .16 
1.68 
(.67) 

124 .18 

Feedback on effective 
school and teaching 
conditions 

1.86 
(.67) 

222 .87 
2.09 
(.65) 

83 .80 
1.67 
(.60) 

124 .90 

Note: The schooltype “other” (N=6-13) is included in the category “total”. For some schools (N=4-10) 
the school type is missing. 
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Table 20: Reliability of scales year 3 

Scale 

Total Sec. Schools Prim. Schools 

M 
(SD) 

N Alpha 
M 

(SD) 
N Alpha 

M 
(SD) 

N Alpha 

Setting Expectations 
3.44 

(0.62) 
177 0.86 

3.36 
(0.69) 

66 .89 
3.51 

(0.57) 
103 .84 

Stakeholders 
sensitiveness 

3.19 
(0.68) 

183 .67 
3.08 

(0.73) 
71 .70 

3.26 
(0.63) 

104 .63 

Accepting Feedback 
3.83 

(0.57) 
185 .94 

3.78 
(0.81) 

69 .94 
3.97 

(0.54) 
108 .92 

Promoting/Improving 
Self-Evaluation 

3.77 
(0.82) 

239 .91 
3.75 

(0.68) 
80 .84 

3.79 
(0.87) 

149 .92 

Capacity Building 
4.36 

(0.43) 
260 .74 

4.27 
(0.42) 

84 .72 
4.42 

(0.42) 
165 .77 

Improvement in Capacity 
Building 

3.83 
(0.57) 

239 .85 
3.94 

(0.59) 
77 .86 

3.79 
(0.58) 

154 .82 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision 
Making 

3.81 
(0.60) 

243 .72 
3.90 

(0.58) 
79 .71 

3.78 
(0.59) 

152 .70 

Improvement in Teacher 
Co-operation 

3.95 
(0.72) 

254 .75 
4.12 

(0.71) 
81 .71 

3.86 
(0.70) 

154 .76 

Improvement in 
Transformational 
Leadership 

3.75 
(0.77) 

250 .82 
3.84 

(0.82) 
80 .85 

3.74 
(0.74) 

159 .80 

School Effectiveness 
4.15 

(0.46) 
248 .68 

3.98 
(0.44) 

79 .55 
4.25 

(0.43) 
159 .67 

Improvement School 
Effectiveness 

3.60 
(0.48) 

236 .86 
3.71 

(0.43) 
75 .83 

3.55 
(0.46) 

151 .85 

Improvement in 
Opportunity to Learn 

3.66 
(0.60) 

249 .81 
3.76 

(0.56) 
80 .77 

3.62 
(0.59) 

158 .81 

Improvement in 
assessment of Students 

3.68 
(0.65) 

245 .77 
3.79 

(0.65) 
77 .72 

3.66 
(0.62) 

157 .75 

Improvement in 
assessment of the School 

3.44 
(0.65) 

240 .63 
3.56 

(0.56) 
77 .53 

3.39 
(0.67) 

153 .63 

Improvement in Clear 
and Structured Teaching 

3.62 
(0.63) 

243 .82 
3.77 

(0.59) 
78 .77 

3.55 
(0.61) 

155 .82 

Unintended Responses 
2.63 

(0.60) 
210 .67 

1.54 
(.55) 

72 .64 
2.70 

(0.63) 
129 .69 

Feedback on Capacity 
Building 

1.69 
(0.63) 

174 .82 
1.80 
(.60) 

68 .76 
1.62 

(0.66) 
98 .86 

Feedback on effective 
school and teaching 
conditions 

1.83 
(0.61) 

174 .87 
1.98 
(.58) 

68 .80 
1.74 

(0.60) 
98 .90 

Note: The schooltype “other” (N=6-9) is included in the category “total”. For some schools (N=2) the 
school type is missing. 

