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1. Introduction 
This review is part of the EU-project ‘Polycentric Inspections of Networks of Schools’ (PINS). The 

purpose of this review was to identify and summarise findings from international empirical and non- 

empirical research on the impact of internal evaluation in schools. It sought to answer the following 

questions: 

 

1. What are the effects of internal evaluation? For students, does it lead to improved student attainment 

and/or improved conditions of learning?  For the school, does it lead to reflection and intentions to 

improve and is there evidence of actual school improvement as a result? 

2. What are the conditions for successful internal evaluation? 

3. How do internal evaluations lead to improved student attainment and/or improved conditions of 

learning?  What are the mechanisms that underlie effective internal evaluation? 

 

1.2 What is internal evaluation? 
The definition of internal evaluation used to guide the review is of a process of purposive evaluation of 

school practices which provides insights into the educational experiences of students, as more than 

those measured by test data (Simons, 2013). It is variously termed: internal evaluation, (school) self- 

evaluation, self-review, data use, data- based decision making, inquiry, internal accountability. Internal 

evaluation is carried out solely by staff internal to the school and these may be groups of teachers and/or 

other members of staff, school leaders or designated project staff (Nevo, 2001). ‘Data coaches’ may 

work, as employees of the school, with teams to facilitate the interpretation of data and in using it to 

plan changes to teaching approaches. Schools may also work with external partners, such as a research 

partnership or a school district/local authority or employ a ‘critical friend’ or external data coach to give 

support in the design of internal evaluation, the  interpreting of evidence and to prompt reflection and 

planning for improvement. However, internal evaluation is distinguished from external types of 

evaluation in the fact that members of the school’s professional personnel are in charge of the 

evaluation. External evaluations would, on the other hand, see an external authority (e.g. Inspectorate 

of Education) decide on evaluation criteria, collect data on school performance and report evaluation 

results.  

‘Data use’ and internal evaluation 

According to our definition, data- driven evaluation, based on test data only, is outside the scope of our 

review. In examining the literature it was found that the distinction between internal evaluation and data 

use, based on test data only, and driven by pressures for test- based accountability, was not entirely 

clear. ‘Data- driven’, ‘data- centred’, ‘data use’ or ‘data- based decision making’ (for example as used 

in Schildkamp and Visscher, 2013) were found often to describe processes which included the analysis 

of external test data, but which drew on other sources of evidence to inform collaborative discussion 

about ways to improve teaching and learning. In the USA, researchers found that teachers’ 

understanding of the terms ‘data’ and ‘data use’ varied from school to school with only some schools 

employing the term in a way which is in scope according to the definition used for this review (Ikemoto 

and Marsh, 2007; Jimerson, 2014).  Furthermore, within the range of studies of collaborative data use 

which involved more than test data, there was a range from quantitative data only, including assessment 

data and sometimes non- assessment data such as attendance and demographic data (Dembosky et al., 

2006) to enquiry methods in which multiple sources of quantitative and qualitative data were discussed 

in professional learning communities (as, for example, in Farley- Ripple and Buttram, 2014). The 

selection of literature for this review aimed to be comprehensive, so that literature on data use is 

included, where it is clear that internal processes are part of the evaluation, where evidence other than 

external test data informs the evaluation and where additional insight is given into effects, conditions 

and mechanisms. It is acknowledged that the boundaries for inclusion may have excluded some relevant 

work. 
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2. Methodology 

The review is focused on internal evaluation of schools, and excludes evaluation of individuals (e.g. 

head teachers, teachers). Work included was restricted to that published from 2000 until April 2015, 

from high income countries, in relevant settings (primary and secondary education) and language 

(English). Literature reviews on internal evaluation were used as a reference point for searches of 

relevant articles and books. Articles and books prior to 2000 were included if they were mentioned in 

these literature reviews and were relevant to the above four categories.  

We looked at non empirical studies (e.g. think pieces, exploratory studies) to increase our understanding 

of the conditions and mechanisms that contribute to successful internal evaluation. In reporting findings 

we clearly distinguish which results are from empirical studies and which are from exploratory studies 

or think pieces. Publications for review were drawn from educational research, official government and 

international body publications, and a variety of other sources of evidence, including internet resources. 

Overall, the literature reviewers erred towards including studies where there was a degree of ambiguity 

regarding their relevance in order to aim for a comprehensive coverage of the field.  

The literature review process: 

This was carried out in steps and involved two research officers with general educational knowledge 

but non- expert in the field. The process was overseen by a Senior Lecturer who is an expert in the field 

of Inspection and evaluation. Refinements to the process of data extraction, understanding of key 

concepts and search terms took place through regular meetings and discussions.  

 

Step 1 

Searches: A research officer carried out an initial search to identify possible books, articles and reports 

on both inspection and on internal evaluation. Lists of titles of possible references were identified 

through searches of general databases, journal searches and searches of library catalogues. All keywords 

listed below were used in the searches of general databases and lists of titles were scanned for relevance 

to internal evaluation. This resulted in a large number of titles that were further filtered for relevance 

according to the above description of internal evaluation. 

Journal searches and library catalogue search used more restricted sets of search terms to search 

‘keywords’ and ‘all text’. To add additional studies on internal evaluation, these were: ‘school 

evaluation’ and ‘school accountability’, ‘data and school improvement’.  An additional sweep of articles 

on evaluation was carried out by a researcher by referring to bibliographies and searches for authors 

frequently published in the field when the first set of searches on internal evaluation was found to have 

relatively few articles compared to those on inspection. Where titles were ambiguous, abstracts were 

referred to, if available, and more recent titles were prioritised. Manual scanning of database records 

was then used to refine title lists and to identify those authors who had published frequently in the field. 

As the steps of the search proceeded, additional titles were added, based on bibliographies of relevant 

titles and through use hand searches of journals and other relevant sources.  

Step 2 

Data extraction and summaries: Literature was filed and classified for inclusion, empirical studies were 

separated from non-empirical. Previous literature reviews were not included in counts but used to 

inform searches relevant to this review. Where empirical papers contained elements of separate data 

sets for each country, these were counted as discrete studies. Also, if individual papers referred more 

than once to one data set/study, these were aggregated in the data extraction and counted only once. 

Evidence tables include brief summaries of findings on internal evaluation effects and of important 

conditions and mechanisms. These can be found in the appendix 
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Databases searched and search terms: 

Sources were identified through: 

 General databases (e.g. Digital Resource Archive (DERA), British Education Index (BEI); 

Australian Education Index (AEI); ERIC; Web of Science); internet search engines and gateways (e.g. 

Google Scholar); websites of inspectorates, education charities, policy ‘thinktanks’, conferences, 

unions. 

 Library catalogues, such as: 

 American Educational Research Association 

 Australian Centre for Economic Performance 

 British Educational Research Association 

 Bristol Institute of Public Affairs 

 Business in the Community 

 CfBT Education Trust 

 Consortium on Chicago School Research 

 Department for Education 

 Education Scotland 

 Education Sector 

 Estyn 

 FORUM: for promoting 3-19 comprehensive education 

 Her Majesty's Inspectorate of Education 

 London School of Economics Centre for Economic Performance 

 National Education Policy Center  

 Ofsted 

 Research for Action.  

 Royal Society of Arts and Manufactures 

 Social Policy Association Conference 

 US Department of Education 

 Professional fora (e.g. Times Education Supplement, Guardian Professional,…) 

 Manual keyword searching of journals:  

 American Journal of Sociology 

 British Journal of Educational Studies 

 British Journal of the Sociology of Education 

 British Educational Research Journal 

 Cambridge Journal of Education 

 Canadian Journal of Educational Administration and Policy 

 Comparative Education 

 Current Issues in Comparative Education 

 Early Education and Development 

 Education 3-13 

 Education Inquiry 

 Educational Action Research 

 Educational Administration Quarterly 

 Educational Assessment, Evaluation and Accountability 

 Educational Management Administration & Leadership 

 Educational Policy 

 Education Policy Analysis Archives 

 Educational Research Review 

 Ethnography and Education 

 European Education Research Journal 

 European Journal of Education 

 European Journal of Training and Development 

 Improving Schools 
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 International Journal of Educational Management 

 International Journal of Education Policy and Leadership 

 International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Education 

 Journal of Education Policy 

 Journal of Educational Change 

 Journal of School Choice 

 London Review of Education 

 Management in Education 

 Quarterly Review of Comparative Education 

 Research in Education 

 Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research 

 School Effectiveness and School Improvement 

 School Leadership & Management 

 Studies in Educational Evaluation 

 Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education 

 Teacher Development 

 Scanning lists of references 

 Contacts with those in the professional networks of the research team and those suggested by 

key informants.  

 

Keywords for internal evaluation 

Internal evaluation, Internal/external audit, Critical friend, Compliance, Teaching school 

networks/alliances, underperforming schools, special measures schools, failing schools, schools 

(requiring or needing) improvement, good schools, outstanding schools, satisfactory schools, 

unsatisfactory schools, (coasting or stagnating or stuck) schools, educational monitoring, database 

management systems, decision support systems, educational indicators, information management, 

information systems, information utilization, management information systems, management systems, 

performance information, performance factors, performance management, performance indicators, 

program monitoring, progress monitoring, school performance, progress reporting, recordkeeping, 

records, school data use, school data based, data and school improvement, school self-evaluation, SSE, 

self-assessment, student evaluation of teacher performance, teacher evaluation, total quality 

management, database management systems, school monitoring, EMIS, school performance data, 

monitoring systems, school governance, education governance, school boards, Governing education, 

school autonomy, school efficiency, national information systems, school marketisation, feedback and 

school, quality control, quality review, quality management, dynamic school improvement, institutional 

evaluation, school peer inspection/review, school self- inspection, school self- review, school self- 

regulation, Ofsted, Estyn, HMIE plus other names of inspectorates, accountability and gaming, 

educational accountability, standards based accountability. 

The tables below provide an overview of the type of studies included in the review. 
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Table 1. Number of empirical and non-empirical studies 

type of study frequency   frequency 

multi- country empirical 9 number of separate country 

studied empirical 

33 

single country empirical 73   73 

total empirical 82   106 

multi country non-empirical 3 number of separate country 

studied non-empirical 

0 

singe country non- empirical 15   15 

total non- empirical 18   18 

 

Table 2. Countries included in the review 

 

countries non- empirical frequency countries empirical frequency 

Denmark 1 Belgium- Flanders 6 

England 4 Canada 2 

Ireland 1 Chile 1 

Israel 1 Cyprus 2 

New Zealand 2 Denmark 2 

Scotland 2 England 12 

The Netherlands 2 Germany 3 

USA 2 Hong Kong 2 

International 3 Iceland 2 

    Ireland 4 

    Italy 1 

    Mauritius 1 

    New Zealand 6 

    The Netherlands 8 

    Northern Ireland 2 

    Norway 2 

    South Africa 1 

    USA 32 

    Wales 2 

    Europe 1 
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Table 3. Publication year of studies 

 

year of publication 

non- empirical frequency 

year of publication 

empirical frequency 

2000 1 1998 1 

2001 1 2000 1 

2002   2002 2 

2003   2003 4 

2004 2 2004 2 

2005 2 2005 4 

2006   2006 5 

2007 1 2007 8 

2008 2 2008 10 

2009 1 2009 3 

2010   2010 6 

2011   2011 7 

2012 2 2012 7 

2013 4 2013 6 

2014 2 2014 13 

2015   2015 2 

  18   81 
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3. Findings 
This chapter presents the findings from the review. We will first present a more elaborate definition 

and description of different types of internal evaluation. We then go on to present our findings on 

different types of effects and side effects of internal evaluation, while the last two sections explain the 

conditions and mechanisms of effective internal evaluation. 

 

3.1 Different types of internal evaluation 
Internal evaluation involves a number of stages:  

Plan – school staff and other relevant stakeholders meet to discuss and agree the aims of the evaluation. 

Do – collect data for the purposes of evaluation, such as student assessment data, demographic data, 

student work, lesson observations, student, staff, parent questionnaires or interviews and any other data 

deemed relevant to the evaluation. 

Check – analyse the data collected and use this to assess the extent to which aims are being met and 

where learning needs of students are not being met.  This stage may identify professional development 

needs for teachers and leaders.  

Act – Follow up findings and recommendations from the review process. 

 

Internal evaluations are formative when focused on assessing strengths and weaknesses to inform 

continuous improvement and school development or may have a summative function when internal 

evaluation reports (from the Check phase) are used for external accountability, for example when they 

feed into external evaluation such as inspection.  Not all jurisdictions have an external quality assurance 

system for schools.  In Cyprus, for example, it is individual teachers who may be subject to inspection.  

Nevertheless, schools may use internal evaluation as a stand alone evaluation to inform school 

improvement. 

 

In jurisdictions where there is a system for external quality assurance, this may interact with internal 

evaluation or be independent of it. In sequential evaluation, schools conduct their own evaluation and 

the external body (for example, the Inspectorate) then uses the internal evaluation as a basis for its 

external evaluation (Kyriakides and Campbell, 2004).  The external evaluator may analyse the internal 

evaluation data and it may then be validated, or otherwise, by data collected by the external evaluator. 

This is the case, for example, in Hong Kong (Wong and Li, 2010). Alternatively, the external evaluator 

may use the data from the internal evaluator to contribute to a single meta- evaluation. According to 

Kyriakides and Campbell (2004) sequential evaluation may also work in the opposite direction, when 

the external body provides feedback to the school which is expected to be used in internal evaluations 

and improvement of the school.  In this case, the action plan for improvement of the school will reflect 

the criteria and judgements of the external evaluator instead of school- defined criteria.  These variants 

on the sequential evaluation model are not necessarily clearly distinguishable in the literature.  For 

example, in England, inspection reports identify ‘areas for improvement’ which are expected to form 

the basis for the school’s action planning and own internal accountability processes. Internal evaluation, 

or school self- evaluation (SSE) is expected in England and, for a period prior to 2010 was mandatory, 

using a specified tool the self- evaluation framework (SEF). When the school was inspected, inspectors 

viewed the SEF as part of their preparation for the inspection. According to Davies and Rudd (2001), 

there was a conflict for staff in schools between preparing for Ofsted and conducting the internal 

evaluation, with teachers not sure how much time to dedicate to each activity, which were seen as 

separate. 

Janssens and Van Amelsvoort (2008) studied internal accountability in seven European countries: 

England; Scotland; the Netherlands; Northern Ireland; Denmark, Belgium and Germany (Hesse and 

Lower Saxony). The study explores the extent to which each system orients towards accountability 

(Accountability Orientation or AO) or improvement (Improvement Orientation or IO). All countries 



10 
 

used a form of sequential evaluation in which internal evaluation was used to prepare for inspection to 

some degree and provided frameworks on school improvement to guide internal evaluation. In Denmark 

and Hesse, the role of the inspectorate is to support and provide advice and the frameworks here were 

less standardised and allow for more freedom for the school to pursue its own priorities for 

improvement, as was also the case in Belgium (improvement orientation). In countries with a strong 

accountability orientation, where the internal evaluation contributed to inspectors’ decisions (England, 

Scotland, Northern Ireland, Lower Saxony) the authors suggest that there is potential for conflict 

between using internal evaluation for school improvement and an external accountability function.   

A cooperative model (Kyriakides and Campbell, 2004) or collaborative evaluation (Christie et al., 

2004) integrates internal and external evaluations in the first three stages; Plan, Do, Check and  internal 

and external evaluators collaborate to plan, design, conduct and report on the evaluation together.  As 

a result, the interests and viewpoints of external evaluators, as well as the school- defined criteria are 

taken into account simultaneously.  According to Kyriakides and Campbell (2004) measurement criteria 

come up from both types of evaluation and an attempt is made to combine the results in order to conduct 

a holistic evaluation and satisfy the needs of both parties.  

In parallel evaluation, internal and external evaluators do not participate in each other’s evaluation.  

According to Kyriakides and Campbell (2004) and Christie et al. (2004) the school and the external 

body conduct their own evaluations, which may be shared when completed.  This is the case in systems 

such as in much of the USA, where external evaluation or accountability is test- based, with student 

performance in externally set tests used to make performance judgements on schools and teachers.   

3.2 Effects and side effects of internal evaluations 
There is sufficient evidence from international research to show that internal evaluation can lead to 

sustainable school improvement with increased student achievement and better teaching and learning, 

although, as is shown in later sections, findings on the positive effects of internal evaluation are 

frequently qualified by the need for suitable conditions and mechanisms to be in place. Effects are 

discussed in relation to: reflection on school quality and intentions to improve; school improvement; 

improved student achievement and improved conditions of learning.  Examples where internal 

evaluation has led to no effect are also discussed. 

3.2.1 Reflection on school quality and intentions to improve 
Although internal evaluation results may not lead directly to improvement actions they may influence 

thinking and the direction of school improvement (Schildkamp et al., 2012). Nevo (2001) suggests that 

internal evaluation can lead to greater sensitivity to areas in need of improvement through what Simons 

(2013) calls “insights into the educational experiences of students” (p 2). Schildkamp et al.’s (Ibid.) 

study compared the effects of systems for internal evaluation in the Netherlands and in Flanders.  In the 

Netherlands, internal evaluation was found to lead to more frequent and open consultation about the 

quality of education and more classroom visits by the school leader.  Davies and Rudd (2001) carried 

out research in England at a time when internal evaluation was at an early stage in many of the 23 

schools studied.  They found that the process of internal evaluation led to an increased use of classroom 

observation and involvement of parents and pupils.  It helped to identify professional development 

needs and led to greater ownership of change. Use of relevant, school- specific data was found to be 

important in developing critical reflection and evaluation in a study in Northern Ireland, in which 

teachers were asked to keep a research journal over a period of four weeks (Neil and Johnston, 2005).  

The process of internal evaluation extended existing methods of evaluating teaching and learning, 

identified priorities for the professional development of teachers and developed a perspective among 

teachers beyond their own classroom.  In Iceland, Davidsdottir and Lisi (2007) found changes in teacher 

perceptions of administration facilitating their professional growth; systematic data collection; teacher 

ownership and collaboration; and shared decision-making for improvement efforts in the schools. 



11 
 

Questionnaire responses from teachers in Denmark, England, Finland, Scotland and Sweden showed 

that in all countries, teachers believed that internal methods of quality assurance, including internal 

evaluation, analysis and tracking of pupil progress and school target setting had the most influence on 

improving their practice (Grey et al., 2011). This data was collected as part the European Fabricating 

Quality in Education project and contrasted with many teachers’ beliefs that external aspects of quality 

assurance, including external tests, comparison with other schools, publication of data and inspection 

did not contribute to improvements to such an extent. In Denmark, for example, 85% agreed that internal 

quality assurance of schools in more beneficial than external methods.   

In systems where an inspection system is in place, sequential internal evaluation helps schools prepare 

so that they know where they are in relation to inspection standards (Davies and Rudd, 2001; Ritchie, 

2002; Yeung, 2011). In systems where there is external verification by an inspection process, this further 

helps to develop a more rigorous and systematic way of assessing practice and the capacity of the school 

to improve (Ehren et al., 2014; MacBeath, 2008). 

