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Abstract:  
This paper examines school Inspections as a government tool for monitoring, controlling, assessing or 
assisting school improvement in a number of European countries in the past two decades. The study 
looks into the roles and functions of school inspection as a mechanism that has in some cases been 
credited for school improvement and at the same time is found to produce negative side effects that often 
outweigh the positive impact incurring additional burden for schools and educators. The opinions on the 
impact of school inspection are divided and reflect different attitudes towards practices that are 
embedded in education policies in various countries. The paper also explores some inspection models 
that are more positively accepted by the observed schools and other stakeholders involved in school 
evaluation. The paper looks into characteristics of the inspectors as well as the relationship between 
inspectors and the inspected, to determine the future trajectories of the external evaluation development. 
This paper is a short review of the literature on the topic of school inspection involving an online search. 
Relevant articles dating from 2014 to 2019 were accessed using SpringerLink and Taylor & Francis online 
Library, Research Gate and Google Scholar database.  
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1. INTRODUCTION  
 
Nations around the world place undisputable emphasis on education as a means for building a brighter 
future and higher standard of living. Education is recognized as a means that contribute to economic 
growth, reduce poverty, and increase general well-being (Ehren & Schackleton, 2016). Based on an 
abundance of evidence, there is a growing concern related to the quality of education that has been 
characterized as low and in need of improvement. An establishment of a number of national and 
international mechanisms resulted in an effort to assess the quality in education (Kauko et al, 2018). 
Among these mechanisms school inspection is commonly employed in most European countries and 
wider. In some countries the history of inspection dates back to the early eighteenth century (Brown et al, 
2016) while in some countries it has only been recently introduced. Different modes of governing political 
systems have impacted change in the practices of school governance. School inspections across Europe 
have also experienced a number of changes and transitions that on the first sight appear to be 
modernized and act from a position of support, collaboration and trust (Altrichter, 2017). The shift in 
policies is changing the attitudes of schools towards inspection and a number of studies report on positive 
influence of school inspection. On the other hand there is a body of literature that contests the impact of 
school inspections and argue about the neutral effects or even unintended consequences (Penninckx et 
al, 2015). 
 

2. PROBLEM STATEMENT  
 

The research into school inspection and the effects on school improvement can be categorized in the 
body that supports the positive effects of school inspection on school improvement, the category that 
negates any positive effects and bring forth the unintended effects that inspection inflicts upon schools, 
schools principals, teachers and students in general. There is also a category of researchers that 
maintain more of a neutral position by claiming that school inspections are a needed mechanism whose 
practices may be ameliorated by changing policies that redefine the role of school inspection.  
 

3. RESEARCH QUESTION  
 

This review will explore the following study question: 
• What are the current trends in the development and transformation of school inspections as a 

mechanism that aims to improve quality education?  
 

