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ABSTRACT

According to organisational theory and new institutionalism, any intervention into com-
plex social systems will produce unintended or even contra-productive side-effects. Tak-
ing the well established theoretical assumptions of these two fields as a starting point,
the author argues that the introduction of elaborate evaluation measures into an educa-
tion system which can be regarded as a massive intervention into the «grammar of school-
ing» will also produce discrepancies between /ntendedand achreved effects. This assump-
tion is ‘tested’ by analysing and comparing the empirical evidence available on the aims
and effects of school evaluation in England and Sweden. The analysis shows that the aims
of school evaluation can be paradoxical and that they can be achieved in different ways.
In addition, there is strong empirical evidence that the introduction of school evaluation
into the English and Swedish education system has also generated unpredicted, unwant-
ed and even contra-productive side-effects. Any attempt to introduce elaborate evalua-
tion systems into any given school system should therefore try to minimize discrepancies
between intended and achieved effects of school evaluation. The article finishes by giving
conceptual and practical recommendations which could help to minimize these discrep-
ancies.
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l. Introduction

In contrast to many school effectiveness researchers who share the gen-
eral assumption that almost any school can be turned into an effective
school (cp. Teddlie & Rose, 2000), there is growing scepticism amongst
school researchers and educational sociologists with regard to the pos-
sibility of creating effective schools in «adverse» circumstances (cp. Coe
& Fitz-Gibbon, 1998; Lauder et al., 1998; Ball, 1998). The scepticism is
also fuelled by empirical findings generated in other social sciences which
strongly suggest that any intervention into complex systems or organi-
sations (like schools) will produce unintended or even contra-produc-
tive side-effects. According to organisational theory, educational insti-
tutions can be changed but they cannot be changed according to an exact
plan because they are very complex social units which consist of indi-
vidual actors who do not always act according to rational principles
(Clarke, 1985; Scott, 1995). This view is supported by proponents of the
«New Institutionalism» who try to explain the high degree of institu-
tional stability and discrepancies between intended and achieved effects
of institutional change by investigating how members of institutions
change, break down or «personalize» externally imposed reforms and
adopt them to their own routines and attitudes (Dimaggio & Powell,
1991; Crowson et al., 1996).

If we take these well-established assumptions from organisational
theory and New Institutionalism as a starting point, it is highly likely
that external interventions into school systems will also produce discrep-
ancies between intended and achieved effects. Thus, the paradigm shift
from preceding bureaucratic «determination» of schools to subsequent
control of schools through educational evaluation which must be regarded
as a massive intervention into the «grammar of schooling» (Tyack &
Tobin, 1995) will —apart from its intended effects— also produce unin-
tended, undesirable or even contra-productive (side)effects. While in-
tended effects can be defined as the official aims of school evaluation which
feature most prominently in the steering and policy documents of most
European education systems where they serve a legitimizing purpose
for the introduction of school evaluation into a given education system.,
the achieved effects of school evaluation can be defined as real effects
which have been proved empirically in various research studies.

In this article I will critically examine the assumption about discrep-
ancies between intended and achieved effects of school evaluation by
analysing the empirical evidence on aims and effects of school evalua-
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tion in England and Sweden. The rationale for focusing on England and
Sweden is based on the observation that both countries have changed
the evaluation of their education system fundamentally during the last
20 years which has generated a wealth of practical experiences and
empirical evidence with regards to the effects of school evaluation. Apart
from this common feature there are a number of individual features which
make Sweden and England very interesting cases particularly from a
German point of view: Firstly, the Swedish case is of particular interest
because the development of a systematic approach to school evaluation
in Sweden took a similar starting point in that it was also initiated dur-
ing a process of decentralization in education. The local autonomy of
Swedish schools has been strengthened considerably since the begin-
ning of the 1990s while a complex system of school evaluation has been
developed at the same time. The Swedish education system has there-
fore quite recently initiated and carried out educational reforms which
are similar to those educational reforms which are currently being dis-
cussed in Germany. Secondly, the English evaluation system is an equally
interesting case because it represents a model of school evaluation which
is quite unique and very prominent in the international debate on edu-
cational evaluation and can therefore serve as an important reference
point in designing evaluation systems. Thirdly, the chosen education
systems represent two different educational traditions within Europe
(British, Nordic) which means that the effects of school evaluation can
be studied in different contexts, i.e. in a traditionally «decentralized»
system (England), as well as in traditionally «centralized» education sys-
tems (Sweden). Finally, the length of practical experiences with differ-
ent concepts and instruments of school evaluation varies considerably
between the two countries which enables us to study long and short term
effects of school evaluation.