 

 

  



 
 20 

7 Correlations  
 

To explore the relationship among our latent constructs we ran separate correlation analyses 

for all three years. The results indicate that there are some constant correlations over time 

(see bold numbers in tables 8-10). The causal mechanisms (setting expectations, 

stakeholders‟ sensitiveness, accepting feedback) to promote school development are 

strongly connected in all three years ranging from r=.305 (setting expectations and 

stakeholders sensitiveness in year 1) to r=.857 (setting expectations and accepting feedback 

in year 3). Capacity building significantly correlates with stakeholders‟ sensitiveness (r=.162 

to r=.323), accepting feedback (r=.186 to r=.300), promoting/improving self-evaluation 

(r=.172 to r=.227) and school effectiveness (r=401 to r=.511). Promoting/improving self-

evaluation strongly correlates with the improvement in capacity building (r=.419 to r=.530) 

and the improvement of school effectiveness (r=.451 to r=.532) in all three years. All 

coefficients in italics represent significant correlations (p ≤ .05) in at least two out of three 

years.  

 

Table 21: Correlations between scales year 1 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Setting Expectations (1) 1        

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
(2) 

.279 
(.000) 

1       

Accepting Feedback (3) 
.561 

(.000) 
.380 

(.000) 
1      

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation (4) 

.138 
(.021) 

.226 
(.000) 

.132 
(.027) 

1     

Capacity Building (5) 
.064 

(.291) 
.323 

(.000) 
.199 

(.001) 
.227 

(.000) 
1    

Improvement in Capacity 
Building (6) 

.082 
(.183) 

.057 
(.390) 

.019 
(.761) 

.419 
(.000) 

.088 
(.064) 

1   

School Effectiveness (7) 
.120 

(.043) 
.350 

(.000) 
.280 

(.000) 
.114 

(.013) 
.464 

(.000) 
-.036 
(.442) 

1  

Improvement School 
Effectiveness (8) 

.128 
(.040) 

.174 
(.010) 

.098 
(.115) 

.451 
(.000) 

.130 
(.008) 

.608 
(.000) 

.108 
(.025) 

1 
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Table 22: Correlations between scales year 2 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Setting Expectations (1) 1        

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
(2) 

.312 
(.000) 

1       

Accepting Feedback (3) 
.645 

(.000) 
.309 

(.000) 
1      

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation (4) 

.136 
(.051) 

.045 
(.534) 

.088 
(.191) 

1     

Capacity Building (5) 
.206 

(.002) 
.211 

(.002) 
.232 

(.000) 
.203 

(.000) 
1    

Improvement in Capacity 
Building (6) 

.111 
(.107) 

.080 
(.262) 

.015 
(.825) 

.530 
(.000) 

.206 
(.000) 

1   

School Effectiveness (7) 
.164 

(.015) 
.283 

(.000) 
.166 

(.011) 
.072 

(.188) 
.401 

(.000) 
.069 

(.202) 
1  

Improvement School 
Effectiveness (8) 

.184 
(.007) 

.096 
(.185) 

.047 
(.484) 

.511 
(.000) 

.112 
(.040) 

.604 
(.000) 

.056 
(.307) 

1 

 

Table 23: Correlations between scales year 3 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Setting Expectations (1) 1        

Stakeholders sensitiveness (2) 
.290 

(.000) 
1       

Accepting Feedback (3) 
.739 

(.000) 
.327 

(.000) 
1      

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation (4) 

.208 
(.006) 

.048 
.527) 

.046 
(.545) 

1     

Capacity Building (5) 
.266 

(.000) 
.162 

(.028) 
.295 

(.000) 
.172 

(.008) 
1    

Improvement in Capacity 
Building (6) 

.180 
(.018) 

-.007 
(.928) 

.073 
(.331) 

.509 
(.000) 

.156 
(.016) 

1   

School Effectiveness (7) 
.172 

(.022) 
.116 

(.119) 
.214 

(.004) 
.097 

(.140) 
.511 

(.000) 
.147 

(.024) 
1  

Improvement School 
Effectiveness (8) 

.240 
(.002) 

.063 
(.401) 

.083 
(.268) 

.532 
(.000) 

.156 
(.017) 

.662 
(.000) 

.200 
(.002) 

1 
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8 Comparison of primary and secondary schools  
 

Comparing all three years some constant differences between primary and secondary 

schools become visible. Secondary schools significantly report more activities in the 

improvement of capacity building, including significant differences of all three nested factors 

(improvement in teacher participation making and improvement in teacher co-operation, 

improvement in transformational leadership) in two out of three years. The data shows that in 

two out of three years (year 1 and year 3) primary schools report a significant higher status in 

capacity building. Primary schools report also more often a higher status of school 

effectiveness whereas secondary schools score higher on the improvement of school 

effectiveness scale including the nested factor (improvement in clear and structured 

teaching). Bold p-values (p ≤ .05) represent a significant difference for this scale in all three 

years; italic p-values (p ≤ .05) indicate significant differences in two out of three years. 

