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    Chapter 2   
 The Evidence Base for School Inspection 
Frameworks                     

       Jaap     Scheerens      and     Melanie C.M.     Ehren    

    Abstract     This chapter describes how Inspectorates of Education operationalize 
different inspection goals (control, improvement, and liaison) in their inspection 
indicator frameworks. The chapter provides an overview and examples of the indi-
cators used across a number of countries and how these are incorporated in inspec-
tion frameworks to evaluate and assess schools with the purpose of control, 
improvement and liaison. We elaborate on potential inspection frameworks to 
inspect and assess the processes and results of schooling (which includes making 
expert judgements and –value added- models to evaluate school output), and discuss 
their value and adequateness in the light of recent school effectiveness research. 
Evaluating the value and adequateness of inspection frameworks and measures is an 
important condition of valid inspections; a topic we will talk about in more detail in 
the Chap.   3    .  

2.1       Introduction 

 In Chap.   1     we discussed different functions and purposes of school inspections, 
which included the control, support and liaison with teachers, schools and the edu-
cation system. In this chapter we will discuss the types of standards in inspection 
frameworks that would correspond to each of the three functions and suggest how 
the school effectiveness research can inform such frameworks. 
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2.1.1     Control of Input, Rules and Regulations 

 De Grauwe ( 2007 ) and Eddy Spicer et al. ( 2014 ) describe how inspection systems 
can emphasize school inputs, such as the number of text books per pupil, teacher 
qualifi cations, number of pupils per class, etc. Such systems are particularly about 
controlling compliance as its fi rst goal is to make sure that schools comply with 
predetermined norms fi xed by law and administrative rules and regulations, such as 
the availability and use of procedures, policies and protocols concerning for exam-
ple, admission policies or safety regulations and increasingly the satisfactory com-
pletion of school self-evaluation documents. Examples are the Swedish Inspectorate 
of Education checking the extent to which schools provide equal access to educa-
tion for all students, and the Dutch and Irish Inspectorate of Education checking 
whether schools schedule and offer a minimum number of lesson hours (Ehren et al. 
 2013 ). According to De Grauwe ( 2007 ), this type of control is the oldest bureau-
cratic type of monitoring: checking that rules and regulations are respected. The 
classic inspectorate system combined with several forms of administrative self- 
reporting by schools (fi lling out forms) is the main device on which this type of 
control relies.  

2.1.2     Evaluation and Support of Educational Processes 

 Inspectorates of Education who aim to support and monitor school improvement 
will focus on the evaluation of educational processes in the school, as well as the 
school’s output. Educational processes include the quality of the teaching in the 
school, the classroom-level interactions amongst teacher-students-curriculum and 
the ‘administrative’ organizing processes of the school. These processes have 
become an increasingly more important part of inspection frameworks as there is a 
general consensus that process variables are more important than input variables in 
explaining differences in school quality, and information about school quality is 
needed to improve the quality of schools. This is particularly the case in high income 
countries where there is little variation in school inputs (see Hanushek  1986 ). 

 An overview of Van Bruggen ( 2010 ) for example shows how 18 European 
Inspectorates of Education have indicators and criteria on ‘the organisation and 
management in the school’, and ‘the teaching and learning’ in their frameworks to 
ensure a national perspective on quality education and to evaluate schools against a 
common set of criteria representing a national perspective on quality education. 
Many of these frameworks are inspired by school effectiveness research according 
to Ehren et al. ( 2013 ). Ehren et al.’s ( 2013 ) comparative study of inspection frame-
works in six European countries indicates a strong focus on educational processes 
such as opportunity to learn and learning time, achievement orientation, clear and 
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structured teaching, challenging teaching approaches and orderly learning environment. 
These indicators are to some extent part of the inspection frameworks of all the six 
countries in their study (England, the Netherlands, the province of Styria in Austria, 
the Czech Republic, Ireland, and Sweden).  

2.1.3     Evaluation of School Output 

 The growing availability and use of student achievement data has resulted in an 
increased focus of school inspections on output of schools. Some of the Inspectorates 
of Education (e.g. the Netherlands) also focus on output of schools to respect the 
schools’ autonomy in shaping their educational processes. Moreover, the evaluation 
of academic achievement (in addition to the evaluation of educational processes) is 
expected to prevent goal displacement. Goal displacement refers to a situation 
where the means to reach long term end goals become end goals in themselves. An 
example would be when school self-evaluations and quality assurance protocols, 
which are originally aimed to inform school improvement and lead to higher stu-
dent achievement, become end goals in themselves. Such may be the case when an 
Inspectorate of Education evaluates the quality of these documents and processes, 
without assessing their function in improving student achievement. Incorporating 
indicators on school output in inspection frameworks is expected to mitigate such 
responses and provide a more accurate and fuller picture of the quality of the school. 

 School output is usually evaluated by aggregating student achievement results 
on national standardized tests in cognitive domains. Such aggregated results often 
include a summary score for the entire school in mathematics and/or literacy, where 
school performance is compared to the performance of schools with a similar intake 
of students. A number of Inspectorates of Education (e.g. in the Netherlands and 
England) have recently started to develop more refi ned and sophisticated analyses 
of student achievement data to improve the accuracy of inspection assessments as 
well as the predictability of early warning analyses used in their risk-based inspec-
tions. Value-added measures employ mathematical algorithms in an attempt to iso-
late the school’s contribution to student learning from all the other factors that can 
infl uence academic achievement and progress—e.g., individual student ability, 
family income levels, the educational attainment of parents, or the infl uence of peer 
groups. The goal of these models, which are also referred to as Value-Added 
Assessment (VAA) Models, is to estimate effects of individual teachers or schools 
on student achievement while accounting for differences in student background’ 
(ASA  2014 , p. 1). 