2. Intended and achieved effects of school evaluation: the empirical
evidence'

Beginning with the intended effects of school evaluation in England
three aims seem to be of particular importance: The prime aim of the
highly standardized evaluation of schools in England is to increase the
accountability of schools and to make their efficiency and quality more
transparent and comparable. By doing this, parents should be enabled
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to base the choice of school for their child on rational and objective cri-
teria. Secondly, by publishing all evaluation results rigorously the state
wants to increase the competition between schools and to motivate the
schools to raise their standards. The competition between schools is
intensified further by linking the funding of schools directly to the num-
ber of enroled students (per capita funding) which means in practice that
dropping enrolment numbers will lead to a continuous decrease of the
school budget. Thirdly, by inspecting all schools with the help of ex-
ternal evaluators on a regular basis the state wants to control the qual-
ity of individual schools and stimulate long-term internal school im-
provement and the professionalization of teachers («improvement
through inspection»).

Contrasting these aims of school evaluation in England with some of
the achieved effects which have been proved in empirical studies leads
to the following results: While the accountability and transparency of
the English education system has undoubtedly risen by exposing indi-
vidual schools to public scrutiny (e.g. through school inspection), the
hoped for effect that parents would base their choice of schools on «hard»
and supposedly objective evaluation has not been proved yet. On the
contrary, Walford points out that even years after the introduction of
league tables in 1992 most parents base their choice of schools primarily
on the wishes of their children and that the academic quality of a given
school is a rather inferior selection criterion (Walford, 1996: 57). In
addition, the publication of evaluation data seems to favour in particular
those privileged middle and upper class parents who are able and pre-
pared to deal with the complexities of comparative analyses. According
to Walford, the increased transparency of the quality of individual schools
combined with the free parental school choice does not therefore lead to
the general improvement of all schools but to a hierarchization of schools
(op. cit., 60). A second (unintended) side effect of increased transpar-
ency in education on the one hand and strengthened parental choice on
the other is that «schools are tempted to become increasingly selective,
both academically and socially» (Whitty et al., 1998: 116) in order to
attract children who have got the potential to enhance the school’s test
scores.

With regard to the increased competition between individual schools
as a result of the rigorous publication of evaluation results the empirical
evidence is ambivalent. While there is some evidence that the publica-
tion of evaluation results stimulates competition between those schools
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which are competing for good students (i.e. the «good» schools), there
is also evidence that weak or so-called failing schools are primarily con-
cerned with handling their serious problems rather than competing with
neighbouring schools (Kotthoff, 2003: 355). With regard to the large
number of «average» schools it seems rather unlikely that they will de-
velop a competitive attitude since they can hardly use their mediocre
evaluation results to distinguish themselves from other schools. The as-
sumption that competition between schools will, in the long run, lead to
higher standards has been repeatedly questioned by English research-
ers, because it presumes real choices between competing schools — a sit-
uation which is most likely to arise only for those parents who live in
urban centres (Walford, 1996). The desired effect is also quite unlikely,
because it is common knowledge that it is the popular and oversubscribed
schools which choose their students rather than the parents selecting
the schools (Whitty et al., 1998: 116). While the empirical evidence that
competiton will raise standards is still outstanding, there are a number
of «undesirable» side-effects which have been attributed to the publica-
tion of evaluation results in combination with financial sanctions. The
least desirable effect is that so called «failing schools», which are per-
manently situated at the lower end of the performance tables because of
their disadvantaged catchment area, are hardly inspired by poor evalu-
ation results to improve their performance, but feel rather disillusioned
and demotivated (Kotthoff, 2003: 357). Another side-effect of the use of
raw league tables of performance is, according to Sammons, that it can
«increase pressures on schools to exclude disruptive pupils and encour-
age schools to take older poor attendees or those unlikely to its public
examinations off role, since these pupils have an adverse effect on raw
league table positions» (Sammons, 2001: 9). Finally, there is also strong
empirical evidence that the strong focus on the schools’ output in form
of their test and exam results and the explicit culture of performativity
has had a standardizing influence on teaching learning processes («teach-
ing to the test») and a narrowing influence on the school curriculum:
«The emphasis on the “core” subjects [English, mathematics and sci-
ence] together with the requirement that schools publish tests as the main
indicator of educational success, is leading to pressure on non-core sub-
jects, such as music and art [...]. Non-assessed learning appears partic-
ularly vulnerable» (Whitty et al., 1998: 87).