 

Table 24: Comparison of primary and secondary schools in year 1 

Scale Schooltype M (SD) t-value (df) p-value 

Setting Expectations 
Sec 3.25 (0.57) 

-2.339 (272) .020 
Prim 3.41 (0.54) 

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
Sec 3.21 (0.57) 

-1.596 (226) .112 
Prim 3.33 (0.57) 

Accepting Feedback 
Sec 3.73 (0.72) 

-3.015 (243) .003 
Prim 3.98 (0.62) 

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation 

Sec 3.21 (0.64) 
0.443 (448) .658 

Prim 3.18 (0.65) 

Capacity Building 
Sec 4.34 (0.43) 

-2.338 (451) .020 
Prim 4.43 (0.39) 

Improvement in Capacity Building 
Sec 3.65 (0.50) 

3.558 (428) .000 
Prim 3.46 (0.51) 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision Making 

Sec 3.69 (0.61) 
2.177 (451) .000 

Prim 3.47 (0.60) 

Improvement in Teacher Co-
operation 

Sec 3.78 (0.64) 
2.640 (457) .009 

Prim 3.60 (0.71) 

Improvement in Transformational 
Leadership 

Sec 3.47 (0.62) 
2.547 (443) .011 

Prim 3.47 (0.62) 

School Effectiveness 
Sec 3.92 (0.47) 

-5.616 (465) .000 
Prim 4.18 (0.44) 

Improvement School Effectiveness 
Sec 3.49 (0.41) 

2.269 (415) .024 
Prim 3.40 (0.37) 

Improvement in Opportunity to 
Learn 

Sec 3.57 (0.51) 
2.936 (449) .004 

Prim 3.42 (0.50) 

Improvement in assessment of 
Students 

Sec 3.45  (0.54) 
.448 (446) .655 

Prim 3.42 (0.53) 

Improvement in assessment of the 
School 

Sec 3.39 (0.61) 
1.766 (440) .078 

Prim 3.28 (0.55) 
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Improvement in Clear and 
Structured Teaching 

Sec 3.55 (0.54) 
2.402 (441) .017 

Prim 3.41 (0.54) 

 
Table 25: Comparison of primary and secondary schools in year 2 

Scale Schooltype M (SD) t-value (df) p-value 

Setting Expectations 
Sec 3.53 (0.54) 

-0.811 (203) .418 
Prim 3.59 (0.53) 

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
Sec 3.29 (0.64) 

-0.247 (190) .805 
Prim 3.32 (0.68) 

Accepting Feedback 
Sec 3.83 (0.65) 

-2.704 (220) .007 
Prim 4.08 (0.70) 

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation 

Sec 3.69 (0.68) 
1.020 (316) .308 

Prim 3.59 (0.80) 

Capacity Building 
Sec 4.26 (0.37) 

-1.682 (347) .093 
Prim 4.35 (0.47) 

Improvement in Capacity Building 
Sec 3.98 (0.51) 

4.763 (322) .000 
Prim 3.67 (0.55) 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision Making 

Sec 3.97 (0.58) 
4.775 (334) .000 

Prim 3.64 (0.57) 

Improvement in Teacher Co-
operation 

Sec 4.23 (0.60) 
4.227 (333) .000 

Prim 3.87 (0.75) 

Improvement in Transformational 
Leadership 

Sec 3.79 (0.68) 
2.986 (336) .003 

Prim 3.53 (0.75) 

School Effectiveness 
Sec 4.01 (0.40) 

-4.537 (334) .000 
Prim 4.24 (0.44) 

Improvement School Effectiveness 
Sec 3.70 (0.42) 

2.318 (314) .021 
Prim 3.57 (0.46) 