Internal evaluation can also be of value in systems without external criteria or verification set through 

inspection in a stand- alone system. In Iceland and Ireland respectively, McNamara et al. (2011) and 

Karagiorgi et al. (2015) provide examples of small groups of primary schools, which each developed 

their own process and indicators with the support of external facilitators to embed a culture of self- 

evaluation, reflection and improvement.  In Ireland, a self- evaluation process supported by an external 

facilitator built capacity by raising expectations and helping the staff in small post- 16 units become 

more professional (O’Brien et al., 2015).  

3.2.2 Effect on school improvement 
Improved critical reflection based on internal evaluation can inform goals and actions for improvement 

planning (Bubb and Earley, 2008; Caputo and Rastelli, 2014; Cowan, 2008; Demie, 2003; Karagiorgi 

et al., 2015; Supovitz and Klein, 2003; Wohlstetter et al., 2008).  Ehren et al. (2014) suggest that where 

there are inspection frameworks that set expectations about standards in education, these can drive 

internal evaluation and the capacity of a school to improve.  Cowan (ibid.), in an evaluation of the 

internal evaluation (school self- evaluation) policy then current in England, based on survey data 

collected over two years found that improved data availability supported improved self – evaluation, 

which in turn supported an increased focus on achieving outcomes for pupils overall and for specific 

groups, a better understanding of underperformance, better engagement with students and parents and 

increased accountability among middle leaders. Supovitz and Klein (ibid.) used case study and survey 

data from schools in the USA that were part of the America’s Choice reform programme, which 

included systematic and school wide use of data.  They found that schools used the data for school 

improvement through planning of professional development, setting goals, motivating teachers and 

students, visually stating school priorities and goals and communicating with parents. Hall and Noyes 

(2007) found that in the collaborative schools identified in their study in England, internal evaluation 

was seen as contributing to school improvement as a shared endeavour involving middle leaders and 

teachers. 

Implementation of a range of improvement strategies based on priorities identified through internal 

evaluation can lead to improvement across a school (Education Scotland, 2012; Estyn, 2012; Neil and 

Johnston, 2005; Schildkamp et al., 2012; Supovitz and Klein, 2003; Leung, 2005).  Thus, in Wales, the 

chief inspector’s report for 2012 (Estyn, 2012) found that schools had increased professional learning, 

revised content or organisation of the curriculum and provided targeted support for groups of pupils.  

3.2.3 Effect on student achievement 
In Caputo and Rastelli’s (2014) study of the impact of an internal evaluation training programme for 

schools in Southern Italy, the quality of school improvement planning was found to influence the effect 

on student achievement that resulted.  They used a standardised mathematics test for students at the 

beginning and end of a year- long support programme, in which teacher training on internal evaluation 
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and action planning was supported by opportunities for working in professional learning communities.  

Analysis of action plans showed that those schools which had produced a more accurate evaluation of 

the school context and more specific improvement goals had higher student achievement gains than 

those schools which had been less specific in relation to improvement. Demetriou and Kyriakides 

(2012) worked with sixty primary schools in Cyprus, which they divided into four groups, one of which 

was a control group. All of the remaining three groups conducted an internal evaluation and planned 

for improvements, with one of these groups receiving support based on a theoretical framework 

informed by school effectiveness principles.  The impact of internal evaluation on student achievement 

was measured through performance in a mathematics test at the beginning and end of the year- long 

project. The school which conducted internal evaluation using the framework informed by school 

effectiveness principles saw significantly greater gains than all the other groups. All of the groups of 

schools that had conducted an internal evaluation showed better improvement in student achievement 

than in the control group. 

Cowan (2008) found that school self- evaluation in England over two years had led to improved 

standards in many schools, particularly for groups that the evaluation process had identified as under- 

achieving. Studies of schools where there was systematic and supported use of data found significantly 

increased achievement in the USA (Cosner, 2011; Gallimore et al., 2009; Marsh et al., 2010), Canada 

(Dunn et al., 2013) and Wales, (Stringfield et al., 2008). In New Zealand Lai and McNaughton (2013) 

discuss a model with three phases: initial discussion and analysis of data; professional development 

targeted to identified needs; professional learning communities which aimed to integrate changes into 

the normal routines of the school. Groups of between 4 and 34 schools worked in clusters, with each 

supported by a researcher.  Student progress was greater than expected, with cumulative gains over 

three years. The method was replicated and reported in a further study (McNaughton et al., 2012) with 

similar results. Also in New Zealand, Timperley and Parr (2009) found that professional development 

for leaders and teachers based on needs identified through a whole- school assessment which included 

classroom observation and a questionnaire, resulted in student achievement gains greater than expected, 

particularly for low- attaining students. 

3.2.4 Effect on conditions of learning 
In the Timperley and Parr (2009) study, noted above, as well as recording gains in student achievement, 

classroom observations at the beginning and end of the project showed evidence of considerable change, 

with changes in instructional practice and teachers’ pedagogic content knowledge confirmed in 

interview evidence from leaders and teachers in the project schools. In McNaughton et al.’s study (2012) 

it was the development and use of context- specific teaching programmes that was found to be effective 

in raising student achievement. Similarly in the USA, Gallimore et al. (2009) studied 15 schools over a 

period of five years, with nine using an experimental inquiry- based protocol for internal evaluation and 

six comparison schools using other school improvement models. They found that schools using an 

enquiry- based protocol to examine student data fostered the acquisition of teaching skills and 

knowledge and instructional planning to significantly increase achievement over than in comparator 

schools. Rather than attributing student achievement to external causes, teachers shifted over the course 

of the project to examine their own teaching for ways to improve achievement. Farrell (2014), also in 

the USA, in a study of secondary schools’ data use, points to specific changes in practice such as 

changes to vocabulary in lessons, re- teaching where students had not understood a concept and 

targeting specific students.  Wayman and Stringfield (2006) found that in three schools in the USA that 

used data effectively there was an increased sense of teacher efficiency, a better response to student 

needs and more collaborative reflection on practice and Halverson et al. (2007) point to the ongoing 

dialogue between teachers and leaders on the use and implications of data, which led to improvement 

in instruction.  Improvements in teaching following internal evaluation were also reported elsewhere in 

the USA (Copland, 2003; Dembosky et al., 2006; Marsh et al.,2010), Germany (Hartong, 2012), the 

Netherlands (Hofman et al., 2010). In Hong Kong, MacBeath (2008) found that teaching was more 

engaging and learner centred.  
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Consulting with pupils as part of the internal evaluation, contributed to improvements in practice in 

England (Wroe and Halsall, 2001) and Finland (Webb et al., 1998), with supportive peer observations 

also reported as leading to improvements in England (Chapman, 2000).  

3.2.5 No effect 
In contexts in which internal evaluation is not established nor formally supported, as in Mauritius (Ah 

Teck and Starr, 2014), Cyprus (Karagiorgi, 2012) and Uruguay (Vazquez and Gairin, 2014) little change 

resulted either from the informal methods reported by Ah Teck and Starr or following the use of an 

optional tool by Vazquez and Gairin. In Karagiorgi’s (2012) report on a project in Cyprus, teachers in 

a small primary school liked the collaborative approach taken to the introduction of a school self- 

evaluation and found it easy to identify a priority for improvement. However the planned intervention 

was not implemented with teachers claiming to lack the time and resources to make changes.    

In systems with more widespread use of internal evaluation, the type of support provided may be 

significant. Timperley and Parr (2009) reported on the comparative impact of two interventions 

intended to support schools in using data for instructional improvement in literacy. In one study, cited 

above, there were improvements in teaching and improved student progress.  In the other intervention, 

training was provided for school leaders in using data to inform practice, but there was no school- based 

needs analysis and identification of teachers’ and leaders’ learning needs or professional development 

tailored to meet these needs. No impact was shown on student achievement in the study which was 

limited to training of school leaders and the researchers found that there were different understandings 

by policy makers and school leaders. A project in the USA described by Quint et al. (2008), which put 

data coaches into schools to work with teachers on identifying implications for instruction from student 

data found no difference between project schools in the project and comparator schools.  Project schools 

commented favourably on the data coach role and the professional development they provided but 

comparator schools also reported similar levels of professional development on data use and spent as 

much time analysing data. The authors note that because both sets of schools were in a district in which 

use of data to inform teaching was encouraged overall, their study is insufficient to judge the 

significance of a data coach role. In the Netherlands, Blok et al. (2008) considered a model in which 

school’s own internal evaluation was followed by validation from external visitation and inspection.  

Internal evaluations were found to be low quality, often failing to answer questions set at the onset of 

the process. Blok et al. conclude that considerable support and guidance was needed for schools in 

completing internal evaluations and at the time of the research (2003-6) their completion was unlikely 

to lead to school improvement. Although the report of the chief inspector for Wales (Estyn, 2012) 

comments favourable on the impact of data use on school improvement in most inspected schools in 

Wales, they found that about one- fifth of schools were not using data effectively to plan for 

improvement and recommend that training and support is provided for these schools. In Scotland 

similarly, the chief inspector’s report (Education Scotland, 2012) notes that the use of self- evaluation 

to drive improvements could be more effective and “approaches to self- evaluation need to impact on 

young people’s learning and achievements, including attainment”. 

3.2.6 Unintended effects 
Andersen et al (2009) discuss what they term 'measure fixation' in the context of Denmark's quality 

assurance system which includes both internal and external evaluation. Measure fixation happens when 

practitioners focus on exactly what is being measured as an indicator of quality, often at the expense of 

genuine quality. Under advanced measure fixation, the indicator provides a definition of quality along 

with an indicator of how to measure quality, so that it is not possible to distinguish between genuine 

quality and quality measured by an indicator, since the latter helps define the former. Hartong expresses 

similar concern in the research on use in Lower Saxony, Germany on a school self- evaluation tool 

(SEIS) developed by the Bertelsmann Foundation.  The tool collects data from teacher, student, parent 

and principal questionnaires and provides a report back to the school, and, she claims “Despite critique 

on the SEIS criteria or framework, the correctness of the evaluation results is invariably accepted” (p 

755) and it is used for action plans. Improvement is measured through subsequent SEIS results, such 
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that what is good practice and the measurement of this are derived from the same source, with loss of 

school and teacher autonomy in determining what they mean by quality. 

A framework, or prescribed model for internal evaluation, may be helpful to schools but may also have 

negative effects. Croxford et al. (2009) describe expectations for internal evaluation in Scotland and the 

role of the local education authority in supporting this.  They questions the extent to which a top down 

approach, in which performance goals are set by the inspectorate can be compatible with the school 

improvement goals of teachers. The authors suggest that the model may encourage performativity and 

compliance rather than improvement. Based on her experience internationally of internal evaluation, 

Simons (2013) reports that teacher resistance may prevent top- down initiatives from being successful, 

especially where unions are strong, as in Ireland, or teachers’ motivation is weak, as in Spain where 

teachers are civil servants for life and there is no institutional leadership structure to drive change.  She 

adds that test- based external accountability may cause schools to neglect other achievements and 

priorities for evaluation. 

Davies and Rudd (2001) and Hall and Noyes (2007) in England, Wong and Li,(2010) in Hong Kong, 

Vazquez and Gairin et al. (2014) in Uruguay note the stress and heavy workload associated with internal 

evaluation. MacBeath (2008) also reporting on the system in Hong Kong, where internal evaluation is 

validated by external review, noted the heavy workload together with high levels of stress and anxiety 

among teachers.  He comments that this can be managed by school principals, who can lessen stress by 

emphasising the learning opportunity that is offered by the process. 

Although data availability can be helpful in internal evaluation, Wroe and Halsall (2001) note that too 

much, or the wrong kind of data, is unmanageable and confusing. 

3.3 Conditions for effective internal evaluation  
The majority of the literature studied considered the process of internal evaluation, with only some 

discussing outcomes. All authors agree that in order for internal evaluation to be successful in 

objectively examining the school context and the learning of students and in using the findings to 

prompt discussion about improvement, a number of conditions must be in place. These may be 

summarised as: evaluation literacy, resources, leadership, external support, supportive climate and 

accountability. 

3.3.1 Evaluation literacy 
Earley and Bubb (2014) emphasise the need for research- literate staff in schools and quote the British 

Educational Research Association (BERA) who say “Teachers need […] to be equipped to engage in 

enquiry-oriented practice – having the capacity, motivation and opportunity to use research-related 

skills to investigate what is working well and what isn’t fully effective in their own practice. Using data 

from a number of different sources teachers can identify problems together with interventions which 

are likely to lead to improvements. (p 30)” (BERA, 2014).  Timperley (2013) agrees that “the capacity 

of schools to reflect on the quality and accuracy of their data and to perform accurate analyses relevant 

to their purpose is widely viewed as an integral part of effective self- review and evaluation” (p63).  

Expertise needs to be spread throughout the school (Geijsel et al., 2010).  There is a need for expertise 

in drawing on several forms of evidence and mediating differing understandings to identify learning 

and improvement needs (Chapman, 2000; Coburn and Talbert, 2006; Cosner, 2011; Lai and 

McNaughton, 2013; Stringfield et al.,2008; Wayman et al., 2007) as well as for technical expertise in 

analysing student assessment data (Supovitz and Klein, 2003).  

The extent to which there was steering for schools through a framework and expectations about the 

process for internal evaluation were found to be important features in international research by Janssens 

and Van Amelsvoort (2008).  Based on research in Ireland, McNamara and O’Hara (2008, 2012) say 

that such expectations and frameworks for internal evaluation are insufficient and that schools need 
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support in developing necessary skills.  In focus group discussions in 2011, school leaders said that 

guidelines provided on the evidence base for internal evaluation were not clear and there was a lack of 

benchmarking data for student attainment. The need for support in developing the skills and building 

capacity to evaluate and to interpret data are further emphasised across the international literature 

(Anderson, 2010; Blok,2008; Caputo and Rastelli, 2014; Estyn, 2012; Honig and Ikemoto, 2008; 

Jimerson, 2014; Lachat and Smith, 2005; Marsh et al., 2010; Murnane et al., 2005; Mutch, 2012; 

Schildkamp and Visscher, 2013; Schildkamp, Lai and Earl, 2013; Schildkamp et al., 2014; Simons, 

2013).  Lai and Hsiao (2014) found that, even with support, only two- thirds of the groups of schools 

studied could produce high quality self- evaluation data. 

Without the skills for evaluation literacy, there is a danger that schools may treat the process as 

superficial, as in the Irish schools studied by McNamara and O’Hara (2012) and the ‘resisting’ schools 

in England (Hall and Noyes, 2007) where it was often seen to be a compliance exercise rather than 

genuinely aimed at school improvement.  Barrett (2009), Little and Curry (2008) and Timperley (2008) 

looked at the detail of teachers’ collaborative conversations about data. They all characterize the talk as 

frequently superficial and lacking purpose, with Barrett adding that it focused on explanations for 

student failure that reside outside the control of the teacher, rather than looking for how teaching can 

be improved to meet students’ needs. In her study, Barrett found that the presence of a facilitator and 

tools for displaying and reviewing data appeared to have little effect on what seemed to be ingrained 

ways of discussing students according to perceived effort, motivation and ability. Lasky et al. (2008) 

also point to the need for skills that allow for intentional and possibly critical conversations anchored 

to student data that can inform teaching and school improvement plans.  Chapman (2000) similarly 

discusses the need for expertise to identify student needs, including taking their views into account 

(Hofman et al., 2010).   

Validation of internal evaluation to add challenge and rigour has been suggested (Chapman, 2000; 

Trachtman, 2007) with both authors suggesting that partnerships with other schools may support this. 

Trachtman, writing of the USA, where there is no formal framework or standards to set expectations, 

suggests school partnerships or partnerships with higher education institutions may provide a form of 

peer review that can help validate judgements about quality against agreed standards. 

3.3.2 Resources 
The most commonly mentioned resource need is that of time, with time for developing and embedding 

evaluation literacy mentioned as a condition for successful internal evaluation (Copland, 2003; Cosner, 

2011; Davies and Rudd, 2001; Dembosky et al., 2006; Farrell, 2014; Marsh and Farrell, 2015; Ryan et 

al., 2007; Schildkamp et al., 2014; Supovitz and Klein, 2003; Wayman and Stringfield, 2006; 

Wohlstetter et al., 2008).   Wohstetter et al. found that it took three years in one of the school districts 

studied for all teachers to be able to articulate goals clearly.  The importance of the provision of 

dedicated time for collaborative discussion as a key element of internal evaluation is specifically 

mentioned by several authors (Copland, 2003; Kallemeyn, 2014; Lachat and Smith, 2005; Means et al., 

2010; Schildkamp et al., 2012).  Time is also mentioned in regard to implementing improvements which 

have been planned as a result of internal evaluation. Marsh and Farrell, (2015) found that lack of time 

prevented response to some identified needs and this was also one of the reasons that teachers gave for 

not introducing planned interventions following an internal evaluation process in a school in Cyprus 

(Karagiorgi, 2012). 

Data systems, data availability and timeliness of this is a further resource need identified (Cowan,2008; 

Dembosky et al., 2006; Farrell, 2014; Lai and Hsiao, 2014; Schildkamp et al., 2014; Wayman and 

Stringfield, 2006; Wayman et al., 2007). The availability and sufficiency of training, specifically in the 

use of data and data systems, but also more broadly in relation to evaluation literacy was a further 

resource gap (Dembosky et al., 2006; Ryan et al., 2007) 
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Tools to support internal evaluation may help schools (Davies and Rudd, 2001; Farrell, 2014; Leung, 

2005) so long as suitable training is available and provided (Dembosky et al. .2006; Farrell, 2014; 

Schildkamp et al., 2014). Verhaege et al. (2013) examined five such tools to support internal evaluation 

and discussed their use with advisory staff in New Zealand, England, South Africa, the Netherlands and 

Belgium (Flanders).  They argue that schools should be aware of a tool’s purposes and mechanisms and 

of the ownership of any data generated before electing to use a particular supportive tool. Hofmann et 

al. (2005), based on examination of available tools in the Netherlands, proposed a framework  for 

comparing internal evaluation tools according to an accountability objective, a school improvement 

objective and for reliability and validity and also argued that schools should use the framework to guide 

choice of a suitable tool.  Both Hartong (2012) and Wohlstetter et al., (2008) express concern about the 

potentially restrictive consequences of system- wide frameworks for supporting evaluation and 

improvement, with both commenting on the prescriptive models for curriculum and teaching 

recommended as improvement measures.  Hartong suggests that what is recognised as ‘good’ becomes 

more limited as a result.  Wohlstetter et al. suggest that standard, uniform approaches to curriculum and 

teaching are positive for new and poorly- performing teachers, but that these are restrictive for higher- 

performing teachers. 

Lack of resources is also mentioned as a barrier when internal evaluation has not been successful, with 

Farrell (2014) reporting that the resources provided influenced the extent to which data was used to 

support improvements in teaching. 