Judging from the available empirical data on the effects of school
inspections, there can be no serious doubt that school inspections achieve
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their intended quality controlling effect to a very high degree. This is
primarily due to the broad and very systematic conception of the whole
inspection process which takes account of numerous aspects of the qual-
ity of schools as well as the rather skilful triangulation of different in-
spection methods (classroom observation, documentary analysis, inter-
views with pupils, teachers, headteachers), which increase the probabil-
ity that every aspect of school life is scrutinized in detail. However, while
the accountability function of school inspection is certainly achieved, its
quality developing function is less visible: headteachers report in inter-
views that it is in particular the preparation time in the run up to the
school inspection which has a quality developing function and which
increases their teachers sensitivity to quality issues. This seems to be
supported by the detailed inspection guidelines which have been pub-
lished to help schools to prepare for their inspection (Ouston/Davies,
1998; Ouston et al., 1999; Kotthoff, 2003).

There are, however, other undesirable or even contra-productive ef-
fects of school inspections which are also reported in the same studies:
these are e.g. the extremely high workload and stress of the teachers in
the run up to the inspection, the lack of feedback that teachers receive
from the inspectors and the increasing gap between the «ordinary» class-
room teachers and the headteacher and/or the senior management who
are the key figures in the inspection process. Whether school inspec-
tions fulfill a quality developing function or not seems to depend largely
on the starting point of each individual school: weak schools and in par-
ticular so called «schools requiring special measures» which receive long-
term support and consultation through specialised «School Improvement
Teams» are most likely to improve considerably and over time. There
is, however, not enough empirical evidence (yet) to support the claim
that school inspections will stimulate long-term internal school improve-
ment processes and support the professionalization of teachers in the
majority of schools. This is due to the fact that the vast number of «av-
erage» schools have got nothing to win or lose through inspection re-
sults and that inspections happen too rarely (usually every three years)
to have a permanent quality developing effect on schools. Finally, it has
been shown that good schools in particular do not rate inspections very
highly in terms of their value for money because they feel that in most
cases the inspection results do not come as a surprise and are therefore
hardly helpful for internal school development processes (Kotthoff, 2003:
362-363).
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Compared with the aims of school evaluation in England, the Swed-
ish evaluation system pursues rather different aims: Firstly, it has to be
pointed out that, although the responsibility for the evaluation of schools
lies formally with the National Agency for Schools (Skolverket), it has
been made clear from the very beginning of the National Agency that
the main responsibility for the evaluation of schools should be in the
hands of the schools and the 289 municipalities (kommuner). A direct
intervention into the quality controlling and developing function of the
municipalities and the schools should therefore be limited to very ex-
ceptional cases.? Secondly, the main aim of school evaluation in Sweden
should not be the control but rather the development of quality (evalu-
ation as school improvement). Thirdly, by obliging each school to eval-
uate its quality on a regular and systematic basis the Swedish state wants
to increase the sensitivity of its teachers for quality issues in schools
and make a contribution to their professionalization.