Improvement in Opportunity to 
Learn 

Sec 3.73 (0.56) 
0.464 (327) .643 

Prim 3.70 (0.62) 

Improvement in assessment of 
Students 

Sec 3.70 (0.66) 
0.185 (329) .853 

Prim 3.69 (0.63) 

Improvement in assessment of the 
School 

Sec 3.61 (0.65) 
4.431 (331) .000 

Prim 3.28 (0.61) 

Improvement in Clear and 
Structured Teaching 

Sec 3.71 (0.58) 
2.417 (329) .016 

Prim 3.54 (0.59) 

Unintended Responses 
Sec 2.67 (0.41) 

-0.202 (217) .840 
Prim 2.68 (0.54) 

Feedback on Capacity Building 
Sec 2.15 (0.70) 

4.900 (206) .000 
Prim 1.68 (0.67) 

Feedback on effective school and 
teaching conditions 

Sec 2.09 (0.65) 
4.817 (205) .000 

Prim 1.67 (0.59) 
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Table 26: Comparison of primary and secondary schools in year 3 

Scale Schooltype M (SD) t-value (df) p-value 

Setting Expectations 
Sec 3.36 (0.69) 

-1.521 (167) .130 
Prim 3.51 (0.57) 

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
Sec 3.08 (0.73) 

-1.700 (173) .091 
Prim 3.26 (0.63) 

Accepting Feedback 
Sec 3.78 (0.81) 

-1.614 (175) .108 
Prim 3.97 (0.70) 

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation 

Sec 3.75 (0.68) 
-0.430 (227) .668 

Prim 3.79 (0.87) 

Capacity Building 
Sec 4.27 (0.42) 

-2.508 (247) .013 
Prim 4.42 (0.42) 

Improvement in Capacity Building 
Sec 3.94 (0.58) 

2.089 (227) .038 
Prim 3.78 (0.54) 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision Making 

Sec 3.90 (0.58) 
1.560 (231) .120 

Prim 3.78 (0.59) 

Improvement in Teacher Co-
operation 

Sec 4.12 (0.71) 
2.733 (241) .007 

Prim 3.86 (0.70) 

Improvement in Transformational 
Leadership 

Sec 3.84 (0.82) 
0.933 (144) .352 

Prim 3.74 (0.74) 

School Effectiveness 
Sec 3.98 (0.44) 

-4.486 (236) .000 
Prim 4.25 (0.43) 

Improvement School Effectiveness 
Sec 3.71 (0.43) 

2.510 (224) .013 
Prim 3.55 (0.46) 

Improvement in Opportunity to 
Learn 

Sec 3.76 (0.56) 
1.676 (236) .095 

Prim 3.62 (0.59) 

Improvement in assessment of 
Students 

Sec 3.79 (0.65) 
1.479 (232) .141 Prim 3.66 (0.62) 

Improvement in assessment of the 
School 

Sec 3.56 (0.56) 
1.920 (228) .056 

Prim 3.39 (0.67) 

Improvement in Clear and 
Structured Teaching 

Sec 3.77 (0.59) 
2.588 (231) .010 

Prim 3.55 (0.61) 

Unintended Responses 
Sec 2.54 (0.56) -1.800 (199) .073 

Prim 2.70 (0.63) 

Feedback on Capacity Building 
Sec 1.80 (0.60) 

1.810 (164) .072 
Prim 1.62 (0.66) 

Feedback on effective school and 
teaching conditions 

Sec 1.98 (0.58) 
2.539 (164) .012 

Prim 1.74 (0.60) 

 
 
  



 
 25 

9 Comparison of inspected and not inspected  schools 
 

A main focus of the project was to investigate the effect of school inspections on teaching 

and learning. Running t-tests comparing inspected and not inspected schools gives a first 

overview of differences among schools on basis of school inspections as a treatment. We 

compared schools which had been inspected in the previous school year against schools 

where no inspection had taken place at all or in the years before the previous year. 