 Hamilton and Koretz ( 2002 , p. 23) distinguish two types of reporting of test 
scores to understand (when aggregated to the school level) performance of schools. 
 Norm - referenced reporting  involves the description of the performance of an 
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individual school in terms of its position in a distribution of scores of other schools. 
Such reporting can be based on a:

    1.    Percentile rank: indicating the percentage of a reference group (often, the 
national population of students in schools) who obtained lower scores than a 
given school. Thus, a school with an average national percentile rank (NPR) of 
75 scored higher than 75 % of a national sample of schools.   

   2.    Standard score: expressing a school’s performance in terms of how far the 
school’s test score is from the mean. The scores are transformed to have a spe-
cifi c mean and standard deviation (or SD—a measure of the spread of scores). 
Examples are z-scores (mean = 0, SD = 1) T-scores (mean = 50, SD = 10), and 
normal curve equivalents (or NCEs—mean = 50, standard deviation = 21.06). 
Thus, a school with a T-score of 60 is one standard deviation above the mean, 
which is roughly a percentile rank of 84.   

   3.    Grade equivalent (GE): expressing a (group of) student’s performance in terms 
of the grade level at which that performance would be typical. GEs are generally 
expressed in decimal form, such as 5.7, in which the fi rst number is the grade and 
the second is the month (for ten academic months, with zero representing the 
performance of students fi rst entering that grade level). A student who scores a 
5.7 on a fourth-grade test has the same level of performance as would a median 
student in the seventh month of fi fth grade if that student took the same test. GEs 
are a  developmental scale  designed to examine growth. In any subject and at any 
level, the median increase in performance over a year of growth is 1.0 GE.    

  The alternative to norm-referenced reporting of (aggregated) test scores is 
criterion- referenced or standards-based reporting. This type of reporting does not 
include a comparison to other groups of schools or schools but compares the perfor-
mance of a school to one or more fi xed levels of performance. Such fi xed levels of 
performance typically include targets on minimum test scores and material students 
are expected to master in specifi c content areas. 

 Hamilton and Koretz ( 2002 ) distinguish between two broad approaches to set-
ting targets. The fi rst is referred to as “status”, while the second one is about 
“change” measures. The status measure compares a unit’s performance at one point 
in time with a single standard, which may be a performance criterion set by the 
Inspectorate of Education, the average performance of similar schools (e.g. with 
similar student populations), or a historical average (e.g. the average of a group of 
schools over a period 5 years). 

 Change measures on the other hand compare a unit’s performance at one time 
with some measure of prior performance. Change can be measured using a cross- 
sectional approach in which this year’s fourth graders are compared to last year’s 
fourth-graders, a quasi-longitudinal approach in which this year’s fourth graders are 
compared with last year’s third-graders, and a longitudinal approach in which indi-
vidual student scores are used to compare students with themselves over time. 
Targets would quantify the amount of change expected of schools. 

 Test scores can, according to Hamilton and Koretz ( 2002 ), be reported on the 
level of schools, classrooms, subjects or specifi c student groups. Decisions about 
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whether to report school-level, classroom/subject-level, or student-level scores, and 
whether to disaggregate for specifi c groups, should be, according to these authors, 
informed by the purposes for which scores will be used and the desire on the part of 
stakeholders for specifi c types of information. In each of the models, test scores can 
be adjusted for a number of school and student characteristics, taking into account 
the strong relationships between student achievement and socioeconomic status and 
other aspects of student background. 

 Examples of Inspectorates of Education using value added measures can be 
found in the Netherlands where student achievement data are classifi ed into sepa-
rate performance bands on the basis of level of disadvantage (mainly using parental 
educational level). This classifi cation is used to evaluate and grade school output as 
well as in the early warning analyses to identify potentially failing schools for 
inspection visits. The use of value added measures can also be seen in inspection 
frameworks in England, Canada and the Ireland. For example, in Ireland the 
Department of Education and Skills drafted a strategy to improve literacy and 
numeracy standards and suggested using a benchmarking data analysis tool referred 
to as ‘Schools Like Ours’ which is prescribed as allowing a school to ‘have access 
to its own data as well as the data from the “matched” schools’. In the case of 
Canada, the Literacy and Numeracy Secretariat of the Ontario Ministry of Education 
developed a benchmarking module, also called ‘Schools Like Ours’. Its purpose is 
to ‘fi nd similar schools to any selected school’, using any combination of the avail-
able indicators, such as similar demographics but higher achievements. 

 The promotion of value added indicators within school inspection frameworks is 
the need to make accurate use of student achievement results in judging school 
practice. Scheerens et al. ( 2003 ) for example assert that having more information 
about individual students, sub-groups of students, and all students in a school as 
well as comparative data across a whole population (or representative sample) of 
schools allows for a more reliable and informative analysis of student achievement 
results (Scheerens et al.  2003 , ch.13.3, para.1). However, as Donaldson and Johnson 
( 2010 ) state, there is still a great degree of uncertainty about the value that schools 
actually add to student learning and such models are still under development and 
therefore prone to error. Nonetheless, many Inspectorates of Education see the ben-
efi ts of developing value-added measures to improve the reliability and validity of 
their judgments, particularly when compared to their current more crude methods of 
comparing school performance to the average raw score of a population or using 
free school meal bands or other data on socio-economic backgrounds of students to 
classify and compare schools into separate, similar performance bands. 

 More recently a number of Inspectorates of Education (e.g. in Norway, the 
Netherlands, Scotland) have also started to evaluate social outcomes of schools. 
Social outcomes are defi ned by Ehren and Dijkstra ( 2014 ) as “the individual and 
collective benefi ts of education for interpersonal interaction in the noneconomic 
spheres of life”. At the level of the school, the social outcomes of education consist, 
according to these authors, of the competences to live with others, the social com-
petences that people need to realize their goals and to relate to others in all kinds of 
situations, both at work and elsewhere. It also concerns the civic competences 

2 The Evidence Base for School Inspection Frameworks



24

required to make a contribution to society, democracy and the social networks in 
which people live. Social outcomes are included in inspection frameworks to pro-
vide a broader picture of school output and to prevent a narrow focus of schools on 
teaching only mathematics, reading and writing. Test results on cognitive subjects 
are considered to provide an incomplete picture of young people’s competences and 
many countries feel that a wider range of competences and skills need to be part of 
what students learn and what they need to be an active member of society and on the 
labour market (Dijkstra et al.  2014 ). Social competences are often measured through 
observations in real-life situations, instead of standardized (paper and pencil or 
computer-based) tests (Dijkstra et al.  2014 ). Only recently have some countries, 
such as the Netherlands, started to develop national standardized tests to measure 
social competences. As only a limited number of schools have administered those 
tests, the benchmarks and targets to compare and evaluate schools on these mea-
sures are still limited.   