3.3.3 Leadership 
The importance of effective leadership at all levels recurs in the literature on internal evaluation. 

Leadership activity may be directly in support of internal evaluation, for example through modelling 

data use or in leading collaborative discussions, or indirect in ensuring that resources are provided and 

that a culture is developed which is improvement oriented and enabling of critical reflection and 

challenge to existing practices. As Earley and Bubb (2014) comment, leadership is required to create 

and embed an inquiry- oriented culture and to provide the resources, particularly of time, to allow staff 

to collaborate, agree common goals for inquiry and discuss findings and to put support in place for staff 

to develop research expertise.  Implementing improvements to impact on teaching quality and student 

outcomes may also require strong leadership (Bubb and Earley, 2008; Devos and Verhoeven, 2003). 

Although leadership by the school principal is most frequently mentioned, a need for distribution of 

leadership throughout the school is often emphasised. In the local authority or school district effective 

leadership is a strong influence on school practices in internal evaluation.  

Ah Teck and Starr (2014), in a system without an established system of internal evaluation found that 

principals were resistant to any formalised quality assurance process. In Karagiorgi’s (2015) case study 

of introducing self- evaluation in a school in Cyprus the support of the principal was considered 

essential.  For Demie, (2003) who described the introduction of a data system in a local authority in 

England, the leadership of the headteacher was essential to raise expectations and, in Norway, Emstad 

(2011) says that the principal has a key responsibility in both prioritising internal evaluation and 

ensuring the time for discussion. In the Netherlands, where internal evaluation is expected, its quality 

is still dependent on the attitude of the principal, according to research by Geijsel et al., 2010, who 

found that principals need to share an aim of learning from data and understand that the intention is not 

to judge the school from the outcome, but use it to make changes. Principals need to convince teachers 

too that data is used for diagnostic purposes that are beneficial and non- threatening (Wayman and 

Stringfield, 2006).   Leadership committed to data use for improvement is vital for Marsh and Farrell 

(2015); Lachat and Smith (2005); Murnane (2005); Neil and Johnston, (2005); Schildkamp et al., 

(2012); Schildkamp and Visscher, (2013); Schildkamp et al. (2014). Schildkamp and Visscher’s (2013) 

article is based on experience in two projects in the Netherlands, with the first, the FOCUS project, 

involving 150 primary schools in an approach which provided training and support for schools in an 

improvement cycle that uses internal evaluation of student monitoring data as a starting point for setting 

challenging goals and designing and implementing a learning strategy to address these. Their list of 

critical conditions for successful internal evaluation are all such as to be dependent on a school leader 
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who stimulates and facilitates the use of data: motivated staff; a school culture that is achievement- 

oriented; collaborative agreement on a clear set of goals and clear division of tasks between team 

members; a cycle of core activities; knowledge and skills for data use; pedagogical content knowledge. 

Not all school principals are able to recognise and act on their responsibility to secure necessary 

conditions for internal evaluation. In Anderson et al.’s (2010) study, principals were often aware of 

conditions that were required to foster or inhibit data use, but only a few took actions to shape the 

conditions, such as developing teachers’ evaluation literacy and through provision of time, that fostered 

use of data for improvement in their own schools.   

Several authors who focus on the role of the school principal, or headteacher, note the way in which 

this changes over time, as internal evaluation is first introduced into a school, plans are developed and 

implemented and the process is repeated in a continuous improvement cycle. Copland (2003) describes 

the role of the principal or other formal leaders as catalysts in initial stages, with distributed structures 

emerging as the model develops.  Principals maintain the vision for implementing improvements by 

firing and hiring staff and through providing time for collaboration. Cosner (2011) similarly describes 

principals’ contribution to the design and introduction of tools and processes that support data- based 

collaboration in schools. As a state- wide system for data use was introduced in Ontario, Canada, 

principals were expected to promote collaborative discussion and learning from data in professional 

learning communities and for monitoring changes in classroom practice (Dunn et al., 2013). Young 

(2006) found that where leaders did not provide vision, expectations and norms for collaborative 

discussion of data to improve instruction across teams, teachers worked individually without 

collaboration. 

Some studies refer to the principal being directly involved in steering discussion on the implications of 

data collected for learning in the school.  Earl (2008) refers to leadership of collaborative discussion in 

a case where the principal used data charts to maintain a focus on discussing implications for practice 

in a group where teachers tended to deviate into more general discussion of teaching or factors that 

affect learning. Kallemeyn (2014) describes how the principal directed and modelled a school- wide 

cycle for improvement in a case study of an elementary school in the USA. The school principal 

allocated time for team to meet and set clear expectations for use of this time to review data with and 

instructional coach and use it to plan for teaching and learning. Whole- school learning walks were 

used, where grade teams were encouraged to share the progress of students with one another. 

The importance of the school district and the principal in establishing the vision for internal evaluation 

and being engaged in the process is highlighted by comparisons made by Farley- Ripple and Buttram 

(2014) who compared developments in the US state of Delaware, following a state- wide allocation of 

time for teachers to meet in professional learning communities to discuss data and use it for improving 

teaching and learning. Clear differences emerged between schools in different districts in the state.  

Where leadership was absent, with a lack of drive and support from both district and school leaders, 

there was less evidence for the impact of collaborative data use that in those where they were active. 

In systems where there is high external accountability, the vision for internal evaluation established by 

the principal must balance external requirements with their own beliefs and knowledge of their school 

context. The principals studied by Knapp and Feldman (2012) were able to do this by identifying 

commonalities to inform a vision for education in their school which teachers could share, with 

collaborative working encouraged.  Information provided by both internal and external evaluation was 

integrated to inform professional development, with modelling from the principal on how the 

information might be used to make improvements. Ehren et al. (2014 identify the principal as the 

mediator between the school and its context and the demands for external accountability, with their 

response determining policy and structures within the school. 

Although the leadership of the principal is considered essential for successful internal evaluation, 

ownership of the process through distribution of leadership is equally important (Leung, 2005; Vanhoof 
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and Van Petegem, 2011). Means et al. (2010) found leadership of data use extended beyond the principal 

to individuals in a variety of job roles, such as instructional coaches and department lead teachers.   

3.3.4 External support 
Internal supports for internal evaluation, particularly those studies using terminology of data use, 

include roles such as data coaches or lead teachers who are employees of the school (Farrell, 2014; 

Gallimore et al., 2009).  External support provided by a partnership with a university or group of other 

schools, through the individualised support of one or more researchers is often mentioned as crucial in 

developing evaluation literacy within schools and within groups of teachers. This may be through 

supporting inquiry methods or discussions in professional learning communities. Another common 

form of external support is that provided by the objective viewpoint of a person who is not a member 

of the school staff and who may challenge the school as a critical friend. In some cases, the challenge 

is linked to accountability expectations. Supovitz and Weathers (2004) describe a system in which 

objectivity and challenge are provided by peer review in a school district, with overall learning shared 

in principals’ workshops. 

Support from an external source in developing evaluation literacy for internal evaluation literacy may 

include the provision of training, as in the model for data use described by Demie (2003) in a local 

authority in England.  Janssens and Van Amelsvoort (2008) in a multi-national study in Europe found 

that having access to a range of training providers, not just from the inspections system, was beneficial 

to the improvement orientation of the evaluation. When Ontario, Canada introduced a data use system, 

these were supported by workshops and professional learning communities, supported by a trained 

facilitator, within schools (Dunn et al., 2013). In Germany, the use of the SEIS tool, developed by the 

Bertelsmann Foundation to collect and analyse data from student, teacher, parent and principal 

questionnaires, is supported by the provision of consultants and coaches (Hartong, 2012). External 

facilitators working with groups of teachers from one or more schools is considered essential by some 

researchers, helping schools by providing professional development, access to research on learning, 

facilitating collaborative discussion and developing tools (for example for learning walks in Honig and 

Ikemoto’s study) to help teachers (Honig and Ikemoto, 2008; Karagiorgi, 2015; Lai and McNaughton, 

2013; McNamara et al., 2011; McNaughton, Lai and Hsiao, 2012; O’Brien et al., 2015).   

Some examples in the literature describe a partnership between researchers, based in a university, 

working alongside schools on internal evaluation. A benefit of such a partnership is that researchers are 

able to be responsive to emerging goals and needs in the schools with which they work (Ancess et al., 

2007; Davidsdottir and Lisi, 2007; Hermann and Gribbons, 2001; Sjobakken and Dobson, 2013). To 

illustrate their point, Ancess and his colleagues present two case studies. In the first case a researcher 

from the university worked with a consortium of three schools that were considered to be innovative in 

their approach and which wanted to use data to help improve mathematics learning.  The researcher 

helped by providing a structure and support for a working group from the three schools, helping them 

to work through the analysis of data and the planning and implementation of improvements.  In the next 

cycle of data use, learning was used to revise the structure and provide additional resources and data, 

so that a cycle of inquiry developed in the group of schools. Challenges of different levels of expertise 

and confidence among the working group needed to be overcome and the researcher needed to keep 

discussion focused on the learning from data.  In the second case, the challenges were more difficult, 

such that the researcher initially worked with a representative of the school staff, the data coach, to plan 

for a session on sharing students’ work as the least threatening to teachers who were used to working 

in isolation and were wary about sharing practice and visiting each other’s classrooms. Trust was then 

built gradually, with the researcher providing resources to fit the school’s context. Teachers began to 

see the internal evaluation process as something in which they had ownership, rather than being ‘done 

to’ as recipients. In Sjobakken and Dobson’s example, a researcher worked with a Norwegian school 

over a period of eight years in developing a process of internal evaluation to support improvements in 

education for students with special educational needs. Methods for collecting data, such as examination 

of pupil work, video recordings and reflective ‘letters to the researcher’ were negotiated between the 
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researcher and the school. Sjobakken and Dobson suggest that the process of self- evaluation is an 

ongoing process, where negotiated ownership developed over time is needed to secure sustainability.  

Swaffield (2004) describes a critical friend as one who can offer a different perspective, ask provocative 

questions and act as a sounding board (p275) to support internal evaluation and the value of this role is 

endorsed in other work from England (Davies and Rudd, 2001; Cowan, 2008). The objective, external 

perspective provided by researchers working with three schools in Flanders helped to identify 

blindspots for those internal to the school (Devos and Verhoeven, 2003). However, Meuret and Morlaix 

(2003) reported that the impact of the critical friend had been weak, despite being appreciated by 

respondents. 

In a later publication, Swaffield gives an alternative definition of the role of critical friend as a 

moderator, in confirming the findings of internal evaluation (Swaffield and MacBeath, 2005). This is 

more like the ways in which district officers influence the actions of school principals with regard to 

data use in the study by Anderson et al. (2010) or the monitoring of changes in classroom practice with 

the principal by a critical friend in Ontario (Dunn et al., 2013). Hofman et al. (2010) emphasise the 

importance of a critical friend as moderator, and state that key factors for effective internal evaluation 

are that independent external validation is sought for internal judgements on quality and that 

information about quality is shared with teachers, students and parents. Supovitz and Weathers (2004) 

describe a system in which schools’ implementation of district policies is monitored through periodic 

visits to schools by a small team of district officers and peer principals, who collect data from the school 

and discuss their findings with leaders of the school. Across the district, overall findings of progress 

and issues are discussed in regular principals’ workshops. The system is non- judgemental and provides 

constructive feedback to help schools amend strategies for improvement, while sharing learning across 

the district and developing a shared language for professional conversations. 

3.3.5 Supportive culture 
In discussing the role of the school leaders, the contribution made to the creation and embedding of a 

culture of enquiry, with commitment to the use of internal evaluation for improving the school, was 

found to be a necessary condition. Two aspects of such a culture are brought out strongly in findings 

from the research; the importance of trust and an orientation towards improvement.  

A climate of trust in the school, underpinned by supportive relationships and good communications, 

allows for collaborative working in which teachers can be critical in their analysis of data and challenge 

one another openly.  Timperley (2008) found that in the most improved school of the three she studied, 

teachers were more ready to express uncertainty in group discussions and to seek help from others in 

the group.  Such a climate enables distributed leadership and shared ownership to develop in internal 

evaluation (MacBeath, 2008; Montecinos et al, 2014). The importance of trust, the absence of blame 

and a history of working together is emphasised by Earley and Bubb (2014), Marsh and Farrell (2015, 

Leung (2005) ,Vanhoof et al. (2012) and Wohlstetter (2008).  Marsh and Farrell studied the impact of 

capacity building interventions in six, low- income schools in the USA that had all failed to meet state 

accountability standards in each of the previous five years, and in which a coach worked with teams 

and individual teachers. The researchers found that where trust and a history of working together was 

established, with values and expectations that supported open, critical inquiry around data and 

instruction, data use to improve instruction improved more rapidly. 

In findings from a research project which covered several European nations, Schildkamp et al. (2014) 

found that where teacher collaboration was common, as in England, Lithania and Poland, interviewees 

were able to provide more concrete examples of the impact of decisions made based on the data 

reviewed in various groupings, such as subject department meetings. Wohlstetter et al. (2008) found 

that teachers relied upon one another for discussions about data, for support and for new instructional 

strategies. Trust is particularly important in peer observations of teaching (Chapman, 2000) so that 

feedback can be provided objectively and received positively.   
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Internal evaluation is more likely than external inspection to allow for trust and openness, as pointed 

out by McNamara and O’Hara (2006) where the lack of criticism from outside makes it easier for 

teachers to challenge each other and use the outcomes constructively. Where supportive relationships 

and trust were not in place, isolation and hierarchical leadership were barriers to change (Copland, 

2003) and to the open dialogue needed for evaluation (Ryan et al., 2007). As Herman and Gribbons 

(2001) point out, the importance of trust and what they term efficacy are vital for effective data use, 

“combating a siege mentality and getting beyond blame and defensiveness to action are problems that 

go far beyond data use” (p18). 

Herman and Gribbons’ term ‘efficacy’ implies that teachers need to believe in change and their own 

capability and this theme recurs in the literature.  Caputo and Rastelli’s (2014) found that schools with 

high gains in student achievement were those which perceived themselves as effective in improving 

education. A belief among all staff that internal evaluation is beneficial and can lead to improvement 

has been found to be essential to its effectiveness (Bubb and Earley 2008; Lachat and Smith, 2005; 

Meuret and Morlaix, 2003; Schildkamp et al.,2012; Schildkamp and Viisscher,2013; Vanhoof and Van 

Petegem, 2011; Vanhoof et al., 2011). Gallimore et al. (2009) add that this is more likely when settings 

are stable with the flexibility needed from teachers emphasised by Honig and Ikemoto (2008).  

Lack of belief in the benefits of internal evaluation is expressed in scepticism and resistance from 

teachers (Supovitz and Klein, 2003).  Hall and Noyes (2007) describe a group of schools they term 

‘resisting’ where internal evaluation is seen as a bureaucratic exercise where curriculum leaders are 

cynical about the process and other teachers complain about the workload and change fatigue.  In these 

schools, internal evaluation is seen as a process which brings inspection and test- based accountability 

into the school, encouraging conformity and teaching to the test. 

3.3.6 Accountability 
Along with the need for extensive support for internal evaluation a degree of accountability has been 

found to be important in stimulating and sustaining engagement in the process. Simons (2013) reports 

that voluntary internal evaluation only works in committed schools and that prescription is required to 

get it underway, citing the example of Norway, where few schools undertook the process while it was 

optional. Janssens and Van Amelsvoort (2008) based on research in Denmark, England, Northern 

Ireland and Scotland, found that internal evaluation has a stronger position where there is an inspection 

framework to provide standards and expectations. Supovitz and Weathers (2004) found that not only 

did the peer review system they describe provide support for constructive discussion about 

improvements but it also created a sense of accountability and urgency.   

In research conducted across England, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands and Poland, Schildkamp 

et al. (2014) found pressures from the accountability systems in use in each country influenced the use 

of data for decision making.  Although both external and internal accountability incentives may be 

needed to use data to drive improvement (Honig and Ikemoto, 2008; Rallis and McMullen, 2000; 

Vanhoof et al., 2014;  Schildkamp et al., 2013) it would seem that there must be a balance between 

external accountability and challenge and support for capacity building to inform transformational 

change MacBeath, 2004). Ozga et al. (2011) comment on tensions between what they term as ‘hard’ 

governance, composed of externally determined regulation, benchmarks and targets and ‘soft’ 

governance whereby a cycle of self- evaluation and improvement actions leads to a continuous process 

of educational improvement. Many of the negative, and unintended, effects of internal evaluation are 

reported to be associated with accountability beliefs.  In research on the effects of school inspections in 

the Netherlands, Ehren et al (2014) found that expectations and educational standards set by an 

inspection framework help to drive internal evaluation and school improvement, but they also found, in 

a minority of schools, that there was a narrowing of the curriculum and “window dressing” of reports 

sent to the inspectorate to present a favourable picture of the school. In England, internal evaluation 

may be seen as an internal version of inspection as in some of the schools investigated by Hall and 

Noyes (2007). In these schools senior leaders made unannounced classroom observations and 
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judgements against inspection criteria, resulting in stress for curriculum leaders who found it hard to 

combine a monitoring role with supportive relationships and where teachers who expressed different 

views might be viewed as out of date or incompetent.  Scepticism about the value of internal evaluation 

compared with the judgements made by external evaluators or through test- based accountability 

systems emerged in studies by, in the USA,  (Jimerson, 2014; Supovitz and Weathers, 2004), Chile, 

(Montecinos et al., 2014) and Hong Kong (Yeung, 2011). 

3.4 Mechanisms of effective internal evaluations 
In emphasising necessary conditions, research implies that the mechanisms for effective internal 

evaluation are to be found in the activities of collecting and interpreting data, in the work of leaders and 

in the activities of collaborative, supportive groups of teachers who believe in and are committed to, 

the possibility of improvement for their school and the education of their students. There is 

comparatively little detail in the research literature about the exact nature of these activities, both in 

initiating and acting on internal evaluation and in embedding and institutionalising evaluation and 

improvement as a way of working for the school.  Mechanisms that have been identified in the literature 

are discussed under the headings: accepting and interpreting feedback from internal evaluations, 

building capacity and organisational learning, implementing improvements. 

3.4.1 Accepting and interpreting feedback.  
It is perhaps because feedback is seen as a dialogue, in which information is sent from one party to 

another that the term occurs rarely in the literature on internal evaluation and only in relation to the 

feedback from an external tool for collecting and analysing data. Where data collection and analysis is 

a shared activity, the term is less appropriate. 

Gaertner (2014) describes a system in Germany that collects feedback from students and feeds this back 

to individual teachers, with a key finding that it was only in those schools that discussed the feedback 

in collaborative groups that made organisational improvements. In another example where internal 

evaluation was supported through the use of an external tool in the Netherlands, Schildkamp et al. 

(2012) found that those schools where improvements were made had studied the feedback provided, 

discussed it and then taken measures to improve the quality of education.  Less success was experienced 

through supported use of a tool designed in Flanders to collect and feedback on pupil performance and 

benchmarking data, where the use of this was limited, both in those schools that had had support and 

those that had not (Vanhoof et al., 2012). 

3.4.2 Building capacity and organisational learning 
The importance of support for schools for internal evaluation, both through the leadership of the 

principal and other school leaders, and external support of trainers, facilitators and critical friends, is 

emphasised throughout the literature. If it is to contribute to improvements in the educational experience 

of students in the longer term, then capacity must be built within the school and processes become 

institutionalised as a way of working, so that schools become learning organisations (Grek and 

Ozga,2012; Plowright, 2007) with ongoing collaborative discussion and decision making (Marsh and 

Farrell, 2015; Simons, 2013). 