Beginning with the school year 2012/13 a new instrument of quality development and quality 

assurance was introduced in Austria. As a result no school inspection took place in this 

school year. Schools with an inspection treatment score higher on the three causal 

mechanisms - with a significant difference in „accepting feedback‟ and a trend in „setting 

expectations‟ and „stakeholders‟ sensitiveness‟. The result indicates that schools are more 

aware about the purposes of school inspection after they have been inspected. Bold p-values 

(p ≤ .05) represent a significant difference for this scale in the first two years of our study. 

 

Table 27: Comparison of inspected and not inspected schools in year 1 

Scale Inspection M (SD) t-value (df) p-value 

Setting Expectations 
yes 3.48 (0.58) 

2.089 (284) .038 
no 3.31 (0.55) 

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
yes 3.39 (0.63) 

1.666 (237) .097 
no 3.23 (0.56) 

Accepting Feedback 
yes 4.14 (0.64) 

3.347 (282) .001 
no 3.81 (0.67) 

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation 

yes 3.14 (0.61) 
-0.681 (468) .496 

no 3.20 (0.67) 

Capacity Building 
yes 4.43 (0.42) 

0.586 (468) .558 
no 4.40 (0.40) 

Improvement in Capacity Building 
yes 3.50 (0.50) 

-0.451 (447) .653 
no 3.53 (0.51) 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision Making 

yes 3.53 (0.61) 
-0.266 (469) .790 

no 3.55 (0.61) 

Improvement in Teacher Co-
operation 

yes 3.57 (0.76) 
-0.931 (475) .352 

no 3.66 (0.69) 

Improvement in Transformational 
Leadership 

yes 3.34 (0.74) 
-0.318 (462) .751 

no 3.37 (0.60) 

School Effectiveness 
yes 4.24 (0.46) 

2.705 (486) .007 
no 4.07 (0.47) 

Improvement School Effectiveness 
yes 3.41 (0.40)  

-0.286 (433) .775 
no 3.43 (0.39) 

Improvement in Opportunity to 
Learn 

yes 3.47 (0.48) 
-0.127 (468) .899 

no 3.48 (0.51) 

Improvement in assessment of 
Students 

yes 3.42 (0.53) 
-0.081 (469) .935 

no 3.43 (0.54) 

Improvement in assessment of the yes 3.29 (0.60) -0.323 (461) .747 
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School no 3.31 (0.57) 

Improvement in Clear and 
Structured Teaching 

yes 3.39 (0.64) 
-1.034 (465) .302 

no 3.47 (0.53) 

Note: yes (inspection in the last school year)=48-64; no=191-424 

 
Table 28: Comparison of inspected and not inspected schools in year 2 

Scale Inspection M (SD) t-value (df) p-value 

Setting Expectations 
yes 3.69 (0.57) 

1.805 (219) .073 
no 3.52 (0.54) 

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
yes 3.48 (0.67) 

2.283 (204) .023 
no 3.23 (0.66) 

Accepting Feedback 
yes 4.30 (0.62) 

3.900 (236) .000 
no 3.88 (0.69) 

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation 

yes 3.86 (0.76) 
2.493 (335) .013 

no 3.56 (0.76) 

Capacity Building 
yes 4.42 (0.38) 

1.805 (361) .072 
no 4.30 (0.46) 

Improvement in Capacity Building 
yes 4.01 (0.59) 

3.388 (342) .001 
no 3.71 (0.55) 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision Making 

yes 4.02 (0.65) 
3.273 (56) .002 

no 3.69 (0.58) 

Improvement in Teacher Co-
operation 

yes 4.22 (0.65) 
2.695 (354) .007 

no 3.91 (0.76) 

Improvement in Transformational 
Leadership 

yes 3.88 (0.82) 
2.736 (357) .007 

no 3.56 (0.72) 

School Effectiveness 
yes 4.22 (0.42) 

1.008 (355) .314 
no 4.15 (0.46) 

Improvement School Effectiveness 
yes 3.63 (0.52) 

0.660 (335) .510 
no 3.59 (0.45) 

Improvement in Opportunity to 
Learn 

yes 3.68 (0.60) 
-0.053 (347) .958 

no 3.69 (0.60) 

Improvement in assessment of 
Students 

yes 3.73 (0.67) 
0.774 (352) .439 

no 3.66 (0.64) 