If we confront these aims of the Swedish evaluation system with its
achieved effects which have been proved in empirical studies the fol-
lowing picture emerges: with regard to the allocation of evaluative re-
sponsibilities between Skolverket and the municipalities and/or the schools
there is a fundamental question of how Skolverket can fulfill its supervi-
sory function for the control and development of quality in schools while
at the same time respecting the autonomy of the municipalities and the
schools in this respect. This dilemma which was already identified in an
international OECD report on school evaluation in 1995 is still not solved
satisfactorily (OECD/CERI, 1995: 131). An indicator for this key prob-
lem is the fact that even in 2000, i.e. almost ten years after the founda-
tion of Skolverket, only two thirds of the 289 municipalities had ever
written their obligatory annual quality report for Skolverket (Skolverket,
2001: 5) which shows quite clearly that one third of the Swedish mun-
icipalities had not yet accepted their quality assuring function. A related
problem has been established by Swedish researchers who found that
the cooperation between the municipalities and the schools with regard
to quality questions is quite poor and that more than 90% of Swedish
teachers do not trust the results and insights gained through the munic-
ipal evaluation of the school system (Granstrém & Lander, 1999: 39).
More recent research suggests that the schools themselves have accept-
ed their evaluative role: self-evaluation seems to be a regular feature in
Swedish schools now, although there is still evidence that this evalua-
tion is quite often rather unreflected and not always very systematic due
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to the teachers’ lack of theoretical and methodological knowledge on eval-
uation. Negative side-effects of the increasing evaluative responsibility
of schools are primarily that classroom teachers complain about increas-
ing workloads which are due to additional meetings to plan evaluations
and to write up evaluation reports. In addition, case studies show that
exclusive reliance on school internal evaluation may aggravate quality
differences between schools because the municipal feedback to internal
school evaluation as well as the headteachers’ competence in setting up
effective evaluation structures will vary substantially between munici-
palities and schools (Kotthoff, 2003: 315-318).

While the design of the Swedish evaluation system certainly suggests
that the accountability function of school evaluation is subordinate to its
quality development function (e.g. importance of self-evaluation, renun-
ciation of school league tables, no public «<naming and shaming» of in-
dividual schools etc.), the question whether the evaluation of schools
has helped them to improve their quality is difficult to assess at the mo-
ment. On the basis of their analyses of Swedish and other Scandinavian
(case) studies on the relationship of evaluation and school improvement
Lander & Ekholm conclude rather sceptically: «The examples from re-
search cited above are not success stories about the use of evaluation for
school improvement. Teachers have often reacted with suspicion and
resistance to such state initiatives. [...] Case studies of successtul schools
suggest that school evaluation does not play a leading role in the school
improvement process» (Lander/Ekholm, 1998: 1131). The results of my
own case studies on the effects of evaluation in three Swedish schools
do suggest however that evaluation does lead to school improvement in
individual schools. This seems to be particularly the case in those schools
where evaluation is done systematically and continuously, e.g. in the
form of a «quality cycle» (Kotthoff, 2003: 302-314).

The case studies also provide empirical evidence with regard to the
third aim of school evaluation, the sensitization of teachers to quality
issues and their professionalization: according to the interviewed head-
teachers, systematic evaluation intensifies the teachers’ discourse on
quality within schools considerably. One positive side-effect of this in-
tensified discourse is that there is more interchange of information in
general which in turn can raise teachers’ awareness of areas of concern
and can help them to identify good practice within their school. Anoth-
er positive effect, is according to the headteachers, that schools can use
evaluation reports to document their work, make their school life and
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the results of their pupils” work more transparent to the parents which
is a prerequisite for their cooperation. Finally, the headteachers report
unanimously that internal school evaluation has also had a positive ef-
fect on the professionalization of their staff. Amongst the activities which
generate the most important learning effects and which improve the
professional repertoires of their teachers most noticeably the headteachers
mention in particular the planning and preparation of evaluations, the
collection and interpretation of evaluation data and the development of
practical measures to improve quality. When interpreting these rather
positive statements we should bear in mind though that the positive
assessment of the effects of school evaluation depends largely on the
perspective of the stakeholder, which means that headteachers rate eval-
uation much more positively than those directly involved in the teach-
ing process, i.e. the students and teachers (Kotthoff, 2003: 370-74). A
final observation on this point is contributed by Granstrém and Lander
who report that the professionalizing influence of evaluations is felt
particularly strongly when the internal evaluation is supported by a
«critical friend» or through peer group reviews (Granstrom/Lander,
1998: 8).

3. Discrepancies between /ntended and achieved effects of school
evaluation: conclusions

If we try to summarize our findings with regard to the discrepancies
between aims and effects of school evaluation in England and Sweden,
three points are of particular importance:

Firstly, in both education systems the main aim of school evaluation
is the improvement of the quality of schools. Apart from this however,
the results of our analysis suggest that the aims of school evaluation do
not always have to be complementary. They can even be paradoxical or
contradictory to each other, if external evaluation is used to criticize
schools negatively, linking external evaluation for control with internal
assessment for development. This paradox becomes most evident in the
English evaluation system where inspection is supposed to exercise a
controlling and normalizing effect on individual schools while at the same
time developing the professional autonomy of the school and the teach-
ers. However, non-complementary aims can also exist in internal eval-
uation systems when internal evaluation data which have been generat-
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ed by teachers to promote school development are used in external eval-
uations, in order to criticize and judge this school.