Dunn et al. (2013) describe a state- wide approach in which the need to build capacity was recognised 

from the start. The authors describe how a data system was established in Ontario, Canada. In the district 

taken as a case, there were already collaborative networks for school improvement. The system was 

introduced through a series of workshops which were designed to show participants how they could use 

their learning from data to engage in conversations with the rest of the staff in their schools. When they 

returned to their schools, participants worked with colleagues in professional learning communities to 

examine data about their existing practices. Additional support from a trained facilitator was added to 

the programme in the second year. The training and modelling of a process for collaborative enquiry in 

a professional learning community became a way that was collectively understood and shared.  
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Principals were responsible for promoting the process of collaborative learning from data and for 

monitoring changes in practice. The effectiveness of the approach is demonstrated across the 151 

elementary and 32 secondary schools in the district where student achievement rose, and continued to 

rise, faster than elsewhere in the state. What appears to have been successful here is training and 

modelling of a protocol for working on data in professional learning communities.  Ancess et al. (2007) 

and Cosner (2011) refer to protocols as ‘structure’ and ‘tools and processes’ that were developed to 

support focussed collaborative discussion about data. Gallimore et al. (2009) provide detail of an 

inquiry- based protocol used with grade- level teams in schools that were the subject of the research 

and which substantially improved student achievement. The protocol provided guidance on establishing 

a goal; planning; implementing; monitoring via common assessments; evaluating and moving to the 

next cycle. Similarly, Schildkamp and Ehren (2013) describe the structured approach used by data teams 

in ongoing research in the Netherlands, in which the steps are those of defining a problem; coming up 

with hypotheses about possible causes of the problem; collecting, analysing and interpreting relevant 

data; drawing conclusions and implementing plans to improve. 

In New Zealand, internal evaluation, termed self review, is expected and monitored by the Educational 

Review Office, which also conducts inspections.  For primary schools, there are no external tests, but 

schools are expected to assess students against national standards. In the first national evaluation of 

schools’ evaluative capacity, Lai and Hsiao (2014) found that only about two – thirds of the school 

clusters investigated could produce high quality data for self review even when they had support.  This 

implies that, despite the long- standing expectation in New Zealand for self review, capacity is not yet 

sufficient for using it as s process for sustainable and continuous school improvement.  Lai and 

McNaughton (2013) and Timperley and Parr (2009) give separate examples of  a process which aimed 

to improve the quality of self review in targeted schools that were part of a literacy intervention.  As in 

the work described by Dunn et al., capacity building was fostered through the carefully planned steps 

of the intervention. In the first phase, with teachers working in clusters of schools, there was an initial 

discussion and analysis of data and the authors emphasise that it was important that this included, not 

only student achievement data, but also data gathered through lesson observations, student work and 

student surveys. Following the initial discussion, which was facilitated by a researcher, professional 

development was provided to meet the learning and teaching needs identified through discussion. 

Timperley and Parr add that this included professional development for leaders as well as for teachers. 

Professional content knowledge was frequently found to be a factor that needed to be addressed here. 

Professional learning communities within the clusters reviewed changes made and shared practice and 

it was through these that the learning was integrated into the normal routines of the school. This 

structured and supported approach to capacity building was successful as progress of students in Lai 

and McNaughton’s study was greater than expected after three years, including for students that had 

joined the school subsequent to the project being first introduced. 

In a further example, Farley- Ripple and Buttram (2014) describe a state- wide initiative to enhance 

internal evaluation and drive improvement in Delaware, USA.  At state level, teachers were given a 

time allocation of 90 minutes per week during which they were expected to engage in professional 

learning communities and discuss and use data for improvement. The findings were that in only some 

of the schools had the opportunity for collaborative working been used to make instructional 

improvements. These schools, all in one district, differed from others in the state in the extent to which 

they conformed to a similar model to those reported as being successful by Dunn et al. and by Lai and 

McNaughton. There was a shared vision of the collaborative evaluation and improvement process, 

combined with support from the district, the active engagement of school leaders, norms and 

expectations for sharing information and working collaboratively and monitoring of effectiveness.  In 

Honig and Ikemoto’s (2008) report on internal evaluation in three school districts in the USA there was 

also just one of these that had had a shared vision for school improvement and provided professional 

development and tools for schools to use in collective identification of needs and goals and it was in 

this district that there was the greatest improvement in teaching and learning.  
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The example above suggest that, at state or district level, policy goals and actions can be used to build 

capacity for successful internal evaluation and the leadership role at a level above and individual school 

may be important (Wohlstetter et al., 2008) . On a smaller scale, Halverson et al. (2007) describe the 

routines in four elementary and middle schools in the USA that led to these schools being identified as 

having a strong track record of improvement in student achievement and of using data to guide decision 

making. In each school there was a belief in the value of using data to improve learning.  Understandings 

of data were broad, with test data, student demographics, classroom observation, student work and 

student survey data all collected. Data was discussed in groups and “the discussions provided an 

occasion to develop shared understanding of purpose and strong professional community among the 

leadership team” (p 21). Opportunities for discussion were deliberately planned for at organisational 

level, so that staff met in teams to reflect collaboratively on data and use it to plan improvement at 

school level.  In the more successful university – school partnership described by Herman and Gribbons 

(2001), similar processes for data use introduced with the help of the researcher became integrated into 

the school’s way of working. The strength of routines and protocols for capacity building in internal 

evaluation is that they act as a store about the types of data that teachers need to notice and how they 

ought to discuss and interpret data, discuss implications for practice and plan for improvement 

(Kallemeyn, 2014). A different approach to building capacity is through a collaborative evaluation, 

such as that studied by Christie et al. (2004) through a case study of the evaluation of an externally- 

funded programme in a community college in California. An evaluation team composed of both external 

and faculty members developed through shared meetings into a learning community, such that 

“Evaluation activities have become an essential contributor to the college's understanding of learning 

outcomes and what transpires in the classroom” (p 130). Members of the team have developed their 

evaluation expertise, so that by the fourth year of the research, the external evaluator had a lower profile 

in the evaluation team, with responsibility for leading activity handed over to faculty members. 

Another approach to capacity building is through the collaborative evaluation described by Christie et 

al. (2004) of an externally- funded project in a community college in California, USA. An evaluation 

team was formed to include the external evaluator and members of the college faculty and this worked 

together to develop an evaluation approach tailored to the needs of the college and the external funders.  

The team developed as a learning community and the quality of their evaluation changed attitudes in 

the college as its impact on learning was seen and became more valued. Evaluation capacity grew, with 

the external evaluator's role diminishing over time. 

Perhaps surprisingly, considering the investment made by partners and policy makers in introducing 

and establishing internal evaluation in schools which is a feature of the studies discussed above, only 

one example has been found which mentions succession planning. In the Welsh ‘high reliability project’ 

schools visited by Stringfield et al. (2008), five years after the project had first been introduced, the 

majority of schools continued to use the project principles and continued making strong academic 

progress. Staff in schools were continuously re-engaged through shared residential workshops and 

professional development designed to share good practice and barriers and to discuss implications for 

future improvement. Visits within and between schools were used so that teachers could observe and 

discuss each other’s lessons. Leadership succession planning was in place to ensure that incoming 

school principals were familiar with project principles. 

Protocols for internal review that are reinforced by working with other schools using the same 

processes, at small group, district or state level are most frequently stimulated by external support.  In 

addition, the responsibility of the school principal is mentioned by several authors to build capacity for 

internal evaluation.  In systems where there are structures and traditions of internal school groups, these 

groups can support discussion and use of data for improvement (Schildkamp et al., 2014).  Where these 

are not historically in place and where there is no external driver, individual school leaders may need 

to build collaboration, including by providing a time allocation. (Dembosky et al., 2006; Lachat and 

Smith, 2005). Principals may also need to be actively engaged in developing internal protocols and 

artefacts, such as data reports, to help keep school collaborative groups on track in discussion (Cosner, 

2011; Earl, 2008; Young, 2006). 
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3.4.3 Implementing improvements 
If internal evaluation is to lead to improvement, then plans developed as a result of the evaluation 

process must be implemented and monitored. Strong leadership to ensure that this takes place has been 

referred to above in the section on conditions for successful internal evaluation. McNaughton et al 

(2012) point out that data may be used to develop context specific teaching but that this needs to be put 

into effect to result in achievement gains for students.  Anderson et al. (2010) found that it is the 

appropriateness of actions actually taken based on data-informed decisions that has an impact on the 

quality of teaching and learning. 

Devos and Verhoeven (2003) provide an interesting example from Flanders where a process of internal 

evaluation of organisational climate was conducted through a partnership of each school with external 

researchers. In each of the case study schools, the schools agreed in discussion with the researchers 

about the implications of the results for their schools and on the changes that might be made to improve 

organisational climate.  However, change occurred in none of the case study schools, due in two cases 

to the authoritarian leaders of the schools, who were either unable or unwilling to change.  In the third 

school, it had been decided collaboratively that the proposed change would detract from the work of 

the school.  The team conclude that the external perspective provided by the researchers was helpful in 

identifying what would otherwise have been blindspots for self- evaluators, but that change is dependent 

on internal factors, particularly on the leadership of the school. 

4. Conclusion and discussion 
The purpose of this review was to identify and summarise findings from international empirical and 

non- empirical research on the impact of internal evaluation in schools. In reviewing literature across 

different countries and cultures, what is most remarkable is the consistency among researchers and 

commentators about the conditions, mechanisms and challenges associated with successful internal 

evaluation. As data systems have become more sophisticated and benchmarking data and electronic 

feedback tools have become more widely available, the terminology of internal evaluation has changed, 

with “data use”, “data teams” becoming common outside, as well as inside, the USA to cover activity 

in which information is collected, analysed and interpreted to inform the solution of an educational 

problem defined by the school. “Inquiry” or “research- informed” are other terms, used particularly 

when internal evaluation becomes a regular event, with successive evaluations building on the one 

before in a “cycle of inquiry”. However, to return to Simons (2013) definition, the activity of internal 

evaluation as a process of purposive evaluation of school practices which provides insights into the 

educational experiences of students, as more than those measured by test data is consistent, whatever 

terminology is used. 

 

4.1 The effects of internal evaluation. 
The review has found that internal evaluation can have a positive effect on students’ learning 

experiences and on their academic achievement, with evidence of improvement demonstrated in 

improved test scores and validation by external evaluation. Internal evaluation, in itself, may not lead 

directly to improvement actions but it does so through increasing the sensitivity of teachers to the 

conditions for learning in their school, which in turn leads to planning and action for school 

improvement and for better conditions for learning. Internal evaluation encourages school to use a range 

of methods of data collection, such as lesson observation, analysis of student work and collecting 

feedback from students and parents. Discussion of findings helps to identify professional development 

needs and informs goals and actions for school improvement planning.    

Literature on internal evaluation is, on the whole, positive about its effects. The negative effects of 

internal evaluation referred to in the literature are, in the main, related to two factors: 

 the pressure of external accountability and external quality assurance processes 

 the quality of leadership in the school. 
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Pressures of external accountability may restrict understandings of student achievement, such that 

broader aims and goals of education are neglected in the collections of data (Simons, 2013) and lead to 

cynicism about the process and its value compared with external inspection. Unduly rigid frameworks 

for internal evaluation can lead to work overload and stress as well as cynicism and resistance. However, 

the stimulus of being held accountable for their ability to self-evaluate appears to be motivating for 

schools to engage in the process and to implement changes. 

Leadership of the school, particularly from the school principal, is essential for mediating external 

accountability demands and promoting a culture in which internal evaluation is seen as an opportunity 

to learn, which can be shaped to fit shared values and aims of the organisation. Leaders, both in the 

school and at district, board or local authority level, can also do much to provide the resources including 

access to external support and time which are required for internal evaluation to be successful.  

4.2 The conditions for successful internal evaluation 
Internal evaluation is a complex and difficult activity, which requires schools to engage in questioning 

their existing practices and to reflect on the underpinning values that inform teaching and learning. It is 

not unexpected, then, that almost all of the studies identified for this review identified a number of 

essential conditions for successful internal evaluation.  What is more surprising is the commonality and 

consistency in the conditions noted by researchers in jurisdictions with completely different 

accountability frameworks and cultures. These conditions appear to be necessary, whether or not 

internal accountability is mandated or optional, and whether or not there is external evaluation of 

schools. Essential conditions identified are: 

 Evaluation literacy. Schools must know how to identify goals and questions for the internal 

evaluation, they must be aware of what data might be useful and of how this may be accessed, they 

must know how to analyse and interpret the data they have and, if it is to lead to improvement, they 

must be able to use their interpretation to plan for changes to existing practices.   

 Resources.  Time is the most frequently- mentioned resource need, in the short- term, for 

teachers to meet to plan collaboratively for the evaluation, to collect, analyse and interpret data and to 

plan and implement improvements.  It is also needed in the longer term, so that expertise in evaluation 

literacy and evaluation processes may be spread throughout the school and become embedded into 

schools’ practices. Systems for managing data and the availability of training in its use are also 

considered essential. Self- evaluation tools, the availability of benchmarking data and data technologies 

were mentioned by some authors. 

 Leadership and a supportive culture. The most significant leadership role for successful 

internal evaluation is that of the principal, with distribution of leadership and shared ownership vital as 

processes of internal evaluation develop. Leadership at district, school board or local authority level is 

also a feature of many of the examples where effective practice in internal evaluation has become 

widespread and sustainable.  Leadership is essential for providing and sustaining a vision and promoting 

a supportive culture, where there is trust and shared belief that education can be improved by the 

teachers in the school. This is particularly important where external quality assurance methods, 

including inspection, are threatening and stressful for teachers.  Leadership is essential for ensuring that 

necessary resources are in place.   

 External support and accountability.  Although external accountability may be threatening and 

lead to negative effects, the literature suggests that the need to be accountable, whether to a national or 

regional mandate or to the expectations of partners and stakeholders, is a necessary stimulus to engage 

in internal evaluation. External support for developing evaluation literacy is mentioned most frequently, 

through training but also through facilitation of discussion and interpretation of data, so that it may lead 
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to planning for improvement. External viewpoints help to provide objectivity to validate the findings 

of internal evaluation and to provide challenge. 

The most successful examples of internal evaluation are those which have been attentive to the need to 

build capacity and organisational learning. It is through embedding internal evaluation into the way of 

working of the school that learning and improvement can be secured and sustained.  Capacity building 

seems to be most effective when skilled experts work alongside a school, or group of schools, over a 

period of time, in such a way that vision and goals can be shared and support put in place which is 

tailored to the needs of individual schools or school groupings.  Facilitators working with groups of 

teachers, to model the use of data and questioning and to keep teachers focused on analysis and 

interpretation, seem to be particularly helpful. A structured approach, through the following of ordered 

steps, helps groups work methodically and provides a stored routine to contribute to organisational 

learning and the development of the school as a learning organisation.  Structured approaches, such as 

protocols for discussion, are also helpful in guiding conversations about student work or other data, so 

that they are both critical and challenging. Agreed supportive tools, such as data reports and data 

collection tools, such as learning walks are further aids to capacity building and organisational learning. 

Although only mentioned in one study (Stringfield et al., 2008) succession planning, particularly for 

school principals would seem to be an essential mechanism to secure sustained capacity. 

To conclude, it must be noted that internal evaluation takes place in schools which each operate within 

a broader and unique culture. The purposes and aims of internal evaluation in each school requires that 

a balance must be struck between the vision and goals of the school and those of the culture in which it 

operates. Exactly where and how will depend on the context of the school, the culture in which it 

operates and the values and views of its leader, its students and of other stakeholders. Or, as Macbeath 

(2004) expresses it, “The criteria we use to evaluate learning, teaching, ethos and leadership form a 

delicate mosaic, reflecting different interests, needs and imperatives.” (p 8). 

Ozga et al. (2011) refer to tensions between what they term as ‘hard’ governance, composed of 

externally determined regulation, benchmarks and targets and ‘soft’ governance whereby a cycle of 

self- evaluation and improvement actions leads to a continuous process of educational improvement.  

Although they point to these tensions as reflecting a universal trend towards uniformity and conformity 

in education, they acknowledge that there are differences between jurisdictions dependent on their 

culture and history of educational reform.  However, the pressures of external regulation may be 

particularly demanding for schools with a history of underperformance even when compared with other, 

more advantaged schools in the same jurisdiction and the same overarching culture (Diamond and 

Cooper, 2007). Although the evidence about necessary conditions and mechanisms for successful 

evaluation appears to be both universal and convincing, the success of internal evaluation is dependent 

on the context and circumstances in which the school does its work.   
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Annex. Evidence tables 
 

Table 1. Studies reporting on effects and side effects of internal evaluations 

 
 Type of effect 

 no effect reflection on school 

quality and intentions 

to improve 

school improvement improved student 

achievement 

improved conditions 

of learning 

unintended effect 

Country Cyprus, Mauritius, 

New Zealand, 

Scotland, the 

Netherlands, 

Uruguay, USA, 

Wales 

Denmark/ England/ 

Finland/Scotland/ 

Sweden (1 study), 

international (1 

study), Cyprus, 

England ( 2 studies), 

Hong Kong (2 

studies), Iceland, 

Ireland, 

Ireland/Iceland, 

Israel, Northern 

Ireland, The 

Netherlands, The 

Netherland/Belgium- 

Flanders 

Cyprus, England (4 

studies), Hong Kong, 

Italy, Northern Ireland, 

Scotland, The 

Netherlands, The 

Netherlands/Belgium-

Flanders, USA (2 

studies), Wales 

Canada, Cyprus, 

England, Italy, New 

Zealand (3 studies), 

USA (3 studies), Wales 

England (2 studies), 

England/Finland, 

Germany, Hong 

Kong, The 

Netherlands, USA (7 

studies), New 

Zealand (2 studies) 

Denmark, England (3 

studies), Germany, Hong 

Kong (2 studies), Scotland, 

Uruguay, international 

Year in 

which 

studies 

were 

reported 

2008 (2 studies), 

2009, 2012 (3 

studies),2014 (2 

studies)  

2001 (2 studies), 

2002, 2005, 2007, 

2008, 2011 (3 

studies), 2012, 2013, 

2014, 2015 (2 

studies) 

2003 (2 studies), 2005 (2 

studies), 2007, 2008 (3 

studies), 2012 (3 studies), 

2014 (2 studies), 2015 

2008 (2 studies), 2009 

(2 studies), 2010, 2011, 

2012 ( 2 studies), 2013 

(2 studies), 2014 

1998, 2000, 2001, 

2003, 2005, 2006 ( 2 

studies), 2008, 2009 

(2 studies), 2010 (2 

studies), 2012 (2 

studies), 2014 

2001 ( 2 studies), 2007, 

2008 (2 studies), 2009, 

2010, 2012, 2013, 2014 



34 
 

Summaries Ah Teck and Starr 

(2014)  informal 

methods preferred 

are those likely to 

influence a low 

degree of change 

(Mauritius). 