Improvement in assessment of the 
School 

yes 3.52 (0.62) 
1.808 (354) .071 

no 3.34 (0.65) 

Improvement in Clear and 
Structured Teaching 

yes 3.60 (0.59) 
0.132 (352) .895 

no 3.59 (0.60) 

Inspection Measures 
yes 1.76 (0.58) 

-1.441 (204) .151 
no 1.90 (0.60) 

Note: yes (inspection in the last school year)=44-50; no=161-314 

 

In a next step we compared changes in the assessment of our scales in the first and the 

second year taking into account if and when a school was inspected. For our analysis we 

used schools which participated in the first two years and calculated Cohen‟s d on the basis 

of the means of our scales. The results are presented in Figure 3: The blue bar represents 
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those schools which have undergone an inspection treatment before year 1, the red bar 

labels inspected schools between year 1 and year two and the green bar summarises 

schools without school inspection. Positive values indicate an increase from year 1 to year 2. 

The results indicate that all schools reported more development activities (see also means 

presented in Table 18 and   
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Table 19). According to Cohen (1988) most effect sizes are small (for not inspected schools) 

to medium (inspected schools).  

 

Figure 3: Effect size comparing inspected and not inspected schools year 1 and year 2 
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Table 29 compares inspected and not inspected schools and their score on our scales. As no 

school inspection took place in the last year of our study we compare schools that were 

inspected either in year 1 or year 2 with schools without inspection treatment during our 

study. The results indicate that in the last year there are no differences in school 

development activities, however, schools which have undergone an inspection treatment 

report significantly more often about „stakeholders‟ sensitiveness and „acceptance of 

feedback‟.  
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Table 29: Comparison of inspected and not inspected schools in year 3 

Scale Inspection M (SD) t-value (df) p-value 

Setting Expectations 
yes 3.57 (0.72) 

1.493 (171) .137 
no 3.40 (0.60) 

Stakeholders sensitiveness 
yes 3.53 (0.68) 

3.743 (177) .000 
no 3.10 (0.63) 

Accepting Feedback 
yes 4.10 (0.80) 

2.080 (177) .039 
no 3.82 (0.75) 

Promoting/Improving Self-
Evaluation 

yes 3.88 (0.68) 
1.059 (232) .291 

no 3.73 (0.85) 

Capacity Building 
yes 4.39 (0.44) 

0.610 (253) .542 
no 4.35 (0.42) 

Improvement in Capacity Building 
yes 3.78 (0.50) 

-0.465 (232) .642 
no 3.83 (0.59) 

Improvement in Teacher 
Participation in Decision Making 

yes 3.71 (0.51) 
-1.202 (236) .231 

no 3.83 (0.62) 

Improvement in Teacher Co-
operation 

yes 3.96 (0.65) 
0.220 (247) .826 

no 3.93 (0.74) 

Improvement in Transformational 
Leadership 

yes 3.78 (0.80) 
0.303 (243) .762 

no 3.74 (0.77) 

School Effectiveness 
yes 4.13 (0.46) 

-0.260 (241) .795 
no 4.15 (0.45) 

Improvement School Effectiveness 
yes 3.61 (0.46) 

0.251 (230) .802 
no 3.59 (0.49) 

Improvement in Opportunity to 
Learn 

yes 3.66 (0.60) 
-0.003 (242) .997 

no 3.66 (0.60) 

Improvement in assessment of 
Students 

yes 3.64 (0.62) 
-0.462 (238) .645 

no 3.69 (0.66) 

Improvement in assessment of the 
School 

yes 3.59 (0.59) 
1.941 (234) .057 

no 3.39 (0.66) 

Improvement in Clear and 
Structured Teaching 

yes 3.63 (0.65) 
0.216 (236) .829 

no 3.61 (0.62) 

Unintended Consequences 
yes 2.60 (0.67) 

-0.514 (61) .609 
no 2.66 (0.57) 

Feedback on Capacity Building 
Sec 1.66 (0.62) 

-0.431 (169) .667 
Prim 1.71 (0.64) 

Feedback on effective school and 
teaching conditions 

Sec 1.76 (0.60) 
-0.985 (164) .326 

Prim 1.86 (0.61) 

Note: yes (inspection during time of ISI-TL project)=38-48; no=115-197 (schools with inspection before 
the start of our study are treated as „no inspection‟) 

 

 

Figure 4 summarises the effect sizes on the basis of the differences in means from year 2 to 

year 3. The results indicate that as a result of the introduction of a new quality framework 
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(see www.sqa.at) and the stop of school inspection led to small effect sizes for not inspected 

schools which reported an increase of development activities. Some small effects can be 

observed for schools which have undergone an inspection two years ago: these schools 

report about less development activities. Due to high means of inspected schools in the 

second year a decrease may indicate regression toward the mean.  