4. LITERATURE REVIEW  
 

4.1. The role of school inspection 
 
In Europe school inspections date back as early as eighteenth century and in most countries it was 
instituted with the opening of public schools. The aim was to check compliance of the schools with the 
mandated rules and programs (Brown et al, 2016).   
Nowadays school inspection is a mechanism employed by the majority of systems across Europe with the 
aim of evaluating and assessing the quality of education while holding schools accountable for a variety 
of goals related to student attainment, teaching, and effectiveness of school leadership (Gustafsson et al, 
2015). According to Ehren & Shackleton 2016, school inspections are external evaluations conducted by 
the external officials mandated from the Governments to check the quality of schools, quality of teaching, 
fulfillment of learning objectives for students, as well as the schools environment in terms of safety and 
preconditions for the development of children. As stated by Baxter 2017, school inspection is a means of 
governing and improving standards in education. Inspectorates and inspectors are also considered policy 
implementers that drive and facilitate the achievement of policy goals (Baxter, 2017, pp 2).  
Kemethofer, 2017, posits that there are common features of European school inspections. Similarities are 
apparent in the way school inspections are conducted. Usually inspections happen in cyclical timelines, 
ranging from yearly inspections in some countries, to once in seven years in some other countries like 
Norway. Usually a notification is sent to schools about the time when the inspection will commence and 
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the process follows the procedure normally stated in the handbooks or other official documents (Hall, 
2017). In these documents there are stated criteria by which schools are to be evaluated so in most 
cases schools are informed what to expect. The visitations are carried out by teams of inspectors 
according the school size. In the process of inspection relevant documentation is reviewed, data is 
collected from the school principal, teachers, students, support staff, and in some cases from other 
stakeholders outside the school. The process includes teacher observations and talking to students.  
At the end of the process inspector/s put together a report that goes back to school principals for approval 
and sometimes corrections are made in case the report differs very much from the perspective of the 
observed.  
One of the significant differences between school inspection systems across countries is related to 
inspection reports. In countries like England reports are made public and affect the ranking of schools that 
in turn may have very negative effects for schools reputation and existence. Countries where negative 
evaluations may have consequences for the work or licensing of schools, attracting or experiencing 
decrease in enrollment numbers, exemplary teachers and principals, attracting additional funding and 
other benefits are known as high stakes systems (Moreton et al, 2017). On the contrary, in low stakes 
systems like Denmark and Norway, for example there are no such implications. Inspection reports do not 
result in loss of teachers’ or principals’ jobs and schools rarely are closed down. These systems are  
known as low stakes systems (Hall, 2016). 
 

4.2. How have inspections changed  
 

Countries like England have a long history of inspection. Inspection was instituted as a form of control 
and supervision mandated to supervise the quality of schools and quality of teaching, including teacher 
qualifications. Till late 1980s schools enjoyed a relative autonomy. A major shift occurred when 
Governments adopted the New Public Management approach to implement as a new governing method 
to regulate education from the distance (Lillejord et al, 2018). In 1990s, the Management by Objectives 
and New Public Management became part of the education evaluation system that would help politicians 
formulate goals, and steer from a distance, administrators should interpret goals that would be further 
explained to schools, and oversee how teachers and principals implemented these goals in practice. As 
pointed by Moreton et al, 2017, inspection in the new public management system enable governance at a 
distance where ‘schools are deemed not to be trusted to regulate themselves effectively and must be 
monitored and held accountable by external agencies’. (Moreton et al, 2017, pp.140). Accountability is 
presupposed to enhance education quality and promote school improvement (Hanberger, et al 2016) and 
at the same time reinforce competition that results in better performance. The era of accountability as   
Moreton 2017, describes it, represents an increased scrutiny of school practices by centralization of 
control, through the establishment of agencies that will police schools thus becoming an important 
element of regulation of public services. A regulated approach to accountability also is conditioned by the 
use of limited resources and the priority to add value to student learning outcomes (Sachs, 2016). 
Accountability was introduced as a counterbalance to the autonomy and decentralized governance of 
schools. The need for accountability gave rise to even bigger authority and power to school inspection. 
Brown et al, 2016, and a culture of performativity, or as Hall, (2017) calls an audit culture. In this audit 
culture schools and principals are held responsible for students’ performance. This is considered a major 
shift in the Danish system for example where the focus of evaluation shifted from students to bring under 
the loop the evaluation of teachers and schools (Wallenius et al, 2018). He continues to further elaborate 
that the rationale in accountability approach is that schools and teachers are service providers, while 
students and parents are considered customers. Wallenius et al, continue to explain that accountability 
has been made visible through standardized measurements and production of public data and rankings 
that will be used to inform the decision makers and parents.  
 