Davidsdottir and 

Lisi (2007) 
Researcher findings 

include changes in 

teacher perceptions of 

administration 

facilitating their 

professional growth; 

systematic data 

collection; teacher 

ownership and 

collaboration; and 

shared decision-

making for 

improvement efforts 

in the schools 

(Iceland). 

Bubb and Earley (2008) 
Completion of the SEF 

helped schools in 

focusing their 

improvement priorities 

(England) 

Caputo and Rastelli 

(2014) High student 

achievement gains 

following training in 

self evaluation and 

good- quality school 

improvement plans, 

low gains in trained 

schools with poor- 

quality plans (Italy) 

Chapman (2000) 
Peer observations, 

which were 

supportive and non-

pressurized, led to 

improvements 

(England).  

Andersen et al (2009) 
Measure fixation happens 

when practitioners focus on 

exactly what is being 

measured as an indicator of 

quality, often at the expense 

of genuine quality.. under 

advanced measure fixation, 

the indicator provides a 

definition of quality along 

with an indicator of how to 

measure quality. With 

advanced measure fixation 

it is not possible to 

demonstrate a cleavage 

between genuine quality 

and quality measured by an 

indicator, since the latter 

helps define the former 

(Denmark). 

 Blok et al. 

(2008)completed 

SSEs were of low 

quality, often failing 

to answer questions 

set at the onset of the 

process,at the time of 

the research (2003-6) 

their completion was 

unlikely to lead to 

school improvement 

(The Netherlands) 

Davies and Rudd 

(2001)The SSE 

helped the school to 

‘know where they 

were’ prior to an 

Ofsted inspection.and 

helped them in 

linking their school 

improvement plans to 

local authority 

education plans.  It 

can bring about a 

change in culture, 

including increased 

use of classroom 

observation; 

increased CPD; 

ownership of change;  

community 

Caputo and Rastelli 

(2014) SIPs of schools 

with very high student 

achievement improvement 

provide a more accurate 

analysis of the context 

and a greater originality 

and specificity of 

improvement goals, 

whilst the SIPs of schools 

with very low student 

achievement improvement 

show a more precise and 

articulated diagnosis of 

student needs.’ (p83) (pp 

84,87) ‘..schools with 

very high student 

achievement improvement 

tend to report more 

Cosner (2011) students 

in each of the three 

project schools made 

gains in standardised 

literacy tests over the 

three years of the study 

(USA). 

Copland (2003) 

Schools were 

categorised as 

novice, intermediate 

or advanced in 

implementation of 

the cycle of inquiry.  

At schools in the 

advanced range of 

inquiry, teacher 

communities 

engaged multiple-

level inquiry cycles 

that explicitly 

addressed 

connections and gaps 

across the school 

system, classroom 

practice, and student 

Croxford et al. (2009) 
Describes QAE system in 

Scotland and, in particular, 

the expecations for self 

evaluation and the local 

education authority role in 

supporting this.  Questions 

the extent to which a top 

down approach, in which 

performance goals are set 

by the inspectorate can be 

compatible with the school 

improvement goals of 

teachers.  The authors 

suggest that the model may 

encourage performativity 

and compliance rather than 

improvement 

(Scotland.non-empirical). 
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involvement (parents, 

pupils etc) (England). 

specific activities and 

better explicit 

improvement goals ; 

whilst the schools with 

very low improvement are 

characterized by a 

stereotypical tendency in 

SIP elaboration.’ (p92) 

outcomes. Schools 

that stayed in the 

novice group treated 

the cycle of inquiry 

as a compliance 

exercise and teacher 

isolation and 

hierarchical 

leadership were 

barriers to change. 

Schools that moved 

into the intermediate 

group learned to 

value the process of 

inquiry and its 

potential for dealing 

collectively with 

problems in the 

school and 

improving teaching 

and learning (USA). 

 Education Scotland 

(2012) The use of 

self- evaluation to 

drive improvement is 

noted overall as an 

‘aspect for 

improvement’. They 

conclude 

‘approaches to self-

evaluation need to 

impact on young 

people’s learning and 

achievements, 

including their 

attainment’ 

(Scotland). 

Ehren et al (2014) 
inspection 

frameworks that set 

expectations about 

standards in 

education can drive 

school evaluation and 

the capacity of 

schools to improve 

(The Netherlands). 

Cowan (2008) impact 

evidence for SSE 

including: improved 

planning; understanding 

of performance; more 

focused accountability 

among staff for 

performance; focus on 

pupil outcomes; 

introduction and 

evaluation of targeted 

interventions (England).  

Cowan (2008) Over 

the two years, 

improvement in 

standards was found in 

many schools, 

particularly for groups 

that had been identified 

as underachieving 

through the more 

robust SSE process. 

(England). 

Dembosky et al 

(2006) Teachers use 

data to adjust 

classroom 

instruction in three 

ways: whole class 

instruction, group 

instruction (most 

prevalent), and 

individualized 

instruction (USA). 

Davies and Rudd (2001) 
staff felt overworked 

(England). 
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 Estyn (2012)  In 

approximately one 

fifth of schools data 

was not being used 

effectively to 

improve schools, 

training and support 

for these schools is 

recommended 

(Wales). 

Gray et al(2011) In 

all countries, teachers 

believed that Internal 

QAE was most likely 

to improve quality, 

citing teacher and 

school self-

evaluation, analysis 

and tracking of pupil 

progress and target 

setting by the school 

and that these 

practices had most 

influence on them 

(Denmark, England, 

Finland, Scotland, 

Sweden). 

Demie (2003) Schools 

use performance data and 

research findings 

effectively for school 

improvement purposes 

(England). 

Demetriou and 

Kyriakides (2012) all 

three groups of schools 

that had implemented 

self- evaluation saw 

greater student 

progress in 

performance on a 

maths test than the 

control group.  Schools 

that had been 

introduced to the 

dynamic model which 

links evaluation 

priorities to school 

effectiveness factors 

did significantly better 

than the other groups 

(Cyprus). 

Farrell (2014) Some 

of the changes made 

to teaching were: 

targeting borderline 

students, tracking 

students, re- teaching 

those items where 

students had not 

understood a 

concept, influencing 

vocabulary use in 

lessons (USA). 

Hall and Noyes (2007). In  

'Centralised' schools, senior 

leaders made unannounced 

classroom observations and 

made judgements against 

inspection criteria, middle 

leaders felt pressured to 

follow up on these 

judgements with colleagues, 

with feeling of upset. 

'Resisting' schools viewed 

self evaluation as a 

bureaucratic exercise to 

'jump through hoops' and 

unrelated to school 

improvement. Teachers who 

express different views, for 

example of the importance 

of individual teacher 

autonomy, may be 

considered out of date or 

incompetent.  Curriculum 

leaders are increasingly 

expected to monitor the 

work of their teams and 

some experience difficulties 

in combining this with 

supportive relationships.. 

(England).  
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 Karagiorgi (2012) 
Teachers found 

difficulties in 

actually introducing 

the intervention 

planned as a result of 

SSE, reporting a lack 

of time to do so and 

the timely 

availability of 

resources (Cyprus). 

Karagiorgi et al 

(2015) The SSE 

project was 

successful in terms of 

self- reported changes 

made within the 

school, with schools 

valuing the autonomy 

in determining goals 

and actions (Cyprus). 

Education Scotland 

(2012) note examples of 

good practice of use of 

self- evaluation to support 

school improvement in 

some schools (Scotland).  

Dunn et al (2013) 
Student achievement 

and progress in the 

district was higher, and 

improving more 

rapidly, than elsewhere 

in the state.  Although 

the authors state that 

the improvement 

cannot be linked 

directly to the 

systematic and 

supported use of data 

to improve learning, it 

is likely that this is a 

contributory factor 

(Canada) 

Gallimore et al 

(2009)  Seeing 

causal connections 

fosters acquisition of 

key teaching skills 

and knowledge, such 

as identifying 

student needs, 

formulating 

instructional plans, 

and using evidence 

to refine instruction 

(USA). 

Hartong (2012)   She 

criticises the framework for 

the way in which it 

narrowly defines success 

and improvement, with 

improvement measured 

through subsequent SEIS 

results and argues that it 

reduces school and teacher 

autonomy and self- 

conception by offering a 

rigid model for what it 

means to be 

‘good’(Germany). 

 Quint et al (2008) 
Although schools 

found the data 

coaches helpful, 

gains in reading were 

no different from in 

comparator schools. 

They argue that 

because of the 

context of increasing 

data use in all 

schools in the area, 

results are 

inconclusive 

regarding the data 

coach role (USA). 

MacBeath (2008) In 

a system in which 

SSE is externally 

verified and 

supported by External 

School Review  there 

was Increased sharing 

and dialogue about 

classroom practice; a 

move to a more 

rigorous and 

systematic way of 

assessing practice.  

SSE is building 

capacity for a shift to 

a mindset of 

organizational 

learning (Hong 

Kong). 

Ehren et al (2014) 

inspection frameworks 

that set expectations about 

standards in education can 

drive school evaluation 

and the capacity of 

schools to improve. 

Changes in self- 

evaluation lead to 

improvements in capacity 

building which leads to 

improvements in school 

effectiveness (The 

Netherlands). 

Gallimore et al (2009) 
Grade level teams 

using an inquiry- 

focused protocol to 

solve instructional 

problems significantly 

increased achievement 

(USA). 

Halverson et al. 

(2007) there was 

ongoing dialogue 

between teachers and 

leaders on the use 

and implications of 

data which led to 

improvements in 

instruction (USA). 

MacBeath (2008) Other 

consequences included a 

significant period in which 

many staff reported high 

levels of stress and 

workload and anxiety. 

Leadership steering on this 

issue strongly mediated 

levels of stress among staff, 

so where ESR was seen as 

an opportunity rather than a 

threat, this was very helpful 

(Hong Kong).  
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 Timperley and Parr 

(2009) Compares the 

impact on student 

achievement of two 

initiatives to support 

schools in using data 

for instructional 

improvement in 

literacy.  In the first 

study, school 

participants attended 

a training course on 

data use, with no 

impact on student 

achievement (New 

Zealand) 

McNamara et al. 

(2011) Four primary 

schools in Iceland 

which had developed 

their own process and 

indicators with the 

support of two 

researcher- 

consultants had been 

successful in 

embedding a culture 

of self- evaluation, 

reflection and 

improvement within 

the school (Iceland). 

Estyn (2012) Schools 

were found to use a range 

of strategies for 

improvement. These 

strategies include targeted 

support for groups of 

pupils, revising 

curriculum content or 

organisation, and 

increased professional 

learning. Estyn found 

that, on the whole, the 

impact of improvement 

strategies was good, with 

evidence of year-on-year 

improvement. Local 

authority staff were using 

the data to inform their 

support work and 

governors were using the 

data sets to challenge 

schools (Wales). 

Lai and McNaughton 

(2013) Interventions 

significantly improved 

student achievement 

over 3 years, and these 

achievement gains 

were sustained after the 

interventions (New 

Zealand). 

Hartong (2012) 
Classroom practice 

has been sustainably 

transformed through 

training in 

systematic teaching 

development, which 

belonged to the most 

important agenda 

settings in almost 

every analysed 

school’ (p756) 

(Germany). 

Simons (2013) Prescription 

of framework can lead to 

cynicism about the 

process... Teacher resistance 

may prevent top- down 

initiatives from being 

successful, especially where 

unions are strong (e.g. 

Ireland) or teachers’ 

motivation may be weak 

(e.g. in Spain where 

teachers are civil servants 

for life and where there is 

no institutional leadership 

structure to promote and 

support SSE) Increased test- 

based accountability may 

mean that other factors and 

achievements are not given 

attention (international). 

 Vazquez and Gairin 

(2014) Studies 

(optional) self- 

evaluation using a 

tool developed from 

the work of the 

authors.  The 

research showed 

that, in general, 

conditions were in 

place for self- 

evalution and 

planning for 

improvement to take 

place, although they 

believe that settings 

need more support in 

Neil and Johnston 

(2005) Whole school 

self- evaluation can 

extend the use of 

school specific data 

as an aid to critical 

reflection and 

evaluation (Northern 

Ireland). 

Hall and Noyes (2007) 
Three categories of 

schools:  

1. Collaborative – where 

self- evaluation was seen 

as  contributing to school 

improvement  as a shared 

endeavour involving 

middle leaders and 

teachers  

(England). 

Marsh et al. (2010) 

Studied the impact of 

data coaches working 

with teachers on 

analysis of data and 

implications for 

instruction. Data 

analysis support has a 

significant association 

with both perceived 

improvements in 

teaching and higher 

student achievement 

(USA). 

Hofman et al (2010) 

Schools with 

effective SSE 

received high scores 

on quality of 

teaching when 

inspected by the 

Dutch inspectorate 

(The Netherlands). 

Vazquez and Gairin 

(2014) ‘Aspects like 

resistance to change and 

evaluation (fear of 

evaluating and being 

evaluated), the high 

mobility of their human 

resources and the culture of 

orality as the main means of 

transmitting knowledge 

work against processes that 

require permanence over 

time, collective reflection, 

recording and 

systematization of new 

knowledge, revision of 

‘what has been done’ and 
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doing so.  However, 

actions resulting 

from the self- 

evaluation were 

found to be highly 

vulnerable and not 

sustained (Uruguay). 

projection of ‘what should 

be done’. The analysis also 

reveals a heavy imprint that 

associates self-evaluation 

practices with control, 

stigma and sanction.’ (p 

341)(Uruguay). 

   Nevo (2001) SSE can 

help promote 

‘evaluative literacy’ 

making school 

personnel more 

sensitive to areas in 

need of improvement; 

SSE can help to 

extend the scope of 

external evaluation by 

pointing out local 

opportunities for 

development and also 

factors relevant to the 

challenge of the 

school (Israel, non- 

empirical). 

Karagiorgi et al. (2015) 
Schools identified specific 

improvement actions 

based on analysis of the 

self- evaluation results. 

For example one school 

decided to implement 

classroom visits and peer 

observation.  Schools then 

organised professional 

development, usually 

involving external 

partners, to support 

improvement actions and 

monitored 

implementation.  In the 

final stage, the external 

facilitator met with the 

school team to review 

outcomes and revise 

action plans for further 

improvement (Cyprus).   

McNaughton et al 

(2012) Replication 

study of model 

described by Lai et al 

(2009) with similar 

results of increased and 

sustained student 

achievement (2012). 

Macbeath (2008) 
teaching was more 

engaging and learner 

centred (Hong 

Kong). 

Wong and Li (2010) 
Negative effects reported by 

all three schools were those 

of workload and stress 

associated with the 

inspection. Comments on 

workload were greatest 

from the weakest setting 

(which had problems with 

recruiting and retaining 

suitable staff) (Hong Kong) 
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   O'Brien et al (2015) 

Capacity was built, 

expectations were 

raised and the service 

became more 

professional 

following self 

evaluation (Ireland).  

Leung (2005) The case 

study school is found to 

be highly successful  in 

employing SSE for school 

development and 

accountability (Hong 

Kong) 

Stringfield et al 

(2008)Longitudinal 

analyses of outcome 

data from 12 Welsh 

secondary schools 

indicated that 4 years 

after the High 

Reliability Schools 

project was initiated, 

student outcomes at the 

sites were strongly 

positive. Additional 

quantitative and 

qualitative data, 

gathered 5 years after 

the end of the 

intervention, indicated 

that the majority of the 

schools continued 

using the high 

reliability principles 

and continued making 

strong academic 

progress (Wales).  

Marsh et al. (2010) 
Studied the impact 

of data coaches 

working with 

teachers on analysis 

of data and 

implications for 

instruction. Data 

analysis support has 

a significant 

association with both 

perceived 

improvements in 

teaching and higher 

student achievement 

(USA). 

Wroe and Halsall (2001) 
Data was seen to be 

dangerous as potentially 

swamping the school and 

further confusing the issue. 

Processes derived internally 

through self-evaluation 

were seen to be more useful 

in generating improvements 

in practice. Quantitative 

‘target setting’ was seen as 

less useful and potentially 

leading to teaching to the 

test (England). 
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   Ritchie (2002) The 

self-evaluation which 

included ofsted 

criteria for lesson 

observations, helped 

make the school ‘self-

inspecting’ and they 

would have a wealth 

of evidence to show 

Ofsted when they 

next came to visit 

(England). 

Neil and Johnston 

(2005) Whole school self- 

evaluation can contribute 

to school 

improvement...extend 

existing methods of 

evaluating teaching and 

learning; 

provide an information 

base for school 

development planning and 

its effective 

implementation; identify 

priorities for the 

professional development 

of teachers in the school; 

capitalise on schools’ 

discretion as to the agenda 

for improvement and in-

depth staff ownership of 

its direction and detail; 

contribute to a framework 

for managing change in 

schools; develop a 

perspective among 

teachers which goes 

beyond their own 

classroom(Northern 

Ireland) 

Timperley and Parr 

(2009) Second project 

with data use supported 

by needs analysis and 

facilitators working 

with professional 

learning communities. 

Student achievement 

gains beyond what 

might have been 

expected were 

observed in all schools 

in the project (New 

Zealand). 

McNaughton et al 

(2012) It was the 

process of using data 

to develop context- 

specific teaching 

programmes and its 

concomitant 

operationalizing of 

instructional content 

which was 

demonstrated to be 

effective rather than 

the specifics of 

approaches to 

instruction (New 

Zealand). 
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  Schildkamp et al 

(2012) Although self- 

evaluation results 

may not lead directly 

to improvement 

actions they may 

influence the 

respondents' thinking 

and influence the 

direction of school 

improvement 

(Flanders, The 

Netherlands) 

Schildkamp et al (2012) 
Schools which were 

judged to use SSE to 

promote school 

improvement took 

measures to improve their 

schools' quality of 

education (Flanders, The 

Netherlands). 

 Timperley and Parr 

(2009) Second 

project with data use 

supported by needs 

analysis and 

faciliators working 

with professional 

learning 

communities. 

Classroom 

observation by the 

researchers provided 

evidence of changed 

instructional practice 

and teacher content 

knowledge (New 

Zealand). 

  

   Simons (2013) 

defines SSE as an 

exercise which 

provides 'insight into 

the educational 

experiences of 

students' (p2)as more 

than those measured 

by test data and 

required for externa, 

accountability 

purposes 

(international, non- 

empirical). 

Supovitz and Klein 

(2003) Schools used data 

for:Informing instruction; 

developing assistance 

plansfor low-performing 

students; planning 

professional development; 

setting goals; motivating 

faculty and students, 

visually stating school 

priorities and goals, and 

communicating with 

parents (USA). 

 Wayman and 

Stringfield (2006) In 

three schools that 

used data effectively 

there was increased 

sense of teacher 

efficiency, better 

response to student 

needs, reflection on 

practice and 

collaboration (USA). 
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   Yeung (2011) System 

in which self 

evaluation against a 

prescribed framework 

is followed by 

validation through 

external review in a 

3-4 year cycle. 85% 

of teachers agreed 

that it  could ‘help 

schools to understand 

own weaknesses, 

strengths and identify 

needs for 

improvement’ and 

78% indicated that 

their schools had 

made changes as a 

result of the process 

(Hong Kong). 