Secondly, the aims of school evaluation can be achieved in different
ways: This can be shown, for example, with regard to the sensitization
of teachers to quality issues which is one of the main aims of evaluation
in both education systems. On the one hand the English example de-
monstrates that this sensitization can be stimulated from «outside»
through external school inspections. On the other hand the Swedish
evaluation system shows quite convincingly that this effect can also be
achieved through internal forms of evaluation which intensify the inner
school discourse on quality.

Thirdly, the two analysed cases show that measures of school eval-
uation can fail to achieve their desired effects and that they can have
unintentional or even contra-productive side-effects. A particularly strik-
ing example for failed aims is the apparent difficulty of both evaluation
systems to translate the results of internal or external school evaluation
into concrete and quality-improving school development processes.
Evidence for unintentional side effects of school evaluation are for exam-
ple the increased work and stress burden of English classroom teachers
in the run up to school inspections and the observation that school eval-
uation can exercize a standardizing influence on teaching-learning pro-
cesses and/or on the school curricula. Finally, the possibility of contra-
productive effects is indicated by the observation that the evaluation of
schools can under certain circumstances, e.g. if it is combined with fi-
nancial sanctions, disadvantage weak schools and therefore endanger
the equity within the school system.

The comparative analysis of the two evaluation systems has clearly
shown that there are considerable discrepancies between intended and
achieved effects of school evaluation. Any attempt to provide a compre-
hensive analysis of school evaluation in different education systems must
therefore necessarily take account of the unpredicted and unwanted
«side»-effects of school evaluation as well. I have shown elsewhere that
the well-established analytical differentiations between «monetary» and
«non-monetary» «costs» and «benefits» which have been developed in
the field of economics of education (cp. Psacharopoulos, 1987) can serve
as useful analytical «tools» in this context and can help to shed some
light on the question whether the provable quality improving effects of
school evaluation (i.e. «benefits») justify its «costs» (cp. Kotthoff, 2003:
375-390; Kotthoff, 2004). In this contribution however, I want to shift
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the focus and try to formulate recommendations which could help to
reduce discrepancies between intended and achieved effects of school
evaluation and to minimize its unintentional, unwanted or even contra-
productive side-effects.

4. Improving school evaluation: recommendations

From an analytical perspective and on the basis of the empirical evi-
dence available, it seems possible to differentiate between three groups
of recommendations:

I. Recommendations which aim at raising the level of acceptance of school evaluation
amongst teachers

On the basis of the empirical evidence presented it seems most impor-
tant that school evaluation reaches high levels of acceptance amongst the
teaching profession. This in turn can be raised, if schools are granted
high degrees of autonomy in the first place. Teachers will only be con-
vinced about the necessity of educational evaluation if they enjoy high
degrees of professional freedom in their work place.

Secondly, from the teachers’ perspective the credibility and accep-
tance of (external) school evaluation is substantially raised if the (exter-
nal) evaluators can bring their own practical school experience and teach-
ing expertise to the inspection. The English example shows clearly that
external evaluation is severely mortgaged from the teachers’ perspective
if it is carried out by privatized evaluation agencies.

In addition, the English example shows that the teachers’ acceptance
of negative inspection results will be raised if the local particularities of
individual schools are taken into account and the individual progress of
the school is appreciated from a “value added” perspective.

Thirdly, judging from the Swedish and English experiences, it will
be of the utmost importance to convince teachers of the usefulness of
school evaluation and to let them experience this usefulness in their daily
professional practice as teachers. This requires that the knowledge which
is generated through school evaluation becomes more practically rele-
vant, concrete and instructive for the improvement of schools and teach-
ing-learning processes. The establishment of a so-called school internal
“evaluation culture” which is currently demanded in many European
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education systems and which will lead to a substantial additional work
load for the teachers will only be accepted by the teachers if it leads to
concrete and perceptible improvement in the quality of the school and
if it will help at least in the medium term to make their work easier.