4.3. What is the impact of the school inspection on school improvement? 
 

Baxter (2017) states that there is no documented direct effect in support of the claim that school 
inspections influence improvement, taking into consideration the fact that improvement cannot be 
attributed to a single factor. Ehren &Visscher (2006) contemplate on the topic, agreeing to the claim that it 
is expected that after inspection some action would follow leading to improvement, as a result of 
feedback, recommendations, and inspection reports. Improvements are characterized as indirect 
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depending on the type of feedback, school characteristics, characteristics of inspection, inspectors’ 
relationships with schools, communication styles. The same authors in a later study state that the 
combination of provision of feedback and helping schools formulate their action plans for improvement 
will pave the way for schools to take positive action (Ehren & Visscher, 2010). Along the same lines 
Penzer confirms that the effect of feedback depends on the relationship between schools and inspection 
(Penzer, 2011). Ehren et al, 2017., report on a different set of factors that impact improvement comprised 
of setting up expectations, providing quality feedback, capacity development of educators and capacity 
development of local stakeholders, with particular emphasis that before looking for improvement as a 
result of school inspection more effort should be directed towards school’s internal quality assurance 
system that directs and detects areas for improvement, giving more weight to the importance and 
relevance of self-evaluation processes as a new element to be included as part of the evaluation 
processes. (Ehren et al, 2017, Gustafsson et al 2015, Brown et al, 2017). 
Nelson and Ehren (2014) are in favor of the claim that where accountability system has been functioning 
for longer periods it resulted in school improvement particularly for the schools deemed to be 
underperforming.  
 

4.4. Side effects of school inspections 
 

Inspections throughout Europe and other continents operate in accordance with rules and regulations that 
each government has constructed to define the roles and functions of inspection. School inspections as a 
mechanism for assessment, evaluation, control and support have power vested in them that is interpreted 
and experienced differently from various actors that are impacted by the process of inspection. Nowadays 
in most countries, inspection has become an indispensable means of governing education (Segerholm & 
Hult, 2016) and they do so by collecting data, conducting school and classroom observations, talking to 
head teachers, teachers, students and other stakeholders involved in the education process. Inspectors 
are guided by many criteria, nevertheless decisions that they make are based on their professional 
judgment (Baxter, 2017). Inspectors claim to use data and combine them with their judgments from 
observations in an objective way and free of judgment. However, the accuracy and fairness of these 
judgments has been a source of many tensions and subject for discussion between the inspection, the 
inspected and Governments. A number of researchers in the field state that the effects of inspection are 
debatable, and there is evidence of side effects that are harming the teacher profession, resulting in 
negative emotions, stress and anxiety, absenteeism, disappointment, lack of motivation, decrease in 
creativity, fatigue, to name just a few (Hall, 2016, Penninckx,2014). 
Side effects are evident in a number of behavioral changes related to classroom practices. These 
practices may include schools’ tactical maneuvers to impress, or disguise and resort to window dressing , 
excluding weak students from school on the inspection days, instructing students about their answers, 
changing daily routines, teaching differently, and preparing different lesson plans during the inspection 
visits (Hopkins et al, 2016., Segerholm & Hult, 2016,. Hanberger et al, 2016). 
Inspection side effects may be determined by factors such as school features where leadership, 
innovative capacities, teacher qualifications, student population and other contextual factors are at play, 
and inspection features, such as inspectors’ personality, their behavior, credibility, quality of feedback 
they provide, communication style with the schools and other stakeholders as elements that influence the 
outcome of the inspection effects (Penninckx et al, 2016. Nelson & Ehren, 2014., Hopkins et al, 2016).  
The level of acceptance and operationalization in practice of feedback and recommendations, the quality 
of feedback may influence the effects of inspection, including inspectors’ behavior towards the school.  
  