Wohlstetter et al (2008) 

school systems required 

school improvement plans 

that measured progress 

towards goals set in 

internal evaluation (USA) 

  Webb et al (1998) 
Finnish SSE with 

non-hierarchical, 

small and family 

atmosphere in 

schools was much 

less rigorous and 

systematic than 

inspection in 

England but led to 

changes in 

classroom; pupil and 

parents feedback 

helped make changes 

and encouraged 

pupil  independence 

(Finland and 

England).  

  

         Wroe and Halsall 

(2001) Reflective 

exercises with 

students and setting 

targets with clear 

learning outcomes 

discussed in 

appraisal meetings, 

led to improvements 

in pedagogy and 

learning. Processes 

derived internally 

through self-

evaluation were seen 

to be more useful 

than test data in 

generating 

improvements in 

practice with 
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quantitative ‘target 

setting’ was seen as 

less useful and 

potentially leading to 

teaching to the test 

(England). 
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Table 2. Studies reporting on conditions of effective internal evaluations 

 
  conditions   

  evaluation literacy resources leadership external support supportive culture accountability 

Country international (2 

studies), England/ 

Germany/ Lithuania/ 

the Netherlands/ 

Poland (1 study), 

England/ Scotland/ the 

Netherlands/ Northern 

Ireland,/Denmark and 

Belgium/ Germany 

(Hesse and Lower 

Saxony) (1 study), 

England (4 studies), 

ireland (2 studies), 

Italy, New Zealand (5 

studies), the 

Netherlands (4 

studies), USA (13 

studies), Wales (2 

studies). 

international (1 

study), South 

Africa/New 

Zealand/England/the 

Netherlands/ 

Belgium- Flanders (1 

study),England/ 

Germany/ Lithuania/ 

the Netherlands/ 

Poland (1 study), The 

Netherlands/Belgium- 

Flanders, Cyprus, 

England (3 studies), 

Germany, Hong 

Kong, New Zealand, 

The Netherlands, 

USA (13 studies). 

England/ Germany/ 

Lithuania/ the 

Netherlands/ Poland (1 

study), Belgium- 

Flanders (2 studies), 

Canada (2 studies), 

Cyprus, England (3 

studies), Hong Kong, 

Mauritius, Northern 

Ireland, Norway, the 

Netherlands (3 studies), 

the 

Netherlands/Belgium- 

Flanders, USA (12 

studies). 

England/ Scotland/ the 

Netherlands/ Northern 

Ireland/ Denmark and 

Belgium/ Germany 

(Hesse and Lower 

Saxony)(1 study), 

Belgium- Flanders, 

Canada, Cyprus, 

England (4 studies), 

Europe, Germany, 

Iceland, Ireland, Ireland 

and Iceland, New 

Zealand (2 studies), 

Norway, The 

Netherlands, USA (7 

studies), USA and UK. 

England/ Germany/ 

Lithuania/ the 

Netherlands/ Poland 

(1 study), Belgium- 

Flanders (2 studies),  

Chile, England (3 

studies), Europe, 

Hong Kong (2 

studies), Ireland, 

Italy, New Zealand, 

The 

Netherlands/Belgium- 

Flanders, USA (9 

studies). 

England/Scotland/Swede/ 

Denmark/ Finland (1 

study), England/ 

Scotland/ the 

Netherlands/ Northern 

Ireland,/Denmark and 

Belgium/ Germany 

(Hesse and Lower 

Saxony)  (1 study), 

England/ Germany/ 

Lithuania/ the 

Netherlands/ Poland (1 

study), international (2 

studies), 

Belgium/Flanders, Chile, 

England (2 studies), 

Hong Kong, the 

Netherlands, USA (4 

studies). 

Year in 

which 

studies 

were 

reported 

2000, 2003, 2005, 

2006, 2007 (3 studies), 

2008 (8 studies), 2009, 

2010 (4 studies), 2011, 

2012 (3 studies), 2013 

(5 studies), 2014 (6 

studies). 

2001, 2003(2 

studies), 2005 (3 

studies), 2006 (2 

studies), 2007 (2 

studies), 2008 (2 

studies), 2010 (2 

studies), 2012(3 

studies), 2013 (2 

studies), 2014 (5 

studies), 2015. 

2003 (3 studies), 2005 (4 

studies), 2006 (2 

studies), 2008 (2 

studies), 2010 (3 

studies), 2011 (3 

studies), 2012 (2 

studies), 2013 (2 

studies), 2014 ( 6 

studies), 2015 (2 studies) 

2001 (2 studies), 2003 

(3 studies), 2004 (2 

studies), 2005, 2007 (2 

studies), 2008 (3 

studies), 2009, 2010 (2 

studies), 2011, 2012 (2 

studies), 2013 (3 

studies), 2014, 2015 (2 

studies) 

2000, 2001, 2003 (3 

studies), 2004, 2005 

(2 studies), 2006, 

2007, 2008 (4 

studies), 2009, 2011, 

2012 (2 studies), 2014 

(4 studies), 2015 

2000, 2004 (2 studies), 

2007, 2008 (2 studies), 

2011 (2 studies), 2013 (2 

studies), 2014 (5 studies) 
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Summaries Anderson et al. 

(2010) ... actions 

influencing data use by 

principals and teachers 

include modelling 

data-informed decision 

making, setting and 

monitoring 

expectations for data 

use, providing tools to 

assist with data 

collection and 

interpretation, and 

providing or 

developing expertise to 

support data use at the 

school level (USA) 

Cosner (2011) The 

development of 

knowledge about 

student learning and 

of using this to 

improve instruction 

took time for the 

teams in this study 

(USA) 

Ah Teck and Starr 

(2014) found that 

principals were resistant 

to a formalised quality 

assurance process, citing 

lack of expertise in 

collecting and analysing 

data, the time it would 

take up (Mauritius). 

Ancess, Barnett and 

Allen (2007) report on 

two cases of a university 

working with school 

partnerships and 

providing support. The 

authors conclude that 

the cases demonstrate 

the critical importance 

of researcher–

practitioner 

collaboration and 

research partners’ 

responsiveness to the 

identified goals and 

emerging needs of 

partner organizations 

and of the schools and 

practitioners with whom 

they work (USA).  

Bubb and Earley 

(2008) It was 

essential that staff 

were convinced that 

change was both 

necessary and 

possible and that 

appropriate support 

and professional 

development were in 

place (England). 

Ehren et al. (2014) 

inspection frameworks 

that set expectations 

about standards in 

education can drive 

school self- evaluation 

and the capacity of a 

school to improve.  

Schools that were high 

on setting expectations, 

accepting feedback, and 

stakeholders’ sensitivity 

were also more likely to 

narrow the teaching 

strategies and 

curriculum; send a more 

‘rosy’ picture of the 

school in documents sent 

to the inspectorate... (The 

Netherlands).  
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  Barrett(2009)  She 

also characterizes the 

talk about students as 

frequently superficial, 

laden with stereotypes, 

and focused on 

explanations for 

student failure that 

reside outside the 

control of the teacher. 

The presence of a 

facilitator and the 

availability of tools for 

displaying and 

reviewing data 

appeared to have little 

effect on ingrained 

ways of classifying 

students according to 

perceived effort, 

motivation, and ability 

(USA). 

Copland 

(2003)Principals 

maintain the vision 

for change through 

hiring committed 

staff and firing those 

that were resistant 

and through 

supporting inquiry, 

for example, by the 

provision of 

dedicated time for 

collaboration (USA) 

Anderson et al. (2010) 
Principals often aware of 

conditions that fostered 

or inhibited data use, but 

a majority of principals 

appeared to have 

externalized those 

conditions. Few 

indicated taking action to 

improve most of the 

conditions. Some 

conditions influencing 

data use by principals 

and teachers may be 

more accessible to 

principal influence (e.g., 

teacher capacity for data 

use, time for data use) 

than others (e.g., 

timeliness of data, 

quality of data). A 

minority of principals 

take action to shape 

those school-level 

conditions most open to 

their influence (USA). 

Anderson et al. (2010) 
Principal use and 

support for teacher use 

of data is strongly 

shaped by the actions of 

district office leaders in 

the context of varying 

state accountability 

requirements and 

support (USA). 

Caputo and Rastelli 

(2014) schools with 

low achievement 

improvement level 

mainly attribute 

responsibility for 

student education to 

the social context 

(Test Value = 2.18); 

whilst schools with 

high SES perceive 

themselves effective 

in improving 

education (Italy) 

Hall and Noyes (2007). 

In ‘Centralised’ schools, 

senior leaders made 

unannounced classroom 

observations and made 

judgements against 

inspection criteria, 

middle leaders felt 

pressured to follow up on 

these judgements with 

colleagues, with feeling 

of upset. 'Resisting' 

schools viewed self 

evaluation as a 

bureaucratic exercise to 

'jump through hoops' and 

unrelated to school 

improvement. Teachers 

who express different 

views, for example of the 

importance of individual 

teacher autonomy, may 

be considered out of date 

or incompetent. 

Curriculum leaders are 

increasingly expected to 

monitor the work of their 

teams and some 

experience difficulties in 

combining this with 

supportive relationships.. 

(England).  
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    Cowan (2008) 
Improved data 

availability helped 

schools undertake 

sharper data analysis 

which in turn 

supported  better 

assessment of 

performance and 

identification of 

action required to 

address 

underperformance 

(England, non-

empirical) 

Bubb and Earley (2008) 
Strong leadership was 

found to be essential in 

ensuring impact on 

teaching quality and/or 

student outcomes 

(England) 

Cowan (2008) The 

rigour of the SSE was 

supported by the School 

Improvement Partner 

(England). 

Chapman (2000) The 

environment of trust 

was seen as vital in 

peer observation 

(England). 

Honig and Ikemoto 

(2008) The research team 

concluded that factors 

contributing to the 

effective use of data for 

school improvement are: 

Accountability incentives 

to use data; Teacher 

flexibility to change 

instruction (USA) 

  BERA (2014) 
Teachers need […] to 

be equipped to engage 

in enquiry-oriented 

practice – having the 

capacity, motivation 

and opportunity to use 

research-related skills 

to investigate what is 

working well and what 

isn’t fully effective in 

their own practice. 

Using data from a 

number of different 

sources teachers can 

identify problems 

together with 

interventions which 

are likely to lead to 

improvements. (p 

30)(UK). 

Davies and Rudd 

(2001) Time for 

development 

activities were seen as 

essential (England). 

Davies and Rudd 

(2001) SSE packages 

could help schools 

evaluate (England). 

Copland (2003) Formal 

leaders frequently act as 

catalysts for change in 

initial stages (of cycle of 

inquiry process) with 

distributed structures 

emerging as the model 

develops. Principals 

maintain the vision for 

change through hiring 

committed staff and 

firing those that were 

resistant and through 

supporting inquiry, for 

example, by the 

provision of dedicated 

time for 

collaboration.(USA). 

Davidsdottir and Lisi 

(2007) researchers 

coached school-

evaluation 

teams in their self-

evaluation efforts and 

assessed change in the 

schools. 

The schools received 

empowerment-based 

support, where the 

researchers 

taught staff to evaluate 

school work and take 

responsibility for 

development 

based on outcomes from 

longitudinal data 

collection and 

dissemination 

of evaluation 

information (Iceland). 

Copland (2003) 

Schools that stayed in 

the novice group 

treated the cycle of 

inquiry as a 

compliance exercise 

and teacher isolation 

and hierarchical 

leadership were 

barriers to change 

(USA) 

Janssens and Van 

Amelsvoor (2008) 
Where the SSE largely 

matched the inspection 

framework, as in 

Denmark, England, 

Scotland, Northern 

Ireland, this increased the 

accountability 

orientations ... Where the 

national system of 

inspection has an 

external evaluation 

aspect, the SSE occupies 

a stronger position. 

(Denmark, the 

Netherlands, Belgium, 

Germany, England, 

Northern Ireland and 

Scotland). 
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  Blok (2008) SSEs 

were of low quality, 

often failing to answer 

questions set at the 

onset of the process.  

They conclude that 

considerable support 

and guidance was 

needed for schools in 

completing SSEs (The 

Netherlands). 

Dembosky et al 

(2006) Several 

schools and districts 

lack sufficient 

technology to make 

the best use of data.  

Across all case study 

districts, teachers and 

principals identified 

lack of time as the 

biggest constraint on 

their ability to review 

and reflect on data. 

Many teachers 

expressed a desire to 

learn more about how 

to analyze and 

interpret data but 

availability of 

training was 

insufficient (USA). 

Cosner 

(2011)Principals, whose 

roles also evolved over 

time, were important in 

the design and 

introduction of tools and 

processes that supported 

grade-level data-based 

collaboration that in turn 

influenced the ways in 

which student learning 

knowledge and 

instructional 

considerations developed 

from data-based 

practices (USA). 

Davies and Rudd 

(2001) LEA advisers or 

colleagues helped in the 

role as a critical friend 

(England). 

Earley and Bubb 

(2014) schools need 

to have a supportive 

culture (England, 

non- empirical) 

Jimerson (2014) There 

was a belief that data use 

was primarily for 

accountability purposes. 

Even when teachers 

wanted to improve, 'the 

shadow of testing and 

accountability loomed 

large when the term 'data 

use' is part of the 

conversation (p 10) 

(USA). 

  Caputo and Rastelli 

(2014) evaluated a 

training programme 

based on a self- 

evaluation. The 

training programme 

helps teachers 

formulate action goals 

in a school 

improvement plan, 

support for 

professional 

development and 

opportunities for 

working in 

professional learning 

communities (Italy). 

Earley and Bubb 

(2014) schools need 

to resources, 

particularly of time 

(England, non-

empirical) 

Demie (2003) The 

leadership of the 

headteachers is key in 

raising the level of 

expectations (England). 

Demie (2003) Training 

and support from the 

LEA contributes to 

effective use of data 

(England). 

Gallimore et al 

(2009) positive 

outcomes are more 

likely when teams are 

teaching similar 

content, led by a 

trained peer-

facilitator, using an 

inquiry focused 

protocol, and have 

stable settings in 

which to engage in 

continuous 

improvement (USA).  

Macbeath (2004) Argues 

for a negotiated approach 

to self- evaluation in 

which external standards, 

inspection and challenge 

have a place in 

supporting challenge but 

the need for capacity 

building to inform 

transformational change 

is essential (England, 

non- empirical) 
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  Chapman (2000)  
Self-evaluation can be 

lacking in that teachers 

do not always have the 

necessary expertise; 

may not be able to 

identify needs or may 

not have the necessary 

challenge in their 

collaborative 

partnerships within 

school (England). 

Farrell (2014) 
Support for data use 

was also varied, 

including support for 

teacher collaboration, 

coaching positions, 

professional 

development, training 

for new employees, 

data management 

systems and other 

tools and technology, 

scheduled time, 

practices and routines 

and rewards and 

incentives.  The 

resources provided 

were found to 

influence the extent to 

which data was used 

to improve instruction 

(USA). 

Devos and Verhoeven 

(2003) Change is 

dependent on internal 

factors, particularly on 

the leadership of the 

school (Flanders). 

Devos and Verhoeven 

(2003)  The external 

perspective provided by 

the researchers was 

helpful in identifying 

what would otherwise 

have been blindspots for 

self- evaluators 

(Flanders).  

Herman and 

Gribbons (2001) 
“The importance of 

trust and efficacy 

were underscored.  

Combating a siege 

mentality and getting 

beyond blame and 

defensiveness to 

action are problems 

that go far beyond 

technical and 

mundane aspects of 

data use.” (p 

18)(USA) 

Montecinos et al(2014) 
Teachers’ responses to 

self evaluation reflected 

their perceptions of ... 

internal accountability.  

In one of the schools they 

describe a positive 

response by teachers who 

valued the opportunity to 

contribute to self 

evaluation and identify 

how to improve.  One 

other school viewed the 

self- evaluation process 

as a need to demonstrate 

competence to external 

evaluators.  The teachers 

in the remaining four 

schools completed the 

tasks set by 

administrators in their 

school but were cynical 

about the extent to which 

their contributions were 

taken into account, 

compared with the 

opinions of external 

evaluators (which they 

considered likely to be 

focused on fault finding).  

(Chile). 
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  Coburn and Talbert 

(2006) They advocate 

the use of varied 

sources of evidence 

and leadership from 

the district in 

mediating 

understandings of 

evidence based 

practice.  They also 

advocated the 

importance of enabling 

communication across 

all levels of the system 

to share 

understandings and 

practice (USA) 

Hartong (2012)   She 

criticises the 

framework for the 

way in which it 

narrowly defines 

success and 

improvement, with 

improvement 

measured through 

subsequent SEIS 

results and argues that 

it reduces school and 

teacher autonomy and 

self- conception by 

offering a rigid model 

for what it means to 

be ‘good’(Germany). 

Dunn et al (2013) 
Principals were expected 

to lead and facilitators 

were employed to 

support professional 

learning communities in 

using data for enquiry.    

Principals in the district 

were responsible for 

promoting collaborative 

discussion and learning 

around the data collected 

and for monitoring, 

supported by critical 

friends, the changes in 

classroom practice 

(Canada).  

Dunn et al. (2013) 

Systems for data 

management were 

introduced and 

supported by workshops 

and professional 

learning communities 

within schools.  

Professional learning 

communities had the 

support of a trained 

facilitator and principals 

were responsible for 

creating conditions for 

collaboration within 

their schools, as well as 

for monitoring with a 

critical friend, the 

impact on classroom 

practice (Canada). 

Honig and Ikemoto 

(2008) The research 

team concluded that 

factors contributing to 

the effective use of 

data for school 

improvement are: 

Accountability 

incentives to use data; 

Teacher flexibility to 

change instruction 

(USA) 

Ozga et al (2011) 
Overall, the authors 

comment on tensions 

between what they term 

as ‘hard’ governance, 

composed of externally 

determined regulation, 

benchmarks and targets 

and ‘soft’ governance 

whereby a cycle of self- 

evaluation and 

improvement actions 

leads to a continuous 

process of educational 

improvement.  (England, 

Scotland, Sweden, 

Denmark, Finland) 

  Cosner (2011) need 

for development of 

knowledge about 

student learning and of 

using this to improve 

instruction (USA) 

Hofmann et al  

(2005)  propose with 

a framework (p 261) 

for comparing SSE 

instruments according 

to an accountability, a 

school improvement 

objective and for 

reliability and 

validity. They 

propose six uses of 

the framework in 

judging instruments 

for: reliability; 

scientific standards 

and validity; 

usefulness and 

standards for 

evaluation; cover of 

Earl (2008) Although 

teachers had sufficient 

trust to share and review 

their student data, skilled 

leadership was required 

to use those data to 

investigate their 

implications for teaching 

practice. The principal 

used data charts to re- 

focus the discussion on 

data, with teachers 

tending to deviate into 

more general issues of 

teaching practice or 

factors that affect 

learning (USA). 

Farrell (2014) Support 

for data use was also 

varied, including 

support for teacher 

collaboration, coaching 

positions, professional 

development, training 

for new employees, data 

management systems 

and other tools and 

technology, scheduled 

time, practices and 

routines and rewards 

and incentives.  The 

resources provided were 

found to influence the 

extent to which data was 

used to improve 

instruction (USA). 