Finally, levels of acceptance will be raised amongst the teaching pro-
fession if the school authorities are also prepared to be evaluated them-
selves and if they can prove to the teachers that they themselves can
deal with negative evaluation results in a constructive manner.

2. Conceptual recommendations which aim at raising the quality-improving effect of school
evaluation

With regard to the conceptual design of quality-raising evaluation sys-
tems, the empirical evidence presented seems to suggest that there needs
to be an optimal balance between internal and external evaluation stra-
tegies and instruments. This recommendation is also supported by re-
cent evaluation experiences from Switzerland. According to the Swiss
school researcher Strittmatter, the empirical evidence seems to suggest
that the more elaborate (in terms of time and emotional investment) and
important (in terms of sanctions or benefits) external evaluations are,
the less energy and time will be made available for any serious, profes-
sional internal evaluation. Elaborate and exhaustive external evaluations
which are considered as threatening will, according to Strittmatter (2006),
always result in internal evaluations being carried out purely as an alibi
or not at all.

Similarly, the balance between the external standardization of what
is defined as «good» school quality on the one hand and the acknow-
ledgement of the professional autonomy of the teachers on the other needs
to be constantly reflected and adjusted. Teachers have got their own
legitimate notions on what counts as “good” quality, which they have
developed in the course of their professional career. The external defi-
nition of quality standards is therefore quite often perceived by teachers
as an intervention into their professional expertise and judgement. This
is particularly the case in those education systems which value profes-
sional autonomy of their teachers very highly.

With regard to the conceptual design of evaluation systems, the pre-
sented empirical evidence from England and Sweden seems to suggest
that internal evaluations of schools will benefit if they are supported
systematically through different forms of “metaevaluation”. One type

IYTKPITIKH KAl AIEONHZ EKMAIAEYTIKH EMIOEQPHIH m TEYXOX 7



138 m HANS-GEORG KOTTHOFF

of metaevaluation are quality audits which are carried out by the school
authorities to make sure that the schools’ internal evaluation systems
fulfil minimum procedural standards.

Finally, evaluation systems should be designed in a way which pro-
tects individual schools from so-called «naming and shaming» effects.
As long as sensitive data on particular schools are leaked to the public
without protection, schools will react defensively by faking positive re-
sults and/or by simulating alibi efforts. This is even more true if nega-
tive results of external evaluations (e.g. negative inspection results) are
indirectly linked to financial sanctions as is the case in England.

3. Practical recommendations

In the face of the unpredictability of the effects of school evaluation which
has become obvious in the English and Swedish case, a first practical
recommendation should point out that newly developed evaluation sy-
stems should be principally open for revisions and can react flexibly to
new (international) experiences. Secondly, evaluation criteria should be
made transparent. The Handbook for Inspection (OFSTED, 1995), for
example, which has been developed by the English school inspectorate
OFSTED and which gives the teachers a comprehensive list and expla-
nation of evaluation criteria has been warmly welcomed by most head-
teachers in England who regard the handbook as a very useful tool for
school development. A third recommendation underlines the importance
of offering the schools concrete help and assistance in putting the re-
commendations of the external evaluators into practice. Again, with ref-
erence to England, the rapid improvement of the so-called schools re-
quiring special measures show convincingly how much “weak” schools in
particular can profit from an intensive period of coaching and advising
after an external evaluation. Finally, the introduction of educational
evaluation is a social process which has to be established very carefully
in any given education system. The hesitant reaction of many Swedish
schools and municipalities with regard to their obligation to introduce
regular and systematic (internal) evaluations shows the necessity to in-
troduce new evaluation methods and instruments cautiously and in small
and sensitive steps.
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Notes

! The conclusions in this section are based on the results of my comparative study
on school evaluation systems which were published in 2003 (Kotthoff, 2003). The
publication also includes a detailed analysis of the main evaluation concepts and
instruments in England and Sweden which will not be presented here.