4.5. Newest policy changes in school inspection and the impact on education  
 

Jones & Tymms, 2014, emphasize a lack of evidence that supports the claim that there is a direct impact 
of inspection on school improvement. However there is a common agreement between a number of 
authors that schools need inspection to prove that they are offering quality education to children (Alkutich 
& Abukari, 2018). In support, Hanberger et al, 2016) note that although schools’ cultures differ in many 
respects, the approach towards performativity as a norm has been ingrained in school culture of many 
countries and student performance is defined as criteria for the measurement of the school success and 
development.  
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In the words of Baxter & Hult, 2017, changes in inspection have been influenced by a number of factors 
among which are alarming comparative results from PISA (Program for International Student 
Assessment) that in many countries were experienced as what is by a number of authors labeled ‘Pisa 
shock’ that mobilized governments to initiate new reforms and changes in education and in the governing 
systems as well (Baxter & Hult, 2017., Altrichter, 2017., Brown et al 2017). A range of changes is taking 
place in the governing methods and some countries like Germany, Sweden, and Ireland school 
inspections were reinstated or drastically reformed in an effort for the governments to closer monitor the 
work of schools (Baxter, 2017). Inspections are governing tools for the governments but they are also 
organizations that have to undergo transformations in order to keep abreast and respond to changes in 
education policies. School inspections are expected to act as policy implementers as well (Dederring & 
Sovada, 2017).  Changes include a shift in policy of how inspectors interpret their role and how they enact 
the policies in practice.  For example in England that has had a long tradition of inspection, the claim that 
inspectors inspected ‘without fear and offered fair judgment’ has caused a lot of tension and stress for the 
schools by ‘naming and shaming schools, and has devalued the teacher professionalism, (Sachs, 2015., 
Baxter, 2014)). The new policy is about changing the inspection composition of the work force employing 
more head teachers as school inspectors (Moreton et al., 2017).The reasoning behind this endeavor is 
that school inspection in England is trying to build back the credibility by believing that head teachers will 
be able to inspect and evaluate teachers and other head teachers in a more objective way. (Dobbelaer et 
al, 2017) describe the importance of feedback for quality improvement considering that the way in which 
feedback and who is included in the process of evaluation will result in better student and school 
performance. Another element included in Dutch inspection processes is dependence on school self-
evaluation which is part of the Irish system too (Brown et al, 2017). In her article about changes in 
inspection policy Baxter & Hult, 2017, note that remodeling of inspection in England includes a movement 
towards changing relationships, combining regulatory functions, and aligning them with lenience towards 
support for improvement. On the other hand Hult & Segerholm, 2017, state that an interesting element in 
impacting change derives from the perceptions of what inspectors feel are their aims and goals of 
inspection and on the other side what is the perception of schools about the impact of inspection, stating 
that in cases where schools believe that inspection can make a change they are more receptive towards 
the process of inspection. There are countries that employ a different approach to school evaluation. 
Germany is a representative case where Inspection was tried and abolished due to focusing on other 
methods of evaluation and accountability. Switzerland employs an inspection system that focuses on the 
process features such as leadership, cooperation, climate and classroom management (Schweinberger 
et al., 2017). Kosovo on the other hand is trying an approach oriented towards self-evaluation combined 
with regular inspections that are lined towards monitoring schools in terms of compliance and the level of 
effectiveness in implementing new curriculums that have been constantly changing due to efforts for 
reforming education in Kosovo (Mehmeti, et al 2018). The first results are encouraging. The 
recommendations are that the schools need to build their capacities in understanding and conducting the 
process of self-evaluation and the emphasis that implementing such processes schools will need external 
support in capacity building. The first pilot projects have revealed need for drastic measures of 
improvement including professional development of school leadership, teacher pre-service training, on- 
service teacher training, hiring and training new inspectors, focusing on decentralization and ameliorating 
relationships between politically appointed heads and municipal education directors and inspectors that 
may have been appointed based on political affiliations. The international community is still investing and 
offering support in capacity building but according to the MSI (Management Systems International) a 
USAID funded project, the efforts are directed at many levels, however, there is no coordination between 
donors, and therefore, a lot of support work is not resulting in significant improvement. Efforts are being 
focused on building capacities and structures to support decentralization supported by accountability 
mechanisms. The Inspectors are focusing mainly on assisting schools in the implementation of curricula, 
and teacher evaluation. There is movement towards assisting schools conduct self-evaluation processes. 
All these uncoordinated efforts, are resulting in high levels of confusion among educators regarding all the 
reforms that are taking place.   
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5. METHODOLOGY FOR THE REVIEW 
 

The articles used in this paper were selected based on their relevance to school inspection as a 
mechanism for evaluation. The search yielded a number of results that focuse on school inspection as a 
mechanism for school improvement. The search was expanded by adding terms that relate to effects and 
side effects of school inspection which in fact shows a tendency of decreasing in number in the recent 
years. Being that school inspections are implementers of reforms in education through education policies 
and policy shifts more articles were identified that address the concepts of policy in education, reforms in 
education including reforming the inspection work force. A number of articles connected to teacher 
performance, and school evaluation mention inspection as a mechanism closely connected to new trends 
in education. Reference lists are a good source containing information on authors and topics researched 
related to inspection. After filtering the available sources about 50 articles were selected for review. The 
data bases used were Taylor and Francis Library, SpringerLink, and Google Scholar online databases. 
Research Gate proved to be a valuable source with a few authors making their work available on request.   
 

6. RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
 

The literature review presents the current situation related to school inspection, modalities of inspection 
used in the European countries. Countries differ in their policies how they implement change and reform 
in education by shifting to new forms of governance, (Baxter, 2017). Inspection work force is also 
undergoing transformation in response to new policies where inspection is still maintaining the standards 
of legal compliance and professional approach towards standards while taking a more supportive and 
development stance. A new approach is a move towards the proportional risk-based inspection that takes 
the local context into consideration. The review reveals that self-evaluation is gaining in importance and 
inspectors are relying on the data and findings through which schools present themselves.  
 

7. CONCLUSIONS 
 

The school inspection as a mechanism that has been part of a school evaluation for quite some time, is 
still very much present in many educational systems in Europe. It is a mechanism that governments use 
to monitor and evaluate schools. The purpose of inspection is school improvement through offering 
schools external insight on how well they are performing compared to other schools nationally or 
internationally. By focusing on performance data inspection keeps watch of standards in education by 
collecting and interpreting data, exercising judgment, and informing the public about the quality of 
education schools offer to children (Ozga, 2016). In the market economy that fosters competitiveness 
schools are pressured to comply with standards of evaluation responding with a number of reforms that 
affect the work of teachers, their relationship with students and other stakeholders. One such reform was 
the tendency to assign more autonomy to schools by allowing them to make decisions related to hiring, 
curriculums, professional development, and be responsible for the results. Inspections have also been 
reformed moving from a regime of checking for compliance towards focusing more on development and 
helping schools use inspection as a support mechanism that offers schools fresh perspective on 
strengths and weaknesses. The way inspection provides guidance in the form of feedback, opening way 
for schools to present themselves through self-evaluation, helping schools interpret data, shows a 
tendency of inspection to improve relationships with schools and relevant stakeholders. The current shifts 
in policy are calling for inspections to adapt and be flexible within the realm of keeping their professional 
standards but also moving away from turning education systems into identikit models that do not take into 
consideration differences in national and international backgrounds and contexts by trying to use the 
same performativity system and expecting comparable results (Outhwaite & Tabberer, 2017).    
 
 
 
 
 
 

426



REFERENCE LIST  
 

1. Alkutich, M. & Abukari, A. (2018)- Examining the Benefit of School Inspection on Teaching and 
Learning: A Case Study of Dubai Private School, Journal of Education and Vol.9, No.5,                                           

2. Altrichter, H., & Kemethofer, D. (2014). Impact of school inspection on teaching and learning in 
Primary and secondary education in Austria: Final-technical-report-Austria. 
http://schoolinspections.eu/impact/wp-content/uploads/downloads/2014/07/Final-technical-report- 
Austria.pdf. Accessed 28 March 2016. 

3. Altrichter, H., & Kemethofer, D. (2015). Does accountability pressure through school inspection 
promote school improvement? School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 26(1), 32–56. 

4. Baxter, J. A. (2014). An independent inspectorate? Addressing the paradoxes of educational 
inspection in 2013. School Leadership & Management, 34(1), 21–38. 

5. Baxter, J. (ed.), School Inspectors, Accountability and Educational Improvement. DOI 
10.1007/978-3-319-52536-5_4 

6. Baxter, J., & Rönnberg, L. (2014). Inspection in the Media: The media in inspection In Grek S. & 
Lindengren J. (Eds.), Governing by inspection. London: Routledge 

7. Behnke, K., Steins, G. (2017). Principals’ reactions to feedback received by school Inspection: A 
longitudinal study - J Educ Change 18:77–106 

8. Brandon, J., Hollweck, T., Donlevy, J.K., & Whalen, C.  (2018). Teacher supervision and 
evaluation challenges: Canadian perspectives on overall instructional leadership, Teachers and 
Teaching, 24:3, 263-280, DOI: 10.1080/13540602.2018.1425678 