2.2     Fit for Purpose: School Effectiveness Modelling 
and Three School Inspection Functions 

 Many Inspection systems have shifted their purpose in recent years to improving 
teaching and learning. Such a purpose of school improvement has become more 
important over the last years as a result of an increased policy of making schools 
more autonomous and self-governing. High levels of school autonomy are counter-
balanced in some countries by systematic evaluations of schools to assure the qual-
ity and effectiveness of school level decisions. Declining student achievement 
results, as measured in international surveys such as PISA and TIMSS, have also 
often spurred an increase in evaluation and control of schools even in supposedly 
decentralized education systems. 

 If inspection is to be fi t for purpose, the nature of inspection, and particularly the 
standards in inspection frameworks should be matched to its intended objectives of 
improved teaching and learning, and ultimately student achievement. The educa-
tional and school effectiveness literature is an important source to defi ne what a 
good school is, and to critically refl ect on the extent to which inspection standards 
in different countries are supported by research evidence. In the most general sense 
‘educational effectiveness’ refers to the level of goal attainment of an educational 
system. An educational system could be a national education system, a school, a 
group of students or even an individual student. Given the current topic of school 
inspection, we shall concentrate on schools and school effectiveness research as the 
focal level. 

 School effectiveness research attempts to deal with the causal aspects inherent in 
the effectiveness concept by means of scientifi c methods. Not only is an assessment 
of school effects, in terms of outcomes, considered, but particularly the attribution 
of differences in school effects to malleable conditions, both inputs and processes. 

J. Scheerens and M.C.M. Ehren



25

Usually, school effects are assessed in a comparative way, e.g. by comparing aver-
age achievement scores between schools. Achievement scores in core subjects, 
established at the end of a fi xed program are the most probable ‘school effects’, 
although alternative criteria like the responsiveness of the school to the community 
and the satisfaction of the teachers may also be considered. In order to determine the 
‘net’ effect of malleable conditions, like the use of different teaching methods or a 
particular form of school management, achievement measures have to be adjusted 
for intake differences between schools. For this purpose student background char-
acteristics like socioeconomic status, general scholastic aptitude or initial achieve-
ment in a subject are used as control variables. This type of statistical adjustment in 
research studies has an applied parallel in striving for ‘fair comparisons’ between 
schools, known under the label of ‘value-added’ (see the previous section) Scheerens 
 2013 , p. 4). 

 The connection of educational effectiveness research and the knowledge base 
that this kind of research has yielded to the business of school inspection is fi rst of 
all an interest in educational outcomes as the ultimate quality standard. Yet, the 
most important relevance of educational effectiveness research to school inspection 
is to provide a scientifi cally grounded rationale for the choice of input and process 
indicators, by providing empirically supported information on which malleable 
school conditions matter most in infl uencing educational outcomes. 

 When we take the three basic goals and functions of school inspection, which 
were put forward in earlier paragraphs of this chapter as a point of departure, 
improvement would seem to have the closest connection to the above stated ratio-
nale of connecting educational effectiveness to school inspection. When school 
inspections report not only on school outcomes, but also on input and process indi-
cators, feedback on these indicators could be expected to provide direct handles for 
school improvement actions. For example, if a school process indicator, like the 
connection of the school curriculum to the assessments or examinations (often indi-
cated as “opportunity to learn”), would have a low value, improving the match 
between teaching content and assessment content would be a likely course of action 
to improve school performance. 

 When considering  control  as a function of school inspection, the connection with 
educational effectiveness is a bit more complex. Firstly, control has no connection 
to educational effectiveness, as far as living up to standard procedures and regula-
tions is concerned. Controlling schools is however more in line with the effective-
ness logic if basic school inputs are evaluated that have straightforward implications 
for educational outcomes. Such inputs are readily available, and examples are 
teacher qualifi cations, pupil teacher ratios and formally prescribed teaching time. 
The degree to which such input measures make a difference depends, among others, 
on the context. Such inputs usually have higher effects in developing than in indus-
trialized countries as generally all schools in industrialized countries have these 
basic inputs in place and there is little variation between schools in the qualifi cation 
of teachers or scheduled teaching time (Hanushek  1997 ). Hanushek ( 1986 , p. 1161) 
for example shows that only the variable “teacher experience” shows some consis-
tency, in that 30 % of estimated coeffi cients appeared to be statistically signifi cant. 
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Hanushek’s overall conclusion is that as yet educational expenditure is not consis-
tently related to achievement and it would take greater variation in inputs to expect 
important effects. 

 As far as the  liaison  function of school inspection is concerned, there is only a 
more theoretical connection in the sense that multi-level models of educational 
effectiveness are pre-occupied with alignment between facets and elements that 
operate at different levels (e.g. Scheerens  2007 ; Creemers and Kyriakides  2008 ). 
When educational systems are seen as hierarchies, school effectiveness can be dis-
tinguished from instructional effectiveness and from “system effectiveness”. The 
latter term is less common, and refers to a more recent strand of research that is 
strongly stimulated by the upsurge of international assessment studies. In such stud-
ies policy amenable conditions at the national system level can be associated with 
student outcomes; examples are policies of enhancing school autonomy, account-
ability and choice. Instructional effectiveness focuses on the classroom level and on 
effective teaching on the classroom level. The distinguishing characteristic of this 
stream of educational research is the fact that process characteristics of education 
are studied at the teacher or classroom level. So, when we are considering variables 
at this level that have been found to be associated with achievement, we are really 
delving into the primary processes of schooling. School effectiveness on the other 
hand focuses on the conditions of an effective school and which conditions ‘add 
value’ to achievement of students; the aim is generally to discover school character-
istics that are positively associated with school output, usually measured as stu-
dents’ achievement. 