2 However, in 2004 Skolverket started to inspect schools and municipalities directly
(Skolverket, 2004). Presently it is too early to assess the effects of this development and
it remains to be seen how this shift of responsibility will affect the schools’ and the
municipalities’ autonomy in quality issues.
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MEepIAHWH

Amrok\ioglg oTOXWV Kal amoTeEAECPATWV 0T OXOMIKY aflohdynon:
EpeuvnTikd guprjpata kat mpoTAcelg

Zipdwva pe v Opyavwolakr] Oswpia kal To Néo Oeopiopd (New Institutionalism),
Kotvwvikoi Beapol peydAng mohumhokdtnrag —émwg Ta ekmatdeuTikd 1dpUpara— dev avra-
Tokp{vovral mdvra og perappubpioTikolg Tpoypappariopolg, kabug, ouyvd, ot Eexwpl-
orol actors Tou Toug amaptiCouv Spouv avopBoroyikd. O Bewpleg autéc emiyelpolv va
gppunvedoouy TIg amokAioelg peTa&l TeBEVTWY OTOXWV Kal TTPAYHATIKWV ATTOTEAEOUATWY,
dlepeuvvTag Toug TPOTIOUG e TOUG OTTOIOUG Ol €l0aydpEVES O €vav 0pYaviopd perap-
pubpioeig amevepyorololvral 1§ Slapopormololvral, TPooapHOLOHEVES OTIG KATEOTNUEVEG
«vOppeg», dladikaoieg kal MPakTIkéG Asitoupylag Tou.

Me yvipova Tig mapamdvw Béoelg, To dpBpo Slepeuvd TIG ouvETELEG TToU Efye yia THY
ekmatdeutikr allohdynon n «alkayri mapadelyparog», amd 1o ypadelokpatikd EAeYX0 Twv
€1l0POWV 0T onpepivr) Tdon emikévipwong ota anoteAéopara. Etdikdrepa amotipdral n
amékAion otdywv (autv mou karaypddovral ora emionpa £yypada Twv eKTAIOEUTIKWY
apywv wg dnAwpévn emdiwen Twv HETAPPUBULOTIKWV HETPWY) Kal TPAYHATIKWV ATTOTE-
Aeopdrwv (émwg e€dyovral amd Ta euPrjHaTa TWV EPEUVNTIKWY HeAETWV). Q¢ HeNéTeg Tre-
pimTwong ypnotpomolodvral ol ahayég oTov TPOTo a&loAGyNnong Twv oYoAElwv oTa K-
matdeutikd ouorrpara Tng AyyAiag kat ™ Zoundiag: dlo ywpwv mou ot didpkela Twv
TeheuTaiwv TV peTappubpuioav pilikd To olotnpa exmaideuTikic afloAdynorg Toug Kat
Tautéypova avtimpoowtretouv dUo SlapopeTikég ekaldeuTikéG Tapaddoelg, TV «armoke-
VTPWTIKT)» PPETAVIK Kat TN «OUYKEVTPWTLKN» okavovapik.