Lachat and Smith 

(2005) Schools had a 

data coach and used 

data teams, both of 

which contributed to 

engagement, with all 

schools committed to 

data use to inform 

school improvement 

by the end of the 

study (USA). 

Rallis and MacMullen 

(2000) suggest that both 

external and internal 

accountability are needed 

to drive improvements 

within inquiry minded 

schools being the key to 

combining the two 

(USA). 
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quality dimensions at 

different educational 

levels; suggestions 

and tools for school 

improvement; focus 

or purpose of the 

instrument (The 

Netherlands). 

  Earley and Bubb 

(2014) schools need 

research literate staff 

(England, non- 

empirical) 

Kallemeyn (2014) 
The principal of a 

school with strengths 

in data use directed 

time for teams, 

including 

instructional coaches, 

to meet to review data 

and use it to plan 

instruction (USA). 

Earley and Bubb (2014) 
Leadership is required to 

create and embed an 

inquiry- oriented culture 

and to provide the 

resources, particularly of 

time, to allow staff to 

collaborate, agree 

common goals for 

inquiry and discuss 

findings and to put 

support in place for staff 

to develop research 

expertise.  (England, 

non- empirical) 

Gallimore et al (2009) 
positive outcomes are 

more likely when teams 

are led by a trained 

peer- facilitator (2009) 

Leung (2005) In a 

school which had 

been successfully 

using SSE since 1997 

essential conditions 

were a dynamic 

pattern of shared 

values which is open 

to constant revision 

and changes; a 

genuine belief in the 

talents of every single 

individual at the 

school (Hong Kong). 

Schildkamp et al (2014) 
Researchers noted that 

pressures from the 

accountability systems 

influenced the use of data 

for decision making 

(England, Germany, 

Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Poland) 
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  Estyn (2012) 
Approximately, one- 

fifth of schools were 

not using the data 

effectively to plan for 

improvement and 

Estyn recommend that 

training and support is 

provided for schools in 

both interpreting the 

data and using to 

improve (Wales). 

Karagiorgi (2012) 
teachers said that they 

had insufficient time 

to introduce planned 

improvements 

following a process of 

self- evaluation 

(Cyprus). 

Ehren et al. (2014) 
Principals have a key 

role in mediating 

external accountability 

policies. Their 

interpretation of 

accountability standards 

and policies is framed by 

the context in which they 

function; their beliefs, 

histories, and agenda, 

and their interpretation 

of these standards will 

influence their responses 

to inspection standards 

and how they will adapt 

school policy and 

structure to meet the 

standards (The 

Netherlands). 

Hartong (2012) This 

research considers the 

use of a school self- 

evaluation tool (SEIS) 

developed by the 

Bertelsmann Foundation 

and its use in Lower 

Saxony.  The tool 

collects data from 

teacher, student, parent 

and principal 

questionnaires and 

focuses at school rather 

than class level.  

Participating schools are 

required to share their 

data with their 

networks. SEIS is 

introduced in schools 

via training and its use 

is supported by 

consultants and coaches 

(Germany). 

MacBeath (2008) 
SSE teams were most 

effective when they 

were afforded 

sufficient scope to use 

initiative and had 

ownership of the 

process; when they 

were a cross section 

of staff including all 

levels of seniority 

(Hong Kong). 

Schildkamp, Lai and 

Earl (2013) data use 

needs teacher 

collaboration, ownership 

and autonomy. Data use 

is underpinned by policy 

with need for a balance 

between data use for 

accountability and 

support for its use for 

improvement 

(international, non- 

empirical) 

  Geijsel et al (2010) 
Lack of data literacy 

proved a barrier. The 

culture of learning 

from the data needed 

to be spread 

throughout the school 

(The Netherlands) 

Lachat and Smith 

(2005)  Leadership 

and support, 

including a time 

allocation, for 

collaborative working 

were found to be 

critical to success 

(USA). 

Emstad (2011) It is the 

behaviour of the 

principal that is the key 

factor in both prioritising 

the activity above other 

initiatives in the school 

and in allowing time and 

conditions for discussion 

and reflection across the 

school (Norway). 

Herman and Gribbons 

(2001) Research uses 

data from partnerships 

between a university 

and teams in two groups 

of schools. The 

researchers initially 

worked with school 

teams on data analysis, 

using district 

longitudinal data and 

any other data available, 

to produce a report 

which summarised ‘how 

well are we doing?’ ‘are 

Marsh and Farrell 

(2015) Where trust 

and a history of 

working together was 

established, data use 

to improve instruction 

development more 

rapidly. 

Simons (2013) External 

imperative is required to 

get SSE underway, with 

voluntary SSE only 

working in committed 

schools (adoption in for 

example, Norway, was 

limited while it was 

optional)Mandatory SSE 

is only effective if 

schools are convinced of 

its usefulness to enhance 

their work in teaching 

and learning. Otherwise 

they see it as too time- 

consuming and as a 
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we well serving all 

subgroups?’ (USA) 

distraction(international, 

non- empirical). 

  Hall and Noyes 

(2007). 'Collaborative 

schools built shared 

knowledge and 

analyses through 

classroom observation, 

discussion and 

interpretation of data 

(England).  

Lai and Hsiao (2014) 
found that barriers to 

effective use of data 

for school 

improvement are: Use 

and maintenance of 

data management 

systems, including 

ensuring ongoing 

quality assurance of 

data in the system; 

Mismatches between 

different systems 

preventing them 

being used efficiently 

in combination (New 

Zealand) 

Farley- Ripple and 

Buttram (2014) In 

schools that were using 

professional learning 

communities to identify 

where and how 

instruction might be 

improvement, there was 

a clear vision at school 

and district level for the 

improvement process, 

school leaders were 

actively engaged. In the 

other schools, where the 

support and drive from 

both district and school 

leaders was lacking, 

there was less evidence 

for the impact of 

collaborative data use 

(USA). 

Hofman et al (2010) 
Key factors for effective 

SSE that independent 

external validation is 

sought for internal 

judgements on quality; 

presenting information 

about quality to 

stakeholders, both 

external (e.g. parents, 

local authorities) and 

internal (staff, students) 

(The Netherlands). 

McNamara and 

O'Hara (2006)  

internal self-

evaluation conducted 

by teachers was seen 

very positively, with 

evidence that without 

the risk of criticism 

from outside, teachers 

were prepared to 

challenge each other 

and to use the 

outcomes 

constructively 

(Ireland).  

Supovitz and Weathers 

(2004) An evaluation 

system where peer 

principals and district 

officers monitor specific 

local policies across the 

district, with each school 

getting one or two visits 

per year with 

constructive feedback to 

the school created a sense 

of accountability and 

urgency. But, despite 

anonymity, principals felt 

that snapshots (other 

principals and district 

officers monitoring their 

schools with constructive 

feedback) were used to 

judge their school's 

performance (USA) 



55 
 

  Hofman et al (2010) 
key factor for 

successful SSE is that 

schools are in touch 

with their pupils (the 

Netherlands). 

Leung (2005) In a 

school which had 

been successfully 

using SSE since 1997 

an essential 

conditions is a 

comprehensive SSE 

system which is an 

on-going cycle of 

planning, trying, and 

evaluating (Hong 

Kong). 

Geijsel et al (2010) 

School leaders need to 

share an aim of learning 

from the data and that 

trust needs to be 

established, so that 

‘principals … understand 

that the scores were not 

being used to judge the 

school but to initiate 

processes’ (p68)(The 

Netherlands). 

Honig and Ikemoto 

(2008)External support 

personnel contributing 

by providing 

professional 

development, access to 

research on learning, 

fostering joint working, 

developing tools, e..g. 

for learning walks, with 

all support adapted to 

local needs and working 

alongside educators 

(USA).   

Meuret and Morlaix 

(2003) The main 

determinant for a 

positive attitude to 

self-evaluation was a 

belief in the impact of 

the process on school 

effectiveness and 

ability to improve. 

The participatory 

nature of the process 

is essential in its 

effectiveness 

(Europe). 

Vanhoof et al(2014) 
External accountability 

expectations link with 

data use, however from 

the perspective of school 

development, data act as 

a guide in taking 

decisions for policy and 

practice (Flanders) 

  Honig and Ikemoto 

(2008) Factors 

contributing to 

effective use of data 

for school 

improvement include: 

Accessibility and 

timeliness of data; 

Validity of data; Staff 

capacity and support 

provided (USA). 

Marsh and Farrell 

(2015)  conclude that 

leadership, time, 

norms, supporting 

artefacts, trust 

required to build 

capacity for data use 

… lack of time could 

prevent response to 

some identified needs 

(USA). 

Kallemeyn (2014) The 

principal led and 

modelled a school wide 

cycle of inquiry for 

improvement (USA). 

Janssens and Van 

Amelsvoor (2008) 
Where a range of 

providers of training 

were available (and not 

just centrally, or by the 

inspection service 

itself), this was seen as 

favourable to 

improvement 

orientation (England, 

Scotland, the 

Netherlands, Northern 

Ireland, Denmark, 

Belgium, Germany). 

Montecinos et 

al(2014) Teachers’ 

responses to self 

evaluation reflected 

their perceptions of 

the culture of the 

school, including 

internal 

accountability, 

internal structures for 

teacher participation 

in decision making 

and social capital 

(Chile). 

Yeung (2011) survey and 

questionnaire data from 

primary school 

curriculum leaders found 

that most believed that 

the primary purpose of 

the evaluation system is 

for monitoring 

effectiveness, with more 

weight given to external 

reviewers judgements 

than those from self 

review (Hong Kong) 
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  Janssens and Van 

Amelsvoort (2008)  A 

key aspect is the 

amount and type of 

steering given to 

schools about the SSE 

process and framework 

(England, Scotland, 

the Netherlands, 

Northern Ireland, 

Denmark, Belgium, 

Germany).  

Means et al. (2010) 
Effective data-

informed decision 

making requires not 

only access to useful 

data but also well-

designed supports 

such as leadership to 

model data use, 

technical support for 

data interpretation 

and supported time 

for reflection on data 

(USA, non-

empirical).  

Karagiorgi et al (2015) 
Support from the head 

had been essential 

(Cyprus). 

Karagiorgi et al (2015) 

External support from 

the facilitator had been 

essential (Cyprus). 

Ryan et al (2007) 

Barrier to evaluation 

was the bureaucratic 

and hierarchical 

organisation culture, 

which sometimes 

clashed with the 

horizontal leadership 

and open dialogue 

needed for evaluation 

(USA). 

  

  Jimerson (2014) 
recommends that 

school leaders consider 

how professional 

development can be 

used to help teachers 

move towards a 

broader understanding 

of data use and of how 

it can be used to 

support school 

improvement with a 

balance between this 

and accountability 

concerns (USA). 

Ryan et al (2007) 
insufficient training 

and lack of time to 

conduct evaluations 

were barriers (USA). 

Knapp and Feldman 

(2012) In the schools 

studied, judged by 

student outcomes to be 

'making progress’, 

principals were able to 

identify commonality 

between external 

accountability demands 

and their own beliefs.  

There mediated external 

expectations to align 

with a vision for 

education in their 

schools which they 

encouraged staff to 

share, and developed 

internal quality 

mechanisms, linked to, 

but not limited to, 

requirements for teacher 

evaluation and test 

targets.  They integrated 

information from student 

Lai and McNaughton 

(2013) discussion of 

collected data in groups 

facilitated by an 

external researcher was 

important (New 

Zealand). 

Schildkamp et al 

(2012) Attitudes of 

teachers and leaders 

towards self- 

evaluation and 

willingness to 

innovate were found 

to be strongly related 

to use of results for 

improvement 

(Flanders, The 

Netherlands) 
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and staff surveys, 

internal enquiry teams 

and external review to 

guide staff development, 

led on data use promote 

school improvement and 

modelled and promoted 

collaborative working 

(USA) 



58 
 

  Lachat and Smith 

(2005) Although 

initially based on 

dialogue around 

quantitative data, when 

the high school teams 

collaboratively 

developed clearly 

focused questions, it 

helped them look 

beyond the data to 

examine other 

pertinent information, 

and they were far more 

likely to understand 

what the data meant 

for school 

improvement (USA). 

Schildkamp et al 

(2014) Barriers to 

using data included 

lack of training, lack 

of time, lack of 

supporting systems 

for analysis. 

(England, Germany, 

Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Poland) 

Lachat and Smith 

(2005)  Leadership and 

support, including a time 

allocation, for 

collaborative working 

were found to be critical 

to success (USA) 

McNamara et al. 

(2011) Four primary 

schools in Iceland 

which had developed 

their own process and 

indicators with the 

support of two 

researcher- consultants 

had been successful in 

embedding a culture of 

self- evaluation, 

reflection and 

improvement within the 

school (Iceland). 

Schildkamp et al 

(2014) Where teacher 

collaboration was 

common, as in 

England, Lithuania 

and Poland, 

interviewees were 

able to provide more 

concrete examples of 

the forums for 

collaboration (e.g. in 

subject department 

meetings) and of the 

impact of decisions 

made based on the 

data reviewed. In 

Germany and the 

Netherlands teacher 

collaboration was less 

commonly reported. 

(England, Germany, 

Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Poland) 

  

  Lai and Hsiao (2014) 
About two- thirds of 

school clusters could 

produce high- quality 

self- evaluation data 

with support (New 

Zealand). 

Schildkamp, Lai and 

Earl (2013) Enablers 

and barriers are time, 

data and data 

systems, multiple 

sources of data, data 

infrastructure 

(international, non-

empirical). 

Leung (2005) In a 

school which had been 

successfully using SSE 

since 1997 an essential 

condition is a 

combination of 

leadership by the school 

management team and 

distributed leadership 

(Hong Kong).  

Mc Naughton, Lai and 

Hsiao (2012) replication 

of Lai et al (2009) 

working together in 

professional learning 

communities important 

(New Zealand). 

Supovitz and Klein 

(2003) Barriers to use 

of data to improve 

instruction included 

scepticism and 

resistance from some 

teachers (USA) 
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  Lai and McNaughton 

(2013) The use of 

student achievement 

data is insufficient to 

lead to improvement, 

as the data must be 

linked to instructional 

practice, with data 

gathered through 

lesson observations, 

student work, student 

surveys etc. (New 

Zealand). 

Schildkamp et al 

(2012) Time for 

reflection and 

discussion were also 

found to be 

significant for 

effective use of SSE 

(The Netherlands, 

Flanders). 

Marsh and Farrell 

(2015) conclude that 

leadership, time, norms, 

supporting artefacts, trust 

required to build 

capacity for data use 

(USA). 

Meuret and Morlaix 

(2003) The impact of 

the critical friend had 

been weak, despite the 

role being highly 

appreciated by 

respondents (Europe). 

Timperley (2008) 
Teachers in the most 

improved school 

openly expressed 

uncertainty and 

sought help from 

others in the group 

(New Zealand). 

  

  Lasky, Schaffer and 

Hopkins (2008) 
Scaffolds were used to 

structure meetings 

among teachers and 

principals about data.  

Participants initially 

focused  on procedural 

elements and 

demonstrated lack of 

understanding.  

Attention needs to be 

focused on how to 

structure school 

activities, materials, 

and norms so that 

people can develop  

the ‘inquiry habit of 

mind’ (p105) and 

skills that allow for 

intentional, and 

possibly critical 

conversations 

anchored to student 

data that can inform 

teaching and 

Supovitz and Klein 

(2003) Barriers to use 

of data to improve 

instruction included 

lack of time for data 

analysis (USA). 

Means et al (2010) 
Leadership for data-

informed decision 

making at the school 

level can extend beyond 

the principal. The case 

studies suggest that they 

may be performed by 

individuals in a variety 

of job roles; instructional 

coaches, department lead 

teachers, and instruction 

and assessment coaches 

were providing 

leadership for using data 

in many of the case study 

schools (USA) 

O'Brien et al (2015) A 

facilitator led approach 

supports successful 

implementation of SSE 

(Ireland). 

Vanhoof et al (2011) 
“attitude with regard 

to self evaluation”, 

“self-evaluation as a 

policy action” and 

“self-evaluation as an 

act of research” are 

powerful predictors of 

the quality of self-

evaluations 

(Flanders). 
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organizational 

improvement plans 

(USA).  

  Little and Curry 

(2008) A protocol for 

the discussion was 

regularly used at 

meetings of a ‘critical 

friends’ group’.  The 

conversation provided 

insights into teaching 

and learning, but 

participants also 

showed a tendency to 

focus on procedure 

with some superficial 

examination of the 

evidence at hand 

(USA).  

Verhaege et al 

(2013) Research 

examines purposes 

and mechanisms of 

five systems to 

support SSE. They 

point to differences 

between the systems 

and argue that schools 

need to be aware of a 

tool's purpose and 

mechanisms, as well 

as ownership of the 

data generated, before 

choosing it to support 

self evaluation (South 

Africa, New Zealand, 

England, the 

Netherlands, 

Flanders). 

Murnane (2005) 
Schools needed 

leadership committed to 

data use for instructional 

improvement (USA). 

Sjobakken and Dobson 

(2013) suggest that on 

the basis of this study 

the process of self- 

evaluation is an ongoing 

process where 

negotiated ownership 

developed over time is 

needed to secure 

sustainability (Norway). 

Vanhoof et al (2012) 
Where principals had 

established a strong 

collaborative culture 

were more able to 

encourage teachers to 

use school 

performance feedback 

in a productive way 

(Flanders). 
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  Marsh et al. (2010) 
Studied the impact of 

data coaches working 

with teachers on 

analysis of data and 

implications for 

instruction. Data 

analysis support has a 

significant association 

with both perceived 

improvements in 

teaching and higher 

student achievement 

(USA). 

Wayman and 

Stringfield (2006) 
Effective data use 

requires efficient data 

access, time to learn 

the system and 

examine student data 

(USA). 

Neil and Johnston 

(2005) Support of 

leaders critical for whole 

school SSE (Northern 

Ireland). 

Supovitz and 

Weathers (2004) An 

evaluation system where 

peer principals and 

district officers monitor 

specific local policies 

across the district, with 

each school getting one 

or two visits per year 

with constructive 

feedback to the school.  

Findings: Principals 

found results to be 

useful for gaining a 

clearer picture of the 

level of implementation 

in their own schools and 

were able to make 

amendments to 

strategies for 

improvement; a 

common language 

developed with which to 

engage with each other 

about 

reforms;Debriefing 

sessions between data 

collectors and the 

principal of a visited 

schools enabled 

professional 

conversations and 

shared learning; 

Maintaining reliability 

was a challenge as the 

data collection team 

expanded (USA) 
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  McNamara and 

O'Hara (2008) many 

countries have set 

expectations and 

provided frameworks 

for self- evaluation, 

but insufficient 

attention has been 

given to the need to 

support its use to 

improve schools. It is 

argued that enabling 

individual schools and 

teachers to self-

evaluate effectively is 

a complex task that 

will require help and 

support from the 

community of 

professional evaluators 

(Ireland, non- 

empirical). 