 Educational effectiveness refers to the union of the effectiveness research on 
these three levels. Conceptual contributions to this line of work depict schools as a 
set of ‘nested layers’ (Purkey and Smith  1983 ), where the central assumption is that 
higher organizational levels facilitate effectiveness enhancing conditions at lower 
levels (Scheerens and Creemers  1989 ). Multilevel analysis has contributed signifi -
cantly to the development of such integrated school effectiveness models (Scheerens 
 2013 , p. 4). 

 These notions of educational effectiveness and ‘nested layers’ of classroom levels 
within the school level, within a national education system relates to the liaison func-
tion of school inspections in thinking about the specifi c connections that inspection 
can make between the different levels in their evaluation of teaching, schools and the 
education system and in the information they provide to actors on these different 
levels. Inspectorates of Education could enhance alignment and coupling of the 
nested layers, for example by motivating coherence of national curriculum frame-
works with evaluation, inspection and assessment frameworks. However, theoretical 
educational effectiveness models also recognize that many education systems have 
loose coupling between the layers of educational system; also the degree to which 
national inspectorates are expected to function as instruments of the central adminis-
tration and enhance strong coupling differs between countries. In some cases inspec-
torates are expected to function independently or semi- independently and set their 
own agenda for school evaluation. To the extent that this kind of systemic alignment 
has been studied (e.g. Mourshed et al.  2010 ; Scheerens et al.  2015 ), the functioning 
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of inspectorates of education has not been addressed. Although an analysis of the 
 liaison  function of inspectorates of education is very interesting, it is beyond the 
scope of this chapter which focuses only on the school level.  

2.3     Identifi cation of Effectiveness Enhancing School 
Conditions; Consensus Among Reviews 

 The core of educational effectiveness research is the identifi cation of effectiveness 
and improvement oriented conditions. In this section recent and earlier research 
reviews will be cited, and considered for consensus on the main effectiveness 
enhancing conditions. Such a summary allows us to compare and contrast the school 
effectiveness research base with inspection frameworks in a subsequent section. 

 Scheerens ( 2014 ) summarizes results of review studies that were carried out in 
the 1990s, and more recent review studies by Reynolds et al. ( 2014 ), Muijs et al. 
( 2014 ), and Hopkins et al. ( 2014 ). The older review studies are those by Purkey and 
Smith ( 1983 ), Scheerens ( 1992 ), Levine and Lezotte ( 1990 ), Sammons et al. ( 1995 ), 
and Cotton ( 1995 ). These earlier review studies mention the following conditions as 
contributing to high student achievement:

 –     Achievement orientation and high expectations : a productive school climate, a 
school mission focused on achievement, shared vision and goals, high expecta-
tions that all students can achieve  

 –    Cooperative atmosphere and an orderly climate : cooperative planning, a learn-
ing oriented atmosphere consensus, orderly climate  

 –    Clear goals on basic skills : focus on student learning, concentration on 
teaching  

 –    Frequent evaluation : appropriate monitoring, evaluative potential of the school, 
assessment  

 –    Professional development : staff development, in-service training, a learning 
organization  

 –    Parental involvement : parent support, home school partnership  
 –    Strong leadership : educational leadership, school management and organization, 

improvement oriented leadership  
 –    Effective instructional arrangements : classroom management, time on task, 

structured teaching, opportunity to learn, coordination in curriculum and 
instruction.    

 Consensus among the authors of the earlier review studies is largest with respect 
to the factors on achievement orientation (which is closely related to “high expecta-
tions”), co-operation, educational leadership, frequent evaluation, time, opportunity 
to learn and “structure” as the main instructional conditions. 

 More recent reviews by Reynolds et al. ( 2014 ), Muijs et al. ( 2014 ), and Hopkins 
et al. ( 2014 ) also provide an overview of the most relevant conditions in educational 
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effectiveness research (SER) and teaching effectiveness research (TE). The review 
from (Hopkins et al.) adds an improvement component (SSI) to this research and 
aims to enhance our understanding of effective interventions or improvement pro-
grammes and of the conditions in schools that contribute to effective school 
improvement. The summary of these studies, as provided in Table  2.1  (cited from 
Scheerens  2014 ) indicates that there is clearly consensus about the main conditions 
of schooling and teaching over time. The fi ve factors on which closest consensus 
was seen among the earlier reviews, are still present in these more recent ones. 
The most important development is the addition of teaching strategies inspired by 
“constructivism” in the review on teaching effectiveness; these are shown in italics 
in the second column of Table  2.1 .

2.3.1       Less Consistency of Effect Sizes in Quantitative 
Research Syntheses 

 The previous section showed an extensive overlap in effectiveness enhancing con-
ditions found in both qualitative and quantitative reviews. The quantitative reviews 
and meta-analyses however also indicate important differences across meta- analyses 

     Table 2.1    Summary of recent reviews on effectiveness and improvement oriented conditions   

 EER  TE  SSI 

 Effective leadership  Opportunity to learn  Dimensions of organizational health 
 Academic focus  Time  School based review 
 A positive orderly 
climate 

 Classroom management  School development planning 

 High expectations  Structuring and 
scaffolding, including 
feedback 

 Comprehensive school reform 

 Monitoring progress  Productive classroom 
climate 

 Facets of educational leadership 
(transformational, instructional, distributed) 

 Parental involvement  Clarity of presentation  Effective systemic reform; among others, 
student achievement and teaching quality 
emphasis 

 Effective teaching 
(time) 

  Enhancing self-regulated 
learning  

 Staff professional 
development 

  Teaching meta-cognitive 
strategies  

 Pupil involvement   Teaching modeling  
  More sophisticated 
diagnosis  
  Importance of prior 
knowledge  

  Effectiveness enhancing conditions referred to in the review studies by Reynolds et al. ( 2014 ), 
Muijs et al. ( 2014 ), and Hopkins et al. ( 2014 ); source: Scheerens ( 2014 )  
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in the specifi c effect sizes of each of the key variables. These differences are illus-
trated in the Table  2.2 , above, cited from Scheerens ( 2013 , p 14. The differences in 
effect sizes reported by Hattie ( 2009 ) on the one hand and the other meta-analyses, 
which were more Europe based, on the other is quite striking. It should be noted that 
Hattie expressed effect sizes by means of the d-coeffi cient and the other authors 
report correlation, which roughly can be converted to one another by considering 
that the correlations are half of the d-coeffi cients.