 

Figure 4: Effect size comparing inspected and not inspected schools year 2 and year 3 
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10 Path models  
 

The conceptual model (Ehren et al., 2013) was tested for the first two years in our study by 

estimating structural equation models. In both years we observe significant effects for 

stakeholders‟ sensitiveness and setting expectations on accepting feedback and 

promoting/improving self-evaluation. Accepting feedback itself has no significant effect on 

development activities. Self-evaluation has a significant effect on capacity building and 

improvement of school effectiveness (only year 1). Schools that report of improvement in 

capacity building also report of more activities in school effectiveness.  

 
 
 
Figure 5: Path model year 1 

 

 
CFI: .929 
TLI: .910 
RSMEA: .038 (90% CI: .033-.044) 
Chi²/df: 2.02 
Note: Nested factors (Improvement Teacher Participation, Improvement Teacher 
Cooperation, Improvement Transformational Leadership, Improvement Opportunity to Learn, 
Improvement Assessment Students, Improvement Assessment School, Improvement Clear 
& Structured Teaching) were used as manifest constructs in the SEM.   
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Figure 6: Path model year 2 

 
 
CFI: .944, TLI: .929, RSMEA: .033 (90% CI: .027-.038), Chi²/df: 1.74 
Note: Nested factors (Improvement Teacher Participation, Improvement Teacher 
Cooperation, Improvement Transformational Leadership, Improvement Opportunity to Learn, 
Improvement Assessment Students, Improvement Assessment School, Improvement Clear 
& Structured Teaching) were used as manifest constructs in the SEM. 
 

Figure 7: Path model year 3 

 

 

CFI: .949, TLI: .937, RSMEA: .030 (90% CI: .024-.036), Chi²/df: 1.62 
Note: Nested factors (Improvement Teacher Participation, Improvement Teacher 
Cooperation, Improvement Transformational Leadership, Improvement Opportunity to Learn, 
Improvement Assessment Students, Improvement Assessment School, Improvement Clear 
& Structured Teaching) were used as manifest constructs in the SEM. 
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11 Repeated measures ANOVA 
 

The following section presents the results of the repeated measured analysis of variance 

(ANOVA) which allows investigating changes in mean scores over time. By the use of a 

repeated measurement ANOVA we test differences between related means. We include the 

point in time of the last school inspection as a covariate as we suppose influence on the 

dependent variable. The following figures offer an additional visual overview of the estimated 

means including the 95% confidence interval.  

 

11.1 Capacity Buildin g 
 

An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on capacity building-status including the year of the 

last school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect (N = 134), Wilks‟ 

Lambda = .98, F(2, 131) = 1.44, p = .242, Eta² = .02. The interaction effect of time and 

school inspection was not significant (p = .194). Figure 8 presents the estimated means 

including the 95% confidence interval. 

 

Figure 8: Mean Capacity Building 

 

 

11.2 Change in Capacity Building  
 

An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on change in capacity building including the year of 

the last school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect. (N = 113), Wilks‟ 

Lambda = .98, F(2, 110) = 1.34, p = .267, Eta² = .02. Figure 9 presents the estimated means 

including the 95% confidence interval. 

Figure 9: Mean Change in Capacity Building 
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11.3 School Effectiveness 
 

An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on school effectiveness-status including the year of 

the last school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect. (N = 132), Wilks‟ 

Lambda = .96, F(2, 129) = 2.44, p = .091, Eta² = .04. Figure 10 presents the estimated 

means including the 95% confidence interval. 