9. Brown et al, 2017) M. Brown (&) _ G. McNamara _ J. O’Hara _ S. O’Brien EQI - the Centre for 
Evaluation, Quality and Inspection, Dublin City University, Dublin 9, Ireland, Springer International 
Publishing AG 2017 

10. Brown, M., McNamara, G., Ohara, J., O'Brien, S., Faddar, J., & Young, C. (2018). Integrated Co-
Professional Evaluation? Converging, Approaches to School Evaluation Across Frontiers. 
Australian Journal of Teacher Education, 43 (12) Retrieved from 
https://ro.ecu.edu.au/ajte/vol43/iss12/6/. 

11. Carlbaum, S. (2016). Equivalence and performance gaps in Swedish school inspection: context 
and the politics of blame. Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education, Vol. 37, No. 1,1 1 02 3 3 – 
148 

12. Clapham, A. (2015). Post-fabrication and putting on a show: Examining the impact of short notice 
inspections. British Educational Research Journal, 41(4), 613–628.Vol. 59, No. 1, 58–76, 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2013.838803. 

13. Clarke, J. (2015). Inspections: Governing at a distance. In Grek, s., & Lindgren, J. (Eds.), 
Governing by inspection (pp. 11–26). London: Routledge. 

14. Cunningham, C. (2019) .An investigation into school inspection policies in Western Australian 
state education performed by the Expert Review Group Educ. Res Policy Prac. 18:39–58. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10671-018-9227-5. 

15. Dederring, K. & & Sovada, G.M. 2017). Reaching a conclusion—procedures and processes of 
judgement formation in school inspection teams. Educational Assessment, Evaluation and 
Accountability, Volume 29, issue 1. pp 5–22. 

16. Dobbelaer J.M., Godfrey, D., & Fransen, M.B.H. (2017) Feedback by Dutch Inspectors to 
Schools. School Inspectors, pp 97- 119  

17. Ehren, M.& Schackleton, N.(2016) Risk-based school inspections: impact of targeted inspection 
approaches on Dutch secondary schools. Educ Asse Eval Acc , 28:299–321. DOI 
10.1007/s11092-016-9242-0 

18. Ehren, M., Gustafsson, J. E., Altrichter, H., Skedsmo, G., Kemethofer, D., & Huber, S. G. (2015). 
Comparing effects and side effects of different school inspection systems across Europe. 
Comparative Education, 51(3), 375–400. 

19. Ehren, C.M. & Visscher, A.J. (2006).Towards a theory of on the impact of school inspections. 
British Journal of Education of educational studies. Vol 54.No.1.pp 51-72. 

427



20. Ehren, C.M., Spicer E.D., Bangpan, M., & Reid, A. (2017) School inspections in low- and middle-
income countries: Explaining impact and mechanisms of impact. A Journal of Comparative and 
International Education, 47:4, 468-482, DOI:10.1080/03057925.2016.1239188 

21. Faddar, J,.Vanhoof, J. & De Maeyer, S. (2018) School self-evaluation: self-perception or self-
deception? The impact of motivation and socially desirable responding on self-evaluation results, 
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, Doi:10.1080/09243453.2018.1504802 

22. Gustafsson, J.E., Ehren, C. M., Conyngham, G., McNamara, G., & Altrichter, H. (2015). From 
Inspection to quality: Ways in which school inspection influences change in schools. Studies in 
Education Evaluation. 47- pp. 47-57. 

23. Hall B. J. (2017). Governing by templates’’ through new modes of school inspection in Norway. J 
Educ Change. Science+Business Media Dordrecht.18:161–182 

            DOI 10.1007/s10833-017-9295-y. 
24. Hall J, (2015). Examining school inspectors and education directors within the organization of 

school inspection policy: Perceptions and views, Scandinavian Journal of educational research, 
Vol 61, No.1, 112- 126.  