   As our aim is a comparison between inspection frameworks and school effec-
tiveness research, we include the following table with an average effect size of key 
effectiveness conditions as described in meta-analyses of Marzano ( 2003 ), 
Scheerens et al. ( 2007 ), and Hattie ( 2009 ). Although averaging the effect sizes is a 
bit of a rough procedure, it nevertheless provides an impression of the relative 
importance of these core effectiveness enhancing conditions. The average effect 
sizes indicate that “exposure” to educational content (opportunity to learn and 
instruction time) is the most important condition in schools’ contribution to high 
student achievement. Organizational factors like school leadership and cooperation 
on the other hand have relatively small effect sizes (Table  2.3 ).

   Table 2.2    Results from recent meta-analyses   

 School level variables 

 Scheerens et al. 
( 2007 ) 

 Hattie 
( 2009 ) 

 Creemers and 
Kyriakides ( 2008 ) 

 Consensus and cohesion  0.02  –  0.16 
 Orderly climate  0.13   0.34   0.12 
 Monitoring and evaluation  0.06   0.64   0.18 
 Curriculum/opportunity to learn  0.15   –   0.15 
 Homework  0.07   0.30   – 
 Effective learning time  0.15   0.34   – 
 Parental involvement  0.09   0.50   – 
 Achievement orientation  0.14   –   – 
 Educational leadership  0.05   0.36   0.07 
 Differentiation  0.02   0.18   – 

 Teaching level variables 

 Scheerens et al. 
( 2007 ) 

 Hattie 
( 2009 ) 

 Seidel and Shavelson 
( 2007 ) 

 Time and opportunity to learn  0.08   0.34   0.03 
 Classroom management  0.10   0.52   0.00 
 Structured teaching  0.09   0.60   0.02 
 Teaching learning strategies  0.22   0.70   0.22 
 Feedback and monitoring  0.07   0.66   0.01 

  Results from recent meta-analyses (coeffi cients are based on the Fisher Z transformation of 
correlations); as Hattie presents effect sizes in terms of d, these are indicated in bold (Source, 
Scheerens  2013 , p. 14)  
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   Another important topic to consider is the consistency of these effects across 
individual schools. Consistency in the estimation of school effects across grades, 
teachers and subjects, and stability of school effects across years is an important 
underlying assumption of school inspections. Inspection assessments of school 
quality are generally made once in every 3–5 years and are expected to remain rela-
tively unchanged until the next inspection visit. 

 Several school effectiveness studies address the potential (in)consistency of 
school effectiveness by means of an analysis of a correlation matrix of subject- and 
cohort (or grade) level effects, and computing the magnitude of a general school 
factor (Scheerens  2013 , p. 9). “Typically the rank ordering of the (value-added) 
mean achievement of schools is correlated across years. Bosker et al. ( 1989 ) found 
correlations that declined according to the time interval from 1 to 4 years from 0.74 
(1 year), 0.62 (2 years), 0.49 (3 years) and 0.49 (4 years) in a study of Dutch second-
ary schools. Gray et al. ( 1995 ) looked at time intervals of 1, 2 and 3 years in English 
secondary schools and found correlations of 0.94, 0.96 and 0.81. Thomas et al. 
( 2010 ) analyzed school data over a period of 11 years in the Lancashire district. 
They concluded that there was a fair stability in school effects. Still, when schools 
were categorized as average, over- or underachieving there were many changes in 
categories; over a period of 11 years, 50 % of the schools had changed category. 
Moreover continuous progress was rare:

  For the majority of schools three years of upward movement seems to have been the typical 
limit. In short, our evidence from the non-linear modelling suggests that, whilst there were 
undoubtedly changes, these were not very ‘continuous’ and in many cases could have 
occurred by chance. This fi nding contrasts starkly to government ideals of continuous 
school improvement. (Thomas et al.  2010 , p. 280) 

   Less stability was again also found in a recent Dutch study, “where of the highest 
scoring secondary schools only 15 % were still in the top category after 3 years 

   Table 2.3    Rank ordering of school effectiveness variables according to the average effect sizes   

 Marzano 
( 2003 ) 

 Scheerens et al. 
( 2007 ) 

 Hattie 
( 2009 ) 

 Average effect 
size 

 Opportunity to learn  0.88  0.30  0.39 a   0.523 
 Instruction time  0.39  0.30  0.38  0.357 
 Monitoring  0.30  0.12  0.64  0.353 
 Achievement pressure  0.27  0.28  0.43 b   0.327 
 Parental involvement  0.26  0.18  0.50  0.313 
 School climate  0.22  0.26  0.34  0.273 
 School leadership  0.10  0.10  0.36  0.187 
 Cooperation  0.06  0.04  0.18 c   0.093 

  Source: Scheerens ( 2013 , p24) 
 Rank ordering of school effectiveness variables according to the average effect sizes (d- coeffi cient) 
reported in three reviews/meta-analyses 
  a Operationalized as “enrichment programmes for gifted children” 
  b Operationalized as “teacher expectations” 
  c Operationalized as “team teaching”  
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(Vermeer and Van der Steeg  2011 )” (ibid, p 9–10). As a caution against instability it 
would make sense to assess the position of schools in accountability and reward 
schemes over a certain period of time (e.g. 3 years) and compare schools on their 
average achievement across a number of years. The fi ndings from different countries 
also indicate that the number of years of averaging results may differ per country as 
the stability of school effects seems to vary across countries and potentially refl ects the 
homogeneity of education systems.   