 

Figure 10: Mean: School Effectiveness 

 

 

11.4 Change of School Effectiveness 
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An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on change of school effectiveness including the 

year of the last school inspection as a covariate indicated a significant time effect. (N = 105), 

Wilks‟ Lambda = .92, F(2, 102) = 4.17, p = .018, Eta² = .04.  

Follow up comparisons indicated that a pairwise difference between year1 and year 2 (p = 

.040) and year 3 (p = .047) was significant. The interaction effect of time*school inspection 

however was not significant (p = .310). Figure 11 presents the estimated means including the 

95% confidence interval. 

 

Figure 11: Mean Change: School Effectiveness 

 

 

11.5 Setting Expectations  
 

An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on setting expectations including the year of the 

last school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect. (N = 76), Wilks‟ 

Lambda = .96, F(2, 73) = 1.67, p = .196, Eta² = .04. The interaction effect of time*school 

inspection was not significant (p = .170).Figure 12 presents the estimated means including 

the 95% confidence interval. 

 

Figure 12: Setting Expectations 
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11.6 StÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ Sensitiveness 
 

An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on stakeholdersô sensitiveness including the year 

of the last school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect. (N = 62), 

Wilks‟ Lambda = .99, F(2, 59) = .050, p = .951, Eta² = .00. Figure 13 presents the estimated 

means including the 95% confidence interval. 

 

Figure 13: Stakeholdersô Sensitiveness 

 

 

11.7 Accepting Feedback 
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An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on accepting feedback including the year of the last 

school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect. (N = 80), Wilks‟ Lambda 

= .98, F(2, 77) = .963, p = .386, Eta² = .02. The interaction effect of time*school inspection 

was not significant (p = .107).Figure 14 presents the estimated means including the 95% 

confidence interval. 

 

Figure 14: Accepting Feedback 

 

 

11.8 Unintended Responses  
 

An ANOVA analysis estimating the mean on inspection measures including the year of the 

last school inspection as a covariate indicated no significant time effect. (N = 111), Wilks‟ 

Lambda = .98, F(1, 109) = 2.283, p = .134, Eta² = .02. The interaction effect of time*school 

inspection was not significant (p = .090).  
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Figure 15 presents the estimated means including the 95% confidence interval. 
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Figure 15: Inspection Measures 

 

12 Summary  
 

The results in year 1 indicate significant differences between primary and secondary schools 

in „setting expectations‟ (primary higher), „accepting feedback‟ (primary higher), „Capacity 

Building‟ (primary higher), „Improvement in Teacher Participation in Decision Making‟ 

(secondary higher), „Improvement in Teacher Co-operation‟ (secondary higher), „School 

Effectiveness‟(primary higher), „Improvement School Effectiveness‟ (secondary higher), 

„Improvement in Opportunity to Learn‟ (secondary higher), „Improvement in Clear and 

Structured Teaching‟ (secondary higher). 

 

There are also significant differences in year 1 and 2 between inspected and non-inspected 

schools in „Setting Expectations‟ (higher in inspected schools, year 1 and 2), „Stakeholders 

sensitiveness‟ (higher in inspected schools, year 2), „Accepting Feedback‟ (higher in 

inspected schools, year 1 and 2), „school effectiveness‟ (higher in inspected schools), 

„Promoting/Improving Self-Evaluation‟ (higher in inspected schools, year 2), „Improvement in 

Capacity Building‟ (higher in inspected schools, year 2), „Improvement in Teacher 

Participation in Decision Making‟ (higher in inspected schools, year 2), „Improvement in 

Teacher Co-operation‟ (higher in inspected schools, year 2), „Improvement in 

Transformational Leadership‟(higher in inspected schools, year 2). Schools were not 

inspected in the year prior to the third year of data collection. 

 

The structural equation modelling indicates strong paths from Self Evaluation to 

Improvement of Capacity Building and from Improvement of Capacity Building to 

Improvement of School Effectiveness in every year. Setting Expectations and Stakeholders‟ 

sensitiveness have a significant effect on the Acceptance of Feedback; however, the data 

shows no constant relationship between causal mechanisms of school inspections and 

activities in school improvement. The results indicate the need for more research to further 
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investigate the interaction of the mechanisms of school inspections and schools‟ 

development activities. 
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