Wayman et al 

(2007)A study of data 

use in a school 

district found no 

integrated computer-

based system for 

efficient data use 

(USA) 

Schildkamp et al 

(2014)Supporting factors 

were clear vision and 

goals (England and 

Lithuania) and 

supportive school leaders 

(the Netherlands and 

Poland).(England, 

Germany, Lithuania, the 

Netherlands, Poland) 

Swaffield (2004) 
critical friend can offer 

a different perspective, 

seeing things through a 

different lens, acting as 

a mirror and a sounding 

board, asking 

provocative questions, 

and in so doing 

contribute essential 

elements to school self-

evaluation’ (p275) 

(England, non- 

empirical) 

Schildkamp, Lai and 

Earl (2013) data use 

needs teacher 

collaboration, 

ownership and 

autonomy. Data use is 

underpinned by 

policy with need for a 

balance between data 

use for accountability 

and support for its use 

for improvement 

(international, non- 

empirical) 
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  McNamara and O' 

Hara (2012) School 

leaders had no support 

from the inspectorate 

to generate evidence, 

guidelines unclear, no 

training or time 

available for internal 

evaluation, evalation 

documents often seen 

as compliance with 

rules. Lack of 

benchmarking data on 

student attainment, no 

consultation with 

pupils or parents, 

insufficient support, 

guidance and training 

meant its intention as a 

basis on which to 

conduct external 

evaluations was 

limited. 

Wohlstetter et al 

(2008) For most 

school systems, 

taking the time and 

resources to develop 

specific goals geared 

toward their needs 

ended up being a 

pivotal aspect of 

using data 

purposefully. In one 

of the districts this 

took 3 years, but all 

teachers interviewed 

could articulate goals 

clearly (2008). 

Schildkamp and 

Visscher (2013) Critical 

success factor is a school 

leader stimulating and 

facilitating the use of 

data.  (The Netherlands, 

non- empirical) 

Swaffield and 

Macbeath (2005) 
Different models of 

school self-evaluation 

put the critical friend in 

different roles, with 

responsibilities to other 

stakeholders. The 

critical friend as a 

supportive yet 

challenging facilitator, 

in a process tailored to 

the values of the school 

is one model, the 

priority for a critical 

friend actually working 

with a school evaluating 

itself using an 

inspection framework 

may be more of a 

regulator (international, 

non=empirical) 

Schildkamp and 

Visscher (2013) 

Critical success 

factors are motivated 

staff; a school culture 

that is achievement- 

oriented; 

collaborative 

agreement on a clear 

set of goals and clear 

division of tasks 

between team 

members;pedagogical 

content knowledge 

(The Netherlands, 

non- empirical) 

  

  Mutch (2012) 
Suggests the need to 

build capacity for 

successful SSE (New 

Zealand, non- 

empirical). 

  Schildkamp et al (2012) 

Whether teachers used 

self- evaluation 

depended a lot on the 

school leader, with, for 

example, encouragement 

of the use of the tool and 

support for professional 

development found to be 

important.  

  Simons (2013) 
External imperative is 

required to get SSE 

underway, with 

voluntary SSE only 

working in committed 

schools (adoption in 

for example, Norway, 

was limited while it 

was optional) 

Mandatory SSE is 

only effective if 

schools are convinced 

of its usefulness to 

enhance their work in 

teaching and learning. 
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Otherwise they see it 

as too time- 

consuming and as a 

distraction 

(international, non- 

empirical). 

  Schildkamp et al 

(2014) Supporting 

factors were 

availability of expert 

advice on analysis and 

use of data (England 

and the 

Netherlands).(England, 

Germany, Lithuania, 

the Netherlands, 

Poland) 

  Vanhoof and Van 

Petegem (2011)  pre-

conditions for self- 

evaluation to be 

successful in influencing 

school improvement: 

The school team uses 

shared leadership as a 

means of creating 

involvement. (Flanders,, 

non- empirical) 

  Vanhoof and Van 

Petegem (2011)  pre-

conditions for self- 

evaluation to be 

successful in 

influencing school 

improvement: The 

school team is 

prepared to engage in 

systematic reflection, 

self- evaluation 

process is written into 

school 

policy(Flanders, non- 

empirical) 

  

  Schildkamp, Lai and 

Earl (2013) Enablers 

and barriers are culture 

of enquiry, training 

and support, 

disposition to use data, 

knowledge and skills 

(international, non- 

empirical). 

  Wayman and 

Stringfield (2006) 

Principals in a study of 

effective data use 

ensured that data were 

used for diagnostic 

purposes that were seen 

by teachers as beneficial 

and non- threatening 

(USA). 

  Wohlstetter et al 

(2008) leaders at all 

levels created an 

ethos of learning and 

continuous 

improvement rather 

than one of blame.  

Teachers relied on 

one another for 

support, new teaching 

strategies and 

discussions about data 

(USA) 
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  Schildkamp and 

Visscher (2013) 
Critical success factors 

are a cycle of core 

activities; knowledge 

and skills for data use 

(The Netherlands, non- 

empirical) 

  Young (2006)  Role of 

leaders important in 

providing vision, 

expectations and norms 

for collaborative 

discussion of data to 

improve instruction 

across teams. Where this 

was not in place, 

although teachers may 

have used data to inform 

their own practice, 

teachers worked 

individually with little 

collaboration (USA). 

      

  Simons (2013) 

training in SSE is 

helpful, but does not 

secure sustainability.  

Training is required in 

establishing criteria; 

setting boundaries for 

the evaluation; 

building on methods 

and skills that are 

already in place to 

support evaluation; 

analysing and making 

sense of data; political 

and interpersonal skills 

in sharing evaluation 

knowledge 

(International, non- 

empirical). 

          



66 
 

  Stringfield et al 

(2008) A contributory 

factor in schools using 

the high reliability 

principles and 

continuing to make 

academic progress was 

the importance of data 

analysis and use to 

identify areas of 

improvement at all 

levels (Wales). 

          

  Supovitz and Klein 

(2003) Barriers to use 

of data to improve 

instruction included 

lack of technical 

expertise in analysing 

performance data 

(USA). 
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  Timperley (2008) 

schools making 

sustained progress 

were characterized by 

regular, focused 

discussions on student 

progress data and 

implications for 

teaching approaches.  

Discussion among 

teachers were frequent, 

there was openness to 

challenge and teachers 

sought help from 

others.  In schools 

making less progress, 

discussions were stuck 

in activity traps in 

which examining data 

and having 

conversations was seen 

as a good thing to do 

with only a vaguely 

defined purpose for 

doing so (New 

Zealand). 

          

  Timperley (2013) ‘the 

capacity of schools to 

reflect on the quality 

and accuracy of their 

data and to perform 

accurate analyses 

relevant to their 

purpose is widely 

viewed as an integral 

part of effective self- 

review and evaluation’ 

(p63). (New Zealand, 

non- empirical) 
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  Trachtman (2007) 
through the use of a 

wide range of sources 

of evidence, the 

judgements against 

standards can be more 

nuanced and authentic 

compared to test based 

accountability applied 

elsewhere in the US 

system (USA, non- 

empirical) 

          

  Wayman et al (2007) 
A study of data use in 

a school district found 

no shared vision or 

understandings about 

what learning was and 

how data should be 

used to support 

teaching and learning; 

lack of definitions, 

protocols, or uniform 

procedures for data 

entry led to concerns 

about accuracy; 

principals and teachers 

were not adequately 

prepared to use data 

(USA). 
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Table 3. Studies reporting on mechanisms of change of effective internal evaluations  

 

  accepting and interpreting feedback building capacity/organisational learning implementing improvements 

Country 

Belgium - Flanders/The Netherlands (2 

studies), Germany 

Belgium- Flanders/the Netherlands (2 

studies),Canada (2 studies) England (1 study), New 

Zealand (2 studies),the Netherlands (1 study), 

Scotland (1 study), USA (14 studies), Wales (1 

study), England/Germany/ Lithuania/ the 

Netherlands/ Poland (1 study), international (1 study) 

Belgium- Flanders, New Zealand, USA 

Year in 

which 

studies 

were 

reported 

2012 (2 studies),  2014 2001, 2004, 2005(2 studies), 2006 (1 studies), 2007 

(2 studies), 2008 (4 studies), 2009 (2 studies), 2011, 

2012, 2013 (4 studies), 2014 (4 studies), 2015. 

2003, 2010, 2012 

Summaries 

Gaertner (2014) discusses on a system 

in Germany that provides student 

feedback to individual teachers rather 

than as a deliberate component of whole-

school SSE, found that it is only when 

the feedback is shared and discussed that 

it contributes to organizational change. 

He suggests that student feedback needs 

to be integrated into a school-wide 

quality management system (Germany). 

Ancess, Barnett and Allen (2007) A university 

working with a school partnership supported a 

working group by  creating a structure, providing and 

reviewing data, setting up time to work together, 

helping schools to work through their planning and 

implementation processes, revising the structure, and 

providing and reviewing new data. In each cycle, 

learnings were documented and implemented by the 

organization; they were also used in developing the 

next cycle (USA). 

Anderson et al (2010) Statistical data on a link between 

data use and student achievement was weak.  

Qualitative data suggested that it is the appropriateness 

of actions actually taken based on data-informed 

decisions that has an impact on the quality of teaching 

and learning (USA). 

  

Schildkamp et al (2012) Schools which 

were judged to use SSE to promote 

school improvement studied the 

feedback, discussed it and took measures 

to improve their schools' quality of 

education (Flanders, The Netherlands). 

Christie et al (2004) describe a case of collaborative 

evaluation in a community college in California.  An 

externally funded program was evaluated through the 

work of an evaluation team composed of external 

evaluators and faculty.  As a result of the work of the 

learning community the team developed, attitudes to 

evaluation in the college changed and it impact on 

learning was valued.  Evaluation capacity grew, with 

the external evaluator's role diminishing over time 

(USA). 

Devos and Verhoeven (2003) following discussion 

with 'external experts'  the schools agreed with the 

researchers about the implications of the results for their 

schools and on the changes that might be made to 

improve organisational climate. However, change 

occurred in none of the case study schools, due in two 

cases to the authoritarian leaders of the schools, who 

were either unable or unwilling to change. In the third 

school, it had been decided collaboratively that the 

proposed change would detract from the work of the 

school.  The team conclude that the external perspective 

provided by the researchers was helpful in identifying 

what would otherwise have been blindspots for self- 

evaluators, but that change is dependent on internal 
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factors, particularly on the leadership of the school 

(Flanders). 

  

Vanhoof et al. (2012) investigated the 

use of pupil performance feedback, 

together with benchmarking data.  

Volunteer schools were provided with a 

support programme in interpreting and 

using data. However use of feedback was 

limited in planning school improvement 

actions, both in schools that had 

participated in the support programme 

and those which had not (Flanders).  

Cosner (2011) Principals, whose roles also evolved 

over time, were important in the design and 

introduction of tools and processes that supported 

grade-level data-based collaboration that in turn 

influenced the ways in which student learning 

knowledge and instructional considerations 

developed from data-based practices (USA) 

McNaughton et al (2012) it was the process of using 

data to develop context specific teaching and its 

concomitant operationalizing of instructional content 

which was demonstrated to be effective rather than the 

specifics of approaches to instruction (New Zealand). 

    

Dembosky et al (2006) Teachers collaborate in 

making decisions based on data. Most collaboration 

occurs within grade levels or, at the high school level, 

departments. In some schools data teams span grade 

levels. However, teachers frequently reported that 

they would collaborate more if they had more time. 

Some schools have built time into teachers’ schedules 

specifically for reviewing student data and planning 

instruction, but this is rare (USA).   

    

Dunn et al (2013) describes how the province of 

Ontario, Canada structured a large-scale initiative to 

ensure that all schools in the province had access to 

high-quality data and to develop a culture of inquiry, 

in which there is widespread capacity to work with 

data and where using data becomes a routine part of 

the operation of the educational system at all levels. 

Principals were expected to lead and facilitators were 

employed to support professional learning 

communities in using data for enquiry.    Principals in 

the district were responsible for promoting 

collaborative discussion and learning around the data 

collected and for monitoring, supported by critical 

friends, the changes in classroom practice (Canada).  
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Earl (2008) Although teachers had sufficient trust to 

share and review their student data, skilled leadership 

was required to use those data to investigate their 

implications for teaching practice. The principal used 

data charts to re- focus the discussion on data, with 

teachers tending to deviate into more general issues 

of teaching practice or factors that affect learning 

(USA). 

  

    

Farley- Ripple and Buttram (2014) A time 

allocation of 90 minutes per week was provided by 

the state for teachers to collaborate in discussion on 

using data for improvement.  In only one of the case 

study districts had this resulted in positive change. 

The difference was that in this district there was drive 

and support, with principals engaged and tools and 

expectations for collaborative activity on using data 

for improvement, together with monitoring of 

effectiveness. 

  

  

  Gallimore et al (2009) Grade-level teams in 

experiment schools using an inquiry-focused protocol 

to solve instructional problems significantly 

increased achievement. Meetings of the teams used a 

protocol which provided guidance for an inquiry 

cycle  of establishing a goal; planning; implementing; 

monitoring via common assessments; evaluating and 

moving to next cycle (USA). 

  

  

  Grek and Ozga (2012) key part of the inspectors’ 

judgement in Scottish system is ‘how well they know 

themselves’ (through SSE)…knowledge production 

is seen as crucial and supporting schools to be 

learning organisations is a key aspect (Scotland, non- 

empirical). 
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  Halverson et al (2005) Data was discussed in 

groups:e.g.”In Pearson School …the principal and 

several lead teachers met regularly to develop reports 

on student learning collected through regular testing 

and anecdotal information. The discussions 

surrounding report generation and results provided an 

occasion to develop shared understanding of purpose 

and strong professional community among the 

leadership team.” (p 21).  Opportunities were planned 

into the organisation for staff to meet to reflect 

collaboratively in teams on the data and use it to plan 

improvement both at school level and also through 

‘district retreats’ to formulate district goals. There 

was ongoing dialogue between teachers and leaders 

on the use and implications of data (USA). 

  

  

  Herman and Gribbons (2001)The researchers 

initially worked with school teams on data analysis, 

using district longitudinal data and any other data 

available, to produce a report which summarised 

‘how well are we doing?’ ‘are we well serving all 

subgroups?’  As well as test and demographic data, 

there was also data about student attendance and 

survey data on indicators of school processes, such as 

teachers’use of time, parental involvement, extent to 

which teachers felt involved in decision making. The 

report describes in detail the steps taken in school 

group A, to use the initial report to identify 

underperforming sub- groups, initiate further data 

collection and to formulate a goal and strategy for 

improving learning, through adjustments to the 

mathematics curriculum and pedagogies. The 

processes for data use for school improvement 

became integrated into the school’s way of working 

(USA). 

  

    

Honig and Ikemoto (2008) studied collaborative 

data use in three districts, with one much more 

successful that the others. This was where there was a 

vision for school improvement through data use, tools 

and professional development, collective 
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identification of priorities and active engagement of 

principals (USA) 

  

  Kallemeyn (2014) In a schoolswith strengths in data 

use, organizational routines facilitated teachers’ data 

use: collaborative teams and processes of inquiry. 

These routines stored knowledge about the types of 

data teachers ought to notice, and to a lesser extent, 

how they ought to interpret data and construct 

implications for practice (USA).   

  

  

  Lachat and Smith (2005)  Leadership and support, 

including a time allocation, for collaborative working 

were found to be critical to success (USA)   

  

  Lai and McNaughton (2013) Data discussions in 

professional learning communities were an important 

component of research and development 

interventions. he importance of inter-dependence 

between schools and external experts, greater 

pedagogical content knowledge to link classroom 

instruction to achievement results and the creation 

and use of school artefacts (e.g., data analysis 

reports) to facilitate effective data use were found to 

be significant factors (New Zealand). 

  

    

Lai and Hsiao (2014) About two thirds of school 

clusters could produce high quality self- evaluation 

data with support (New Zealand).   

  

  Marsh and Farrell (2015) In the schools studied 

practices employed were needs assessment, 

modelling, monitoring changes, use of dialogue and 

questioning, artifacts such as data repots, rules and 

expectations to support open, critical enquiry around 

data (USA) 

  

  

  Plowright (2007) SSE leads to the development of a 

learning organisation with 'individual and team 

learning …an integral part of organisational learning, 

potentially producing a school able to successfully 

respond to both internal and external changes' 

(p388)(England). 
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  Schildkamp and Ehren (2013) provide the 

following structured approach for a data team: 

defining the problem, coming up with hypotheses 

concerning what causes the problem, collecting data 

to test the hypotheses, analyzing and interpreting 

data, drawing conclusions and implementing 

measures to improve..." (The Netherlands)   

    

Schildkamp et al (2014) Where collaboration was 

common, as in England, Lithuania and Poland, 

interviewees were able to provide more concrete 

examples of how collaboration occurred and of the 

impact of decisions made based on the data discussed 

(England, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, 

Poland)   

  

  Simons (2013) SSE needs to be built into the 

ongoing structure of the school with collaborative 

discussion and decision making (international, non- 

empirical).   

  

  Stringfield et al (2008) Contributory factors in 

schools using the high reliability principles and 

continuing to make academic progress are: sharing 

good practice at all levels through visiting and 

discussing others’ lessons within and between 

schools; shared residential workshops and 

professional development to share good practice and 

barriers and discuss implications for future 

improvement. A contributory factor in schools 

continuing to make progress was succession planning 

to ensure that incoming headteachers were familiar 

with high reliability organisation principles (Wales). 

  

  

  Timperley and Parr (2009) Success was linked to 

needs analysis conducted with each school and 

drawing on a variety of evidence; goals for 

improvement were set by researchers and facilitators 

working with each school, use of professional 

learning communities to share data and implement 

data- informed change (New Zealand). 
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  Wohlstetter et al (2008) Establishing a culture that 

valued and encouraged data use was a critical 

component of each system’s efforts in obtaining 

shared objectives with the schools. School systems 

created explicit norms and expectations regarding 

data use at the system and school levels.  Establishing 

a culture that valued and encouraged data use was a 

critical component of each system’s efforts in 

obtaining shared objectives with the schools. School 

systems created explicit norms and expectations 

regarding data use at the system and school levels. 

Leaders at all levels co-constructed the vision and 

implementation of productive data-driven decision-

making by creating an ethos of learning and 

continuous improvement rather than one of blame; 

leaders also distributed decision-making authority in 

a manner that empowered different staff members to 

utilise their expertise; the school systems directed 

their resources on building human and social capacity 

mainly by focusing on modelling and knowledge 

brokering amongst their staff;  Accountability 

requirements for meeting standards and for school 

improvment plans that measure progress created 

strong incentives for schools to examine student 

achievement data.  Systems examined compensation 

systems, and some tied them to student performance 

(USA) 

• Supporting teachers to use data appropriately and 

thoughtfully remained an ongoing challenge, with 

collaborative working with data considered essential, 

with built in collaboration time. Teachers relied on 

one another for support, new instructional strategies, 

and discussions about data.  All of the school systems 

developed a discussion protocol to support 

collaborative working with data. 
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  Young (2006)  Role of leaders important in providing 

vision, expectations and norms for collaborative 

discussion of data to improve instruction across 

teams. Where this was not in place, although teachers 

may have used data to inform their own practice, 

teachers worked individually with little collaboration 

(USA). 

  

 