2.4     A Closer Look at the Meaning of the Key Factors 
in Educational Effectiveness 

 The labels of school effectiveness variables presented in the previous section only 
provide a general picture of the type of indicators that can inform improvement- 
oriented inspection frameworks. As these indicators can be interpreted in many 
ways, a more detailed description is provided below to understand the specifi c edu-
cational processes to inspect. 

2.4.1     Achievement Orientation 

 This factor expresses outcome oriented ambition and a positive, optimistic outlook 
on the competences of all students to achieve. Data sources are planning documents, 
like school development plans, or mission statements, questionnaire responses from 
school heads and teachers, and administrative evidence on record keeping of student 
achievement. Achievement orientation is often detailed into subcomponents on ‘clear 
focus on the mastering of basic subjects’, ‘high expectations expressed at school and 
teacher level’, and ‘keeping records on pupils’ achievement’.  

2.4.2     Educational Leadership 

 In many operational defi nitions and instruments that represent educational leader-
ship, there is a strong focus on leadership roles directed at the primary process of 
teaching and learning and organizational conditions that are seen in support of 
this primary process, including coaching of teachers, and providing guidance on 
curricular choices. Often a connection is also made with student assessment and 
progress monitoring. In addition to educational leadership, focused at the primary 
process of teaching and learning, “transformational leadership”, is more directed at 
school organizational improvement activities. “Distributive leadership”, and even 
“teacher leadership”, emphasize that parts of school leadership may be delegated 
to teachers. Relevant sub-components of educational leadership are: general 
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leadership styles, leadership roles concerning coordination, orchestrating participative 
decision making and providing information, meta- control of classroom processes, 
facilitation of staff professionalization.  

2.4.3     Staff Cooperation, Cohesion and Consensus 

 In early applications there was a certain emphasis on measurable facets of coopera-
tion (like frequency of meetings) and personal satisfaction. More recently, enforced 
by conceptions of schools as professional learning communities, and “peer learn-
ing”, cooperation is more closely focused on school level improvement initiatives 
on the one hand and discussing teaching and learning on the other hand. “Team 
teaching” is also sometimes used as an indicator of teacher cooperation. 

 Staff cooperation, cohesion and consensus is generally measured through types 
and frequency of meetings and consultations, satisfaction about cooperation, task 
related facets of cooperation, consistency on teaching goals and methods.  

2.4.4     Curriculum Quality and Opportunity to Learn 

 Curriculum quality is mostly measured in the sense of systematic planning pro-
cesses and experienced satisfaction with the curriculum. The concept of opportunity 
to learn addresses the alignment between educational objectives, teaching and stu-
dent assessment. The basic question is the correspondence between the content that 
is taught and the content that is tested. In more recent studies “test preparation” is a 
new way to look at opportunity to learn. At classroom level “instructional align-
ment” is another more recent interpretation of opportunity to learn. Over the years, 
curriculum quality and opportunity to learn have been operationalized in sub- 
components of systematic setting and monitoring of curriculum priorities, choice 
and application of methods and textbooks and opportunity to learn in the sense of 
“content covered”.  

2.4.5     School Climate 

 An orderly and safe school climate is the one school organizational condition that 
has obtained relatively positive support in international assessment studies, like 
PISA. It has also been “on the scene” in school effectiveness research since the very 
beginning. Clearly the achievement oriented facet of the school climate is closely 
associated with “achievement orientation”, and “achievement oriented school policy”, 
as treated in the above. Internal relations that are part of the “relational school 
climate” are relationships between teachers and students, teachers and head teachers, 
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and teachers and students, among themselves. Relevant sub-components of school 
climate are discipline, achievement orientation and good internal relationships 
between school staff and students and staff.  

2.4.6     Evaluation and Monitoring 

 Evaluation as an effectiveness enhancing condition is about the presence or absence 
of evaluation orientations at school, classroom and student level. Also the frequency 
of application is being measured, as well as the staff’s satisfaction with evaluations 
and the use that is made of the evaluation results to improve the school. At a basic 
level, evaluation and monitoring is measured by checking whether a school uses a 
systematic school self-evaluation procedure, a pupil monitoring system, and/or 
other types of testing and student assessment. More intensive measures of evalua-
tion and monitoring in schools encompass an analysis of task related collaboration 
between teachers and whether (both formal standardized and informal forms of) 
teacher and teaching evaluation have a place in “peer learning”. Sub-components of 
evaluation and monitoring are school evaluation, classroom evaluation and student 
assessment.  

2.4.7     Parental Involvement 

 Main components of parental involvement are the voice of parents in determining 
school policies, active involvement and support by parents in school matters, either 
for assistance with practical matters or concerning teaching and learning, while the 
most ambitious way is for the school to try and infl uence the pedagogical climate of 
the home. Parental involvement is often measured by asking schools about the 
emphases in school policy on parental involvement, the frequency of contacts with 
parents, and the satisfaction of relevant actors (teachers, parents and school heads) 
with parental involvement. The concept of parental involvement may be enlarged to 
“community involvement” with the school.  

2.4.8     Classroom Climate 

 Classroom climate mirrors to some extent the previous description of school cli-
mate, particularly in the description of sub-components. Both defi nitions include a 
disciplinary part and emphasize good relations, where classroom climate focuses on 
the relationship between teachers and students and school climate also include rela-
tions between school staff. Classroom climate additionally also includes a notion of 
cognitive and emotional support of students, in the sense of clear explanations and 
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help with assignments, as well as stimulating engagement and a sense of self-effi cacy 
of students. Sometimes a “fun factor” of classroom climate is also included, asking 
students about their sympathy with the teacher, whether the teacher chats about 
non-school activities, and whether there were any jokes or laughter.  