H avdAuon karahjyel og pia ogtpd oupmepaopdrwy: (i) Ot emionpot atdyol Tg aglo-
Adynong d¢ Aetroupyolv dvra oupmAnpwpatikd pera&l Toug. Amevavriag, ouyvd avtidpd-
oKouv, 6Tw¢ oupPaivel pe Ty mapdAnAn embdiwén eAéyxou amé ) pia kal fekTiwong
™G motétnrag amd v dAn. (i) O (idtog) ordyog pmopel va emdiwyBel pe dlapopetikég
peBodoug. Kari téroto maparnpeital otov kotvé ordyo yia euatoBnromoinon Twv ekmaideu-
TIKQV og Bépara molétnrag, o ormoiog otnv AyyAia mpooeyyileTal péow eEwTepIKWY €L
Bewprjocwy, ev ot Zoundia péow g autoa&loAdynong Twv oxolelwv. (i) Ot perap-
pubpioeig oTig dlo ywpeg ouvodeovral ouyvd Téoo amé aduvapia emiTeudng Twv oTOXWV
TOUG 600 Kal amé pn mpoPAedBeioeg 1i/kal avemBuunTeg mapevépyeleg. Mapddetypa pn
emreuyBévTog oTdyou amoTelel n —pn epeuvnTIKd TEKPNPLWHEVN— TTotoTikY BeAtiwon. Mn
mpoPAedBeioa ouvémela ouviotd To augnpévo epyactakd Pdpog kat dyyog Tou ekmaideu-
TIKoU TTpoowTikoU kat avriBaivouca v apyikr otoxoBeoia katdAnén ouviord ) mepairé-
pw umoPdduion Twv pérprag/kakrig dripng oxoAeiwv.
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Zmpiidépevo oe Tétola epeuvnTikd oupmrepdopara To dpBpo karahjyel o TpELG KaATn-
yopieg ouotdoewv/mpotdoewyv. H mpwrn am’ autég Tovilet T onpacia Tng amodoyrig Twv
dladikaotyv agloAdynong améd Toug ekmaideutikolg. Emonpaiverat 61t To péyebog g
amodoyng e€aprdrat amd To Pabud emayyeAparikic eleubepiag Twv ekmaldeuTik@y Kat
autovopiag Twv oxolelwv. Ooov adpopd Tig e&wTepikég aglohoyrioelg, n aglomioTia Toug
(HeTall Twv ekmaldeuTikwv) eivat oAU peyaldtepn étav ot allohoyntég emdelkviouy
onpavrikr oYoAikr| epmelpia, evw, avriBera, ot aflohoyrioelg amo IGIWTIKEG eTalpeieg avTi-
petwiCovral pe duomiotia. H amodoyr Tng a&loAdynong evioyierat 6rav Ta cupmepdopa-
T4 TNG TAPATTEUTIOUV O€ OUYKEKPLUEVEG, TIPOOAPHOCHEVEG OTIG 1dlaiTEPOTNTEG TOU KABE
oxoAelou, TpakTikd edpappdotpeg Aioelg kat Oyt o€ oTeipa Bewpnrikoloyia. H emlnrolpe-
v o€ oA eupwmaikd exmaideutikd ouotipara «a&loAoyikr} kouhTolpa» eival meplo-
06TePO £DIKTH OTNV TEPITITWON TTOU Ta amoTeAéopara Twv afloAoyrioewv emdpolv BeA-
TIWTIKG Kat ot douleld Twv ekmadeutikv. TéNog, Ta emimeda amodoyric eival ubnAdre-
pa étav ol oyohikég nyeoieg eival kat ol (dieg avrikeiueva aglohdynong.

la 1o otdyo Pertiwong Tng moiétnTag amapaitnm Bewpeitat n emiteudn piag 1davikric
toopportiag perall eowTeplkrg Kal e€wTeplknc aglohdynong. Av n mpwytn davrdlel amet-
AnTik1 yla To oyohelo kat To MPoowikS Tou, 1) OeuTepn Telvel va AapPdvel SiakoopnTiké
xapaktipa 1} va Aeroupyel wg dMobL. To (dlo toylel kat 6oov adopd Tig SrapopeTikég
EVVOLOAOYNOELG TNG «TTOIGTNTAG» OTTWE AUTEG StapopdivovTal, amo T pid, amo Tig ETEL-
pieg TwV ekTTalOEUTIKWY Kal, amd TV aMn, amd Toug —Pdoet oTaBpIopévwy eTprjoEwV—
OPLOHOUG TV eEWTEPIKWY Ppopéwv agloAdynong. H yedipwon Tétolwy Yaopdtwv pmopel
va emreuyBel péow popdwv «peTa-agloAdynong».

‘Ooov apopd Ti¢ akohoubnréec mpakTikég, umoypappiCeral 611 n apdiBoAn emruyia Twv
OXETIKWV pe TNV ekmratdeutikr) agloAdynon petappubpicewy Ba Tpémel va KataoTroeL Toug
SlapopdwTEc TWV ekmaldeuTIKWY TOATIKWOV avolyTolg oe avaBewprjoelg kat €Toloug va
AdPouv umdym Toug TIG EUTTELPIEG TTOU CUYKEVTPLVOVTAL amd Tig epappoyEg TG Siebvidg.
Avaykaiog eivat o karavonTdg Tpémog mAnpodépnong yia Ta ypnotpomololpeva agloho-
Yikd kpirrpta kat n mapoyr Poribelag mpog Ta oyoleia yia To mwg Ba perappdlouv Ta
amoteéopara Twv aflohoyrjoewv o€ ook Tpdén. Ze kdBe mepimrwor), kabwg n exmat-
SeuTikr| a&lohdynon amotehel ekTOG Twv AAWV Kal pia (YevikoTepr) KOWwVIKY eEEALEN, N
gloaywyr] Tng eivat avaykaio va yiverar péow kat piag diadikaoiag mpooeKTIKWY Kat ou-
VETQV Brpdrwv.
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