25. Hall B.J. (2018) Processes of reforming: The case of the Norwegian state school inspection policy 
frameworks. Education Inquiry, 9:4, 397-414, 

  DOI 10.1080/20004508.2017.1416247 
26. Hall, B.J.  (2018): The performative shift: middle leadership ‘in the line of fire’, Journal of 

Educational Administration and History. 
  DOI: 10.1080/00220620.2018.1518317 

27. Hanberger,A., Carlbaum, S.,Hult, A., Lindgren, L. & Lundstrom, U. (2016). School evaluation in 
Sweden in a local perspective: A synthesis. Education Inquiry, 7:3, 30115, DOI: 
10.3402/edui.v7.30115. 

28. Hult, A., & Segerholm, CH. (2017). Making a Difference? The Voices of School Inspectors and 
Managers in Sweden. School Inspectors, pp. 121-135. 

29. Kemethofer, D., Gustafsson, E.J., & Altrichter, H.  (2017)  Educational Assessment, Evaluation 
and accountability. 29: 319-337 Comparing effects of school inspection in Sweden and Austria 
Mboyo, J. P. E. (2017).The place of emotions while inspecting schools: reflections of two Ofsted 
inspectors. School Leadership & Management, 37:3, 267-287, 

30. Kauko, J., Rinne, R., & Takala, T. ed.(2018). Politics of Quality in Education: A Comparative 
Study of Brazil, China, and Russia. Routledge 2 Park Square, Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon OX14 
4RN. 

31. Lillejord S., Elstad E. & Kavli H. (2018).Teacher evaluation as a wicked policy problem. 
Assessment in education: Principles, Policy and Practice. 25:3,pp.291-309, 

32. Lindgren, J. (2015). The Front and Back Stages of Swedish School Inspection: Opening the Black 
Box of Judgment. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research. 

33. Mehmeti, S., Boshtrakaj, L., Bytyqi, L., Zylfiu, H. & Potera, I. (2018). Pervojat e para ne vleresimin 
e performances se shkolles ne Kosove. Instituti Pedagogjik I Kosoves. 

34. Moreton J.H., Boylan M, & Simkins, T. (2017). Head teachers who also Inspect Practitioner 
Inspectors in England. School Inspectors. Springer  

35. Nelson, R. & Ehren, M. (2014). Review and synthesis of evidence on the (mechanisms of) impact 
of school inspections. GOOGLE SCHOLAR, Downloaded 20/08/2018. 

36. OECD. (2015). Improving Schools in Sweden: An OECD perspective. Retrieved April 15.18, from: 
http://www.oecd.org/edu/school/Improving-Schools-in-Sweden.pdf. 

37. Pennickx, M., Vanhoof, J., De Meyer, S., & Van Petegem, P. (2015). Effects and side effects of 
Flemish school inspection. Educational Management Administration & Leadership. Vol. 44(5) pp. 
728–744. 

38. Penninckx, M., & Vanhoof, J. (2015). Insights gained by schools and emotional consequences of 
school inspections: A review of evidence. School Leadership and Management, 35(5), 477–501. 

39. Penzer, G. (2011). School inspections: What happens next? CfBT Education Trust.England.  
40. Sachs, J. (2016). Teacher professionalism: why are we still talking about it? Teachers and 

Teaching. 22:4, 413-425, DOI: 10.1080/13540602.2015.1082732. 

428



41. Schweinberger, K., Qusel, C., Mahler, S., & Hohli, A. (2017) Studies in educational evaluation. 
Volume 55, pp.75- 82. 

42. Varjo, J., & Kalalahti, M. (2018).The art of governing local education markets municipalities and 
school choice in Finland. Education Inquiry. 
DOI:10.1080/20004508.2018.1514907. 

43. Viseu, S. & Carvalho, L. M. (2018). Changes in school governance and the reshaping of head 
teachers’ roles and identities in Portugal. Luis Miguel Carvalho, Liu Min, Romuald Normand, 
Dalila Andrade Oliveira (ed). Education policies and the restructuring of the educational 
profession. Global and comparative perspectives. Singapore: Springer Verlag, pp. 57-70. 

44. Wallenius, T., Hansen, P., Juvonen, S., & Varjo, J. (2018).Schools, accountability and 
transparency—approaching the Nordic school evaluation practices through discursive 
institutionalism. Nordic Journal of Studies in Educational Policy, 4:3, 133-143. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

429



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