2.4.9     Effective Learning Time 

 Learning time can be measured holistically or in more detail by distinguishing allo-
cated learning time (offi cial lesson hours), net teaching time (the part of a lesson 
that teachers are actually involved with teaching, subtracting time for organizing 
the lesson and distractions), and time on task (the amount of time a students are 
actively engaged). Classroom management is often defi ned in terms of maximizing 
net teaching time and time on task. Another important distinction is between teach-
ing time at school and time spent on doing homework. Studies on teaching time 
often include information on student absenteeism and suspended lessons.  

2.4.10     Structured Teaching 

 Structured teaching is associated with the cognitive support facet of classroom cli-
mate and includes the extent to which teachers give clear explanations and support 
students with assignments. The general idea of structured teaching is the application 
of frequent interventions to support the learning process. Examples of these include: 
stating educational objectives clearly, dividing the total subject matter that must be 
learned into relatively small units, providing a well-planned sequence of these units, 
providing many opportunities for pupils to do exercises, giving cues and hints, fre-
quent questioning and testing to monitor progress, and giving feedback. Relevant 
subcomponents are the setting of clear objectives, preparing structured sequences of 
teaching and learning activities, providing clear explanations, the use of questioning 
and feedback in instruction, as well as the monitoring of student progress.  

2.4.11     Constructivist Teaching and Independent Learning 

 Constructivist teaching and independent learning appear to be opposites of the more 
behaviouristic and guided practice approaches of structured teaching. Constructivist 
teaching and independent learning emphasize the learning processes of students and 
the teaching of general and/or subject-specifi c learning strategies. “Cognitive acti-
vation” is an important element of constructivist teaching and refers to providing 
suffi cient depth in content presentation, aiming for understanding at a higher level 
where students are able to understand and use authentic applications and use 
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concepts in different contexts. The notion of “scaffolding”, where the amount of 
students’ self-regulation of their learning is gradually increased as they master sub-
ject content combines the notions of structured and constructivist teaching and 
places these two approaches on a continuum.  

2.4.12     Differentiation 

 Differentiation recognizes individual differences between students, and tries to pro-
vide room for variation in teaching that is adapted to these differences. Schools and 
teachers can differentiate the teaching by means of streaming students into class-
rooms that work at different ability levels, grouping students in different ability 
groups within one classroom, pacing instruction (allowing students to cover subject 
matter in different time schedules) and individualizing instruction within relatively 
heterogeneous classrooms. Differentiation also includes special programmes for 
and/or additional teaching and support of pupils at risk and providing extra chal-
lenges to high achieving students.   

2.5     The Multi-facetted Nature of School Effectiveness 
Enhancing Variables 

 It is important to note that these concepts are not mutually exclusive and that there 
are several cases of conceptual overlap between them. Achievement orientation is 
described in terms of direct school policies, but also as a relevant orientation in the 
school’s climate. Next, it is important to see the essential place of assessment and 
evaluation as a means to shape the achievement orientation in the school. 
Achievement orientation has an orientation on student achievement results in com-
mon with educational leadership. 

 Apart from the conceptual overlap between these main indicators, schools are 
also likely to combine a number of these indicators in an overall strategy for 
(improving the) teaching and learning in the school. Opportunity to learn and time 
on task for example are essentially part of an overarching strategy to increase stu-
dents’ exposure to content, while ‘focused teaching’ (a term coined by Seashore 
Louis et al.  2010 ) combines direct instruction and constructivist teaching strategies. 
A third example is the way evaluation and monitoring are inherently related to 
ensuring opportunity to learn, expressed in Popham’s credo “test better, teach bet-
ter” (Popham  2003 ). Finally, evaluation and assessment can also be seen as strong 
levers in more structured teaching approaches, where students’ progress records are 
needed to improve their “time on task”, to set learning objectives and provide struc-
tured support and guidance to students (this approach is currently piloted in the 
Netherlands, under the heading of “result oriented work” (Visscher and Ehren  2011 ). 
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 Many of the factors, discussed in the above, such as climate, achievement orien-
tation, evaluation and monitoring and opportunity to learn can also be measured on 
both the classroom and school level and may have different interpretations on those 
two levels. For example individual teachers may make limited use of student moni-
toring in informing their teaching while the head teacher has strong systems in place 
to monitor student progress across the school to inform school-level improvement 
policies. The multi-facetted nature of school effectiveness, the conceptual overlap 
between the conditions and the multiple ways to describe and measure each sub- 
component indicates the complexity in designing effective inspection frameworks 
and calls for a thoughtful refl ection on which indicators to include in inspection 
frameworks, as well as how to measure them. The next section includes such a 
refl ection of six inspection frameworks.  

2.6     Analysing Inspection Frameworks 

 Table  2.4  below provides an overview of the inspection frameworks used in six 
European countries. These frameworks are from the Inspectorates of Education in 
the Netherlands, England, Ireland, Sweden, the province of Styria in Austria and the 
Czech Republic, which were studied by Ehren et al. ( 2013 ) in an EU funded project. 
De Volder’s dissertation ( 2012 ) and country profi les on the website of SICI, the 
European Association of Inspectorates of Education 1  were used to complete the 
table. The description of the inspection frameworks refers to 2010.

   The countries represent a broad variety of types of school inspections. They vary 
in using a low stakes capacity-building inspection approach (e.g. Ireland), to test- 
based early warning inspections to control schools (e.g. the Netherlands), and range 
from very centralized national Inspectorates of Education (e.g. England) to inspec-
tion agencies that operate at the level of the provinces (Austria). In Table  2.4  we 
summarized the inspection standards and thresholds these Inspectorates of Education 
use to evaluate schools. We also provided a brief summary on the hierarchical struc-
ture of these frameworks and the types of data collection to inform inspection 
assessments. It is important to note that any visual overlap in standards in inspection 
frameworks will likely hide quite a diversifi ed gamma of operational defi nitions and 
specifi c measurement instruments. The summary below and subsequent compari-
son with school effectiveness research can therefore only provide very general com-
ments and suggestions on how to potentially improve inspection frameworks. 

 The summary in Table  2.4  indicates that the six Inspectorates of Education all 
focus on malleable conditions and processes, while some also evaluate the output of 
the school, and only one Inspectorate of Education specifi cally assesses elements of 
the school’s input (the Czech Republic). Interestingly, two countries (Ireland and 
England) collect information on input (e.g. quality of school building) but only use 
this information if school inspectors feel that those inputs specifi cally affect the 

1   http://www.sici-inspectorates.eu/Members/Inspection-Profi les . 
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quality of school processes. These Inspectorates do not grade the school’s input 
separately. In choosing such an approach they seem to recognize the complex and 
interrelated nature of the input and process conditions in explaining school quality 
and high student achievement. 

 Such a perspective however seems to be lacking in how the six Inspectorates of 
Education generally assess school processes and output. Table  2.4  indicates that 
overall assessments of school quality include a set of standards and substandards 
with underlying detailed criteria, where strict rules are applied on grading schools 
on a scale in a similar manner for all the schools. The assessment protocols and 
guidelines require an assessment of conditions as ‘present’ or ‘absent’, or an 
assessment on a 3 or 4 point scale, ignoring the potential interrelatedness of the 
conditions. 

 The way in which information on conditions at the classroom level are aggre-
gated to evaluate school level effectiveness also discounts the fact that these condi-
tions have different meanings at different levels of the school hierarchy. Observations 
of ‘achievement orientation’ in lesson observations (at the classroom level) are for 
example often simply averaged to come to an assessment of the school’s quality in 
this area. Achievement orientation on the school level however may also include an 
assessment of school policy in this area and monitoring systems the school has in 
place to support teachers’ orientation on high student achievement. Only some of 
the Inspectorates of Education (e.g. Sweden and Austria) seem to steer away from 
this approach of treating school and classroom conditions similarly by emphasizing 
a more holistic approach to the evaluation of schools and providing schools with an 
overview of strengths and weaknesses instead of using rudimentary thresholds to 
single out failing schools. The downside of this approach, as will be discussed in the 
Chap.   3    , is however the potential lack of accuracy and transparency in inspection 
assessments. 

 Some Inspectorates of Education also incorporate quantitative performance indi-
cators on for example drop-out of students, graduation rates, class repetition or 
average class size to improve the accuracy and objectivity of their assessments. 
These indicators have the benefi t of being more specifi c than the inspection stan-
dards, listed in Table  2.1 . These systematic quantitative indicator systems however 
differ from school inspections, in the sense that the latter have the great asset of 
expert professional quality  judgment , while the former depend on  measurement  
techniques. Both evaluation approaches (quantitative indicators and inspections) 
present a different kind of evaluation procedure. Indicator sets are applied by means 
of standardized data collection procedures and research methods, while in school 
inspections, the inspection standards and check-lists are more to be seen as tools 
and “extensions” of the professional expert judgements. In this sense inspection 
frameworks can purposefully be more global than quantitative indicator systems. 
Nevertheless, the more extensive indicator sets could be used as a resource in the 
development of inspection frameworks, and possibly partially be copied as a basis 
for structured classroom observation schedules, and to ‘scaffold’ professional 
judgements of school inspectors. There are many options and choices of instru-
ments to inform and design inspection frameworks. As an illustration of a relevant 

2 The Evidence Base for School Inspection Frameworks
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set of inspection standards, the set of indicators developed by Scheerens et al. 
( 2011 ) is cited in the Annex. 

 However, some Inspectorates of Education (such as Ofsted in England) have 
also abandoned such detailed check-lists as they turned into standard and scripted 
recipes for school improvement. Schools and other stakeholders (e.g. school 
improvement partners and developers of school self-evaluations) developed so 
called ‘Ofsted-approved’ school organization and teaching models and these were 
increasingly copied and pasted by schools, without any refl ection or consideration 
of whether these practices are fi t for purpose for the specifi c classroom and school 
context in which they are implemented. 

 Table  2.4  also summarizes how a number of Inspectorates of Education include 
school output in their evaluation of school quality. The description of how test data 
is analysed to assess school output indicates that these evaluations are still rather 
rudimentary and make limited use of the more sophisticated value added models of 
analysing and reporting on school output as described earlier in this chapter. The 
Inspectorates of Education that have access to student achievement data (the 
Netherlands and England) take into account potential instability in the data by 
calculating averages (generally across 3 years) when assessing output of schools. 
Most Inspectorates of Education however do not seem to have detailed and high 
quality performance data available to make such analyses as there is no national 
standardized testing in place, or as they are not allowed to access such data. A num-
ber of Inspectorates of Education instead analyse teacher assessments or students’ 
work to get a sense of the output of the school. Such analyses are, interestingly, in 
some cases (e.g. Ireland) also used to evaluate the quality of processes (e.g. quality 
of teaching) and, as a result, act as a proxy for the quality of educational processes 
in the school. 

 Looking at Table  2.4 , it is also remarkable to see that, despite the recent focus 
and recognition of teaching quality as the main condition for school quality, no 
Inspectorate of Education included teacher characteristics in their framework of 
inspection standards. Even though the Dutch inspection framework incorporates 
classroom-level criteria, such as about pedagogical and didactic behaviour of teach-
ers, they are only assessed on the school-level by averaging the scores of a selection 
of classroom observations. The previous section however suggested that teaching/
instruction level conditions, such as high expectations, a challenging teaching 
approach, an orderly learning environment and clear and structured teaching are 
more important than school level conditions in improving student achievement. 
Most inspectorates however do not explicitly evaluate teaching or teachers on a 
classroom/subject or grade level, preferring instead to evaluate school level condi-
tions and general instruction characteristics or teaching patterns such as learning 
time, school leadership and school climate. 

 A fi nal “council” to further and future developments of national school inspec-
tion frameworks is therefore the relative emphasis on school organizational as com-
pared to teaching and learning, or didactic standards. A prudent warning could be 
for designers and adaptors of inspection frameworks not to lose sight of the primary 
process of teaching and learning.     

J. Scheerens and M.C.M. Ehren